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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
TUESDAY, MAY 14, 2002
T30 PM

(TO BE HELD AT BEBAN PARK A UDITORIUM,
2300 BOWEN ROAD, NANAIMO)

AGENDA

CALL TG ORDER
DELEGATIONS
Diane Pertson, re Proposed Amendments to Growth Management Plan - Area E.

Jeannette Thomson, re Proposed Amendments to Growth Management Plan -
Area E.

Frederick Smith, re Proposed Amendments to Growth Management Pian -
Area E.

Brizn Dempsey, re Proposed Amendments 10 Growth Management Plag -
Area D,

BOARD MINUTES

Minutes of the Board meeting held on Tuesday. April 9™, 2002 and the Special
Board Meetings held on Tuesday, April 30" and May 7", 2002,

BUSINESS ARISING FROM THFE MINTUTES
CUMMUN[CAT[ONS!CDRRESPDNDENCE

Kirk Miller, Land Reserve Commission, re New Legslation - Agricultural
Land Cornrmission Act; New Appointments to the Land Reserve Commisgsion.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
Bylaws For Third Reading & Adoption.

Bylaw No. 500.281 - T.and Use & Subdivision Amendment Bylaw - Home Lake.
{Electoral Area Directors txcept EA 'B' - One Voie)

Bylaw No. 121801 - [Tome Tuke Service Area Sewage [hsposal Reguiation
Amendment Bylaw, {All Directors - One Vote)
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Bylaws For Adoption,

Bylaw No. 500.269 - Tand Use & Subdivision  Amendment Byvlaw -
Ronkainen/Earthy - 3452 Jingie Pot Road - Area D, (Electoral Ares Directors
except EA B - One Vote)

Bylaw No. 105902 - Southern Community Recreation LSA Amendment Bylaw,
(Al Directors - One Yote)

Byvlaw No. 1264 - Eiectora) Area D' Noise Control Service Establishment
Bylaw. {All Directors - One Vote)

Bylaw No. 1265 - Electoral Arca D" Nowse Conrraj Regnlatory Bylaw., {Al
Directors - One Voie)

Bylaw No. 1283 - RDN Security Issuing (City of Parksville) Bylaw, (A]l
Directors - Weighted Vote)

Poblic Hearing,

Minutes of the Public Hearing held May 2, 2002 with respect to Bylaw Mo,
500282 - Land Use and Subdivision Byiaw Amendment - Chouinard - 7]g4
Lantzville Road - Area D, {Electoral Area Dincctors except EA 'B' - One Vote)

Minutes of the Public Hearing held March 21, 2002 with respect to Bylaw No,
360.280 - Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment - Semini - Dickenson
Road - Area D, (Electoru] Area Directors except EA ‘B - One Vote)

Minuntes of the Publje Hearing held Ape} 24, 2002 with respect to Bylaw Nao.
1285 - Electoral Area T Zomng and Subdivision Bylaw. (AN Directors except
EA 'B'- One Vote)

STANDING COMMITTEE, SELECT COMMITTEE AND COMMISSION
MINUTES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ELECTORAL AREA PLANNING STANDING COMMITTELE

Minutes of the regular Electoral Area Planming Committee meeting held Apri)
23,2002, {for mformation)

CORRESPONDENCE/COMMINI CATIONS

Greta Taylor, re Water 1 Zone to Exclude Aquaculture. (Electoral Area
Directors except EA 'B' - One Yole)

That the correspondence from Greta Tayior, Deep Bay Planning and
Envirommental Assaciation, with respect to the prapesed change in warer Zoning
te have water | zone amended to exclude agquaculture as o permitted uve, pe
received.
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PLANNING
AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS

Zoning Amendwment Application No. 0204 — PRA Holdings Ltd. — Hareld Road -
Area A. (Electoral Area Directors except EA 'B' - One Vote)

i

That Amendment Application No. 0204 submitted by PR4 Holdings Lid to
rezohe o portion of the property legally described as Loy 9. Section {2, Range 7,
Cranberry Disirict, Plan 27070 Jrom Induserial 1 (INT) to Fadustrial ? {IN2} he
advanced o a public hearing subject to the conditions autlined in Schedule No.
Fi

That "Regional Districe of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. S00.285. 2002 he given I* and 2 reading dnd proceed
1 Pubdic Hearing.

That the Public Hearing on "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and
Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 300285, 2000 be defegated to
Darector Elliott or his alternate,

Zoning Amendment Application No. 9809 _ Cedar View Estates Ltd. - Cedar &
Hemer Roads — Area A, (Flectoral Aveg Directors except EA B' - One Voe)

I

That Amendment Application No. 9809 submitted &y Cedar View Estates Led 1o
rezone a portion of the property legally described as Lot A, Plan VIPST874 and
Lot 6, Plan VIP309K34 Both of Section {4, Range I. Cedar District from
Commercial 2 (CM2) to Comprehensive Development 12 (CDI2) be advanced to
@ public hearing subject to the conditions outlined in Schedule No. |.

That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No., 500.284, 2002 be given I ang 2™ reading and proceed
to Public Hearing.

That the Public Hearing on “Regional District of Nancimo Land Use and
Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 560.284, 2002 be delegated 1o
Director Ellion or his alternate.

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS

DF Application No. 0215 - F airwinds/Dafoe — 3730 Fairwinds Drive — Area E.
{Electoral Area Directors excepl EA 'B' - One Vote)

That Development Permit Application No. 0215 to facilitate bank stabifization
works un 45 metres of stream channel on Dolphin Creek within a Watercourse
Protection Development Permit Areg on the praperty legally described as Lot |,
Disrict Lot 8, 30 and 78, Nanoose Pistrict, Plan 48385, Excepr Part in Plan
31142 be approved subject to the conditions autlined in Schedules No. 7, 2 and 3.
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DP Application No. 0218 — Rainsford — Horue Lake Cave Road — Area M.
(Electoral Area Directors except EA B - One Vote)

That Development Permit Application No, 0218 vary the maximum floor area
of the main floor of the recreational residence from 70 m’ o 72 m’; the muximum

Hoor area of the second story from 35 m’ to 45 m's and the maximum building
height of 6.1 metres to 6.5 merres purstiant to the Regional Divtrice of Nangimn

125 metres from the namural boundary, the removal of vegetation, and the
development of a 1 metre wide beack BECEss within the Environmentally Sensitive
Areas Development Permit Area on the property legally described as Straia Log
20, District Lot 251, 4lbern; District, Plan VIS5160 be approved subjecr to the
requirements eutlined in Schedules No. 1. 2 and 3.

DF Application No. 0220 - Bulger — Horne Lake Cave Road — Area H. (Flectora]
Area Dircetors except EA B’ - One Vote)

fhat Development Permit Application No. 0220 to facilitate the relocation of a
recreational residence and deck to be located a minimum of 8 metres, an
accessory building to be located g mitimum of 1! metres from the natural
boundary of Horne Lake, and a | metre wide beach access located within the
Environmentally Sensitive Areas Development Permit drea on the Droperty
legally described as Strata Lo 38, Districr Lot 251, Alberni District, Plan
VIS5160 be approved subject (o the conditions outlined in Schedules | and 2

DP Application No, 022] — Gzerard/Fern Road Consulting - Lot 14, Amberwooed
Lane — Area E, {Eleclorai Ares Directors except EA 'B' - Ope Vote)

That Development Permit Application No. 0221 submitted by Helen Sims, on
behalf of Pawricia Gerard to facilitate construetion of a single dwelling, attached
patio, patie for hot tub, and retaining walls within the Watercourye Protection
Development Permit dreq pursuant to "Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan
Briaw No. 1118 [99g" Jor the propersy legally described as Lot 14, Disericr Lot
78, Nanvose District, Plan 47638 he approved subject to the conditions dand
variances outlined in Schedule No. 'T' and rotification requirements purstiant in
the Local Government dct.

DP Application No. 4222 — Mauriks/Fern Road Consulting - 1429 Dorcas Poing
Road — Area E. (Electoral Area Directors except EA 'B' - One Vote)

That Development Permir Application Na. 0222, submitied by Helen Sims on
behalfl of Patricia Mawriks 1o legulize the siting and renovation of an existing
dwelling unit within the Watercourse Protection Development Permit Areq
pursuant ta “Nanoose Bay Official Comimunity Plan Bylaw No. 1118, 1998~ Jor
the property legally descried as Lot 3, District Lot 116, Nanoose District. Plan
17336 be upproved subject to the conditions and variances outlined in Schedule
No. "1 and notification requirements pursuant o the Local Governmeny At
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OTHER

Home Based Buasiness Regulations - RDN Land tse uznd Subdivision
Amendment Bylaw No. 500.286 - Areas A, C,DF G & H ({Flectoral Ares
Dnrectors except EA 'B' - One Vote)

L That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivivion Bvlaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 500,286, 2002 be introduced and given ™ and 7 reading.

2. That “Regional Districe of Nanaime Land Use and Subdivision Bvlaw Amendment
Byviaw No. 500.286, 2002 " be advanced to a public hearing,

3. That the public heoring on “Regional Disiricr of Nanaimo Land Use and
Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500286 20027 be delegated to
Lirector Holme ar hiv alternate.

(1) COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE §T ANDING COMMITTEE

BE-106 Minutes of the regular Committee of the Whole Committee meeting held Aprii
23, 2002, (for information)

COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Dan Whiting, Schaol District 69, re Appolntment of Trustee Barbara Terry to
the D69 Recreation Commission. {All Directors - One Vote)

That the correspondence received from School Districr 69 with respect to the
appointment of Barbara Terrv to the D69 Recreation Commission, be received.

Jerri New, Office & Professional Employees Internatienal Union, re BC Hydro.
{All Directors - One Vote)

That the corvespondence received from the Office & Professional Emplovees
International Union with respect in a resolution for the retention of BC Hydru as
a complete entity within a regulgted pricing structure by the provincial
Bovernment, be received

Charles Lang, re Regional Growth Mipagement Plan Amendments - Harne
Lake — Area H. {All Directors - One Vote)

That the correspondence received from Charles Lang with respect to the Horne
Lake Draft Interim Management Plan, former pass holders and the March 27,
2002 public meeting, be received.
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
BUILDING INSPECTION
Section 700 Filings. (All Directors - One Vote)

That a notice be filed against the title of the property listed, pursuant to Section
700 of the Local Government Act and thay if the Infraciions are not rectified
within ninety (90 days, fegal action will be pursned:
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fa) Lot 1, Section 12, Range 3, Mountain District, 3043 Jameson Rood,
Electoral Area 4, owned by W. Kosak:

(b} Lot 22, Section 2, Range 6, Plan 27748, Cedar District, 3361 McGuire Way,
Electoral drea A, awned by I and D. Stewart;

fc) Lot 23, Block 586, Plan 29314, Nanoose Distriet, 2825 Sen Blush Drive,
Electoral Area E, owned by K. Husson and T Fallow.

PLANNING

OCP/Zoning Bylaw Amendment for E & N Railway Corridor. {All Directors
except EA 'B'- One Vote)

Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plar

[, That "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Areg 'd” fficial Community
Flan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.00, 2002" has been considerad in
conjunction with the Regionad District of Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital
Expenditure Program Bylaw,

2. That "Regional Districi of Nanaimo Electoral Avea ‘4" Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 124001, 2002 has been considered in
confunction with the Regional District of Nanagimo waste manggement plans.

3. That “Regional District of Nanatmo Electoral Areg ‘4" Official Communiny:
Flan Bylaw Amendment Bviaw No. J240.07, 20027 bas been considered in
confunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo Growth Management
Plan,

4. That "Regional Divtrict of Nanaimo Electoral Area '4" Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.01, 2002" has been cousiderad i
comfunction with the provincial policy guidelines and comments from the
Lund Reserve Commivsion.

That “Regional Distriet of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘4" Cfficial Comprunity Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.01, 2002 be given 2 reading and proceed
to public Acaring.

That the holding of the Public Hearing with respect to “Regional District of
Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A" Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bvlmw
No. 1240.01, 2002 be delegated to Director Holme or Ais alternate,

Electoral drea ' Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Brigh Offciaf Cenmmniity
FPlan

i That "Regional District of Nangimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright
Cfficial Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. [148.02, 2002 huys
been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo 2002-
2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bvlaw.

kg

That "Regional District of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson-C ranberry Bright
Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. F148.02 20027 has
been considered in conjunction with the Regienal District of Nanaimo waste
meanggentent plans.
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3. That "Regional District of Nangimo Arrowsmith Hemson-Cranberry Bright
(Hficial Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Blaw No. 1148.02, 20027 has
been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo
Crrowth Management Plan,

4. That "Regional District of Naraimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright
Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1148.02, 2002 " has
been considered in confunction with the provincial policy padelines and
comments from the Land Reserve Commission.

That “'Regional District of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benvon-Cranberry Bright
telad Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1148.02, 2002 be given
2" reading and proceed to public hearing.

That the holding of the Public Hearing with respect to “Regional District of
Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Community Plan Bvlaw
Amendment Bylaw Ne J14802, 20027 he delegated to Director Hulme or his
alternate.

Electoral Area ‘I Laweville Official Community Plan

i That “Regional District of Nanaimo Lamizvifle Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 97402, 2002" has been considered in
confunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital
Lxpenditure Program Bylow.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzville Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 974002, 20027 has been considered in
conjunction wilth the Regional District of Nanaimo waste management plans,

3. Thar “"Regional District of Nanaime Lantzville Official Community Plan
Byvlaw Amendment Bylaw No. 974.02, 26002" has been considered in
confuncrion with the Regional Diswrict of Nanaimo Growth Management
Plan.

4. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzville Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 97402 20027 has been considered n
confunction with the provincial poficy guidelines and comments Sfrom the
Land Reserve Commission.

That "Regional District of Nanuime Lantzville Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 974.02, 2002 be given 2 reading and proceed to public
hearing.

That the holding of the Public Hearing with respect to “Regional District of
Nanpaimo Lamoville Official Compumity Plun Bylaw Amendment Bvlaw No.
974.02, 2002 be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

Electoral Area 'E’ Nanoose Bay Official Community Flan

i That “Regional Disirict of Nengime Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. [11803 20027 has been considered in
conjunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital
Expenditure Program Bviaw.
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2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay CMficial Community Plan
Byluw Amendment Bylaw No. 111803, 2002 has been considered in
confunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo waste management plans,

3. That “Regional Districe of Nanaimo Nanvose Bay Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylow No. 117803, 20027 has been considered in
conjunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo Growth Menugement
Pian,

4. That "Regional {istrict of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Commurity Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 171803 20027 has been considered in
comfunction with the provincial policy guidelines and comments Sfrom the
Lard Reserve Commission,

That “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bviaw No. 111803, 2002 be given 2™ reading and proceed
to public hearing.

That the holding of the Public Hearing with respect to “Regional District af
Nanatme Nuneose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw dmendment Bylaw No.
1118103, 20027 be delegated to Dircetor Holme or bis alternate.

Flectoral Area ‘G Englishman River Official Communin Plan

{. Thot “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Byiaw No. 814.07, 2002 hay heen considered in
confunction with the Regional District of Nunaimo 2002-2007 Capital
Expenditure Program Bvlaw.

2. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Cormmunity
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bvlaw No, 814.07, 2002" has been considered in
confunction with the Regional District of Nanaime waste management plans,

3 That "Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community
Flan Bylaw dmendment Bylaw No. §14.07, 2002 has been considered in
conjunetion with the Regional District of Nanaime Growth Management
FPlan.

4. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishoman River Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 814.U7, 20027 has been considered in
conjunction with the provineial poliey suidelines and comments from the
Land Reserve Commission.

That “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 814.07, 2002 be given 2 reading and proceed to
public hearing.

Thar the holding of the Public Hearing with respect fo "Regtonal District of
Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 814.07, 20027 be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

Flectoral Area '€ French Creek Official Commtinity Plan

. Thar "Regional District of Nanaimo Evench Creek Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 111502, 2002 has been considered n
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conjunciion with the Regiomal District of Nanaime 2002-2007 Capiral
Expendiinre Program Bvlaw.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo French Creek Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bvlaw No. 11502, 20027 has been comsidered in
confunction with the Regiunal District of Nanaime waste management plans,

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo French Creek Official Community Plan
Bylow dmendment Bylow No. 111502, 2002" has been considered in
conjurction with the Regional District of Nanaimo Growth Management
Plan.

4. That "Regional District of Nanaimo French Creek Official Community Plan
Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 171502 2002" has been considered in
confunction with the provincial policy guidelines and comments Jrom the
Lynd Reverve Commission,

That “'Regiongl Distrier of Nanaimo French Creek Official Community Plan
Byfaw Amendment Byvlaw No. 1115.02, 2002 be given 2 reading and proceed
to public hearing.

That the holding of the Public Hearing with respect to “Regional District of
Nanaimo French Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bviaw No.
T113.02, 2002 be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

Efeca_‘omf Area 'H' Shaw Hill-Degp Bay Official . oRumunity Blan

{. That ‘Regional District af Nanaimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official
Compunity Plan Bvlaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1067.03. 2002 has heen
considered in confunction with the Regional District of Nanagime 2002_2007
Cupited Expenditure Program Ryviaw.

2 That “Regional District of Nansimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official
Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. I1007.03. 20027 has been
considered in comjunction with the Regional District of Maraimo waste
management plans,

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Shaw fHifl-Deep  Ray Official
Community FPlan Bvlaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1007.03, 2002 be
caonsidered in conjunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo Growth
Management Plan.

4. That 'Regional District of Nanaimo Shaw Hill-Degp Bay Officiaf
Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bvlaw No. | (07,03, 2002 has been
considered In conjunction with the provincial policy guidelines and
comments from the Land Reserve Commission.

That "Reglonal District of Nangimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. M07.03, 20027 be given 2™ reading aqnd
proceed to public hearing.

Thar the holding of the Public Hearing with respect 10 “Regional District of
Nonuimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw dmendment Bylaw
N, 100703 2002 be delerated to Director Holme or bis glicrnate,
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Delegation of Authority Amendment Bylaw No. 1166.01 — Horne Lake - Area HL
(Al Directors except EA 'B' - One Vote)

i

That "Regional Distriet of Nanaime Delegation of Authority Amendment Bylaw
No. 1166.01, 20027 delegating authority to the General Manager 10 approve
development permits where:

{. ke applicant has requested a development permit tn alter land to within 30%
of the applicable development permit guidetiney.

U, the applicant has requesied a development permit to enhance and restore
riparian areqs, fish and fich habitat; and

ui.  properties are designated within Develupment Permit No. § DHFSHARL to the
"Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan Byluw No. (1607, 1996
where the permitted use includes recreational residential as defined in Bylaw
No. 500 for:

fi any land alternation in connection with construction of a building or
structure between 8 and 15 metres of the present natural boundary of
Horne Lake and any non-structural land alteration undertaken within
the development permit area; and

{2} any noa-structural land alteration undertaken within the development
Permit areg

be given three (3) readings.

{All Dircctors except EA 'B' - 2/3 Vote)

2,

Thar "Regional District of Naraimo Delegation of Authority Amendment Bylaw
No. 1166.01, 2002, having received three (3) readings, be adopted,

Horne Lake Regional Park — Interim Management Plan.

(Al Dnrectors - Cne Vote)

1

That the fnerim Management Plan for Horme Lake Regional Park be endorsed
and approved, thereby giving authority to proceed with opening of the Park in the
spring of 2002 for uses inchading general camping, boating, progrummed
recreation and day use.

{All Durectors - Weighted Vote)

2

That staff be auwthorized to establish and enter into an interim management
contract with Rick Canfield for the 2002 season, subject to the acceptance of te
Horne Lake Strata Corporation without Frejudice (o their right of firse refusal on
@ 20003-08 management plan.

(Al Directors - Ome Vote)

3

Thar staff be authorized in proceed with the regularization of property
encumbrances and anomalies at Horne Lake Regional Park, and prepare terms of
reference for the preparation of a long term management and operating plan
HECEFIqQry In yecHre @ I-vear DpEraling comira!.
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CORPORATE SERVICES
ADMINISTRATTON

Application for a Temporary Change to Liquor Licence - Cassidy Inn — Area A.
{All Directors - One Vole)

That the Caysidy Inn's request for a temporary change to their Liguor Licence to
provide for an extended patio areq for their Show ‘n Shine event scheduled Jar
June 23, 2002 be approved

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT

Release of Reserve Funds for Land Purchase - Southern Commupity LS4
Wastewater Treatment Reserve Fund Expenditure Bylaw No. 1298,

{ Al Directors - 2/3 Vote)

{. That “Southern Community Local Service Area Wastewater Treatment System
and Facilities Reserve Fund Expenditure Bvlaw No. 1298, 2002 be introduced
Sor three readings,

2. That “Southern Community Local Service Area Wastewater Treatment Spstem
ard Facilities Reserve Fund Expenditure Bylaw No. 1208, 2002" having received
three readings, be adopted

Application for Infrastructure Planning Grant. (Al Directors - One Vote}

Fhut the Board uf the Regional Disirict of Nanaimo stpport the Bowser/Qualicum
Bay/Dunswuir Infrastructure Planning Grant application,

71T} EXECUTIVE STANDING COMMITTEE

7.1V} COMMISSION

107-110

111-117

i[&-119

(V) SCHEDULED STANDING, ADVISORY STANDING AND  SELECT

COMMITTEE
Intergovernmental Advisory Committee. (All Directors - One Vote)

Minutes from the Intergovernmental Advisory Committes meeting held May |,
2002 {for information),

ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT

Request to Vary Contribution Formula - Vancouver [sland Regional Library. (Electoral
Eirectors - Werghted Vie)

Structure Removal Bylaw No. 1267 - Crossley - 3154 DeCourey Drive - Area A. (All
Directors - One Votu)



120-121

122-229

230-248

10,

11.

12,

12

14.
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Bring Up To Standard Bylaw No. 1294 - Dvel/Rubertson - 1716 Cedar Road - Arca A,
{(All Directors - One Vote)

Community Forum Report - Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal - Area E. {All
Dhrectors - One Vote)

Regional Growth Strategy Bylaw No. 1309, (All Directors - One Vote) (Bylaw included
as separate enclosure)

ADDENDITM

BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS OR COMMUNICATIONS
NEW BUSINESS

BOARD INFORMATION (Separate enclosure on blue paper)
ADJOURNMENT

IN CAMERA



Pearse, Maureen

From: Ctter Point [otterpt@macn.ibe.ca)
Sant: Friday, April 12, 2002 11,58 AM

Ta: Pearse, Maureen

Subject: Delegation to May 14th Board Meeting

We would like to register as "delegationa™ =o speak to changes to the

GMP. I am told thdt we may address the Soard at the May l4th meeting.

Diane FPertson
Jeannette Thomson



RECEIVED

______________________

o Y- 4



Burgoyne, Linda

Page 1 of |

From: Bran Dempsey [bdempsey@nanaimo.ark.comj
sant:  Wednesday, May 08, 2002 4:02 FM

To: Burgoyns, Linda

Subject: speakers list Board meeting May 14/00

Please include my name on the speakers list for the Board meeting on May 14/00.

| wish to address the Board about the proposed changes

Thankyou
Brian dempsey
380-4222

5/812002

to the RGMP as it effects Lantzville's QCP.

o
4
o %8



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD
OF THE REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO HELD ON
TUESDAY, APRIL 9, 2002, AT 7:30 FM IN THE
NANAIMO CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Present;
Director G. Holme Chairperson
Director L. Elliott Electoral Area A
Director B. Sperling Electoral Area B
Director E. Hamilton Electoral Area C
Director D. Haime Electoral Area D
Director J. McLean Electoral Area F
Director J. Stanhope Electoral Area G
Director R. Quittenton Electoral Area H
Director J, Macdonald City of Parksville
Alternate
Director A, Kruyt Town of Qualicum Beach
Director D: Rispin City of Nanaime
Director G. Korpan City of Nanaimo
Alternate
Director 3. Lance City of Nanaimo
Director L. McNabb City of Nanaimo
Director L. Sherty City of Nanaimo
" Director B. Holdom City of Nanaimo
Also in Attendance:
B. Lapham Gen. Mgr. of Development Services
N. Connelly Gen. Mgr. of Community Services
1. Finnie Gen, Mgr. of Environmental Services
C. Mason Gen. Mgr. of Corporate Services
M. Fearse Manager of Administrative Services
MOMENT OF SILENCE

The Board observed a moment of silence in recognition of the Queen Mother.

SPECIAL RECOGNITION

Director Quittenton commended Planning staff on their handling of the Horne Lake issue.
DELEGATIONS

Ron Tomlin, Port Theatre, re Referendum Vote, November 2042,

Mr. Tomlin requested the Board’s advice on financing options available for the Port Theatre.
Ted Jeffs, re Inciusion of Property in the City of Nanaimo.

Mr. Duncan Watt, speaking on behalf of Mr. Jeffs, advised of their desire to work with the Regional
District in determining options available with the Jeffs’ property. Q
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Jim Rutter, Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team, re Recovery Strategy for (arry Oak aad
Associated Ecosystems and their Associated Species at Risk in Canada.

Mr. Rutter asked for the Board’s endorsation of the Recovery Strategy for Garry Oak and Associated
Ecosystems and their Associated Species at Risk in Canada.

LATE DELEGATIONS

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the following delegations be permitted
to address the Board. .

CARRIED
Ian MacDonald, Oceanside Minor Hockey, re District 69 Arena RFP.

Mr. MacDonald spoke in support of the proposal to twin the existing argna as opposed to having an
additional ice surface at Wembley Mall.

Trevor & Eileen Wicks, re Arrowsmith Watershed Stewardship Team.

Ms. Dorothy Sly requested that the Boand have staff prepare a report on drinking water protection in the
Arrowsmith Watershed Area. .

Ron & Maureen Groves, re DP Application No. 0209 — 5457 West Island Highway — Area H.

Mr. Groves spoke in response 1o two letters of concern the Board received from neighbouring properties
and urged the Board to approve his application.

BOARD MINUTES

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the minutes of the regular Board meeting
and the Special Board meeting held on Tuesday, March 12, 2002 and Tuesday, March 26, 2002 be

adopted.
CARRIED
COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Jim Rutter, Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team, re Recovery Strategy for Garry Oak and
Associated Ecosystems and their Associated Species at Risk in Canada,

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence from the Garry Oak
Ecosysterns Recovery Team with respect to a request to the Board to endorse the Recovery Strategy for
Garry Oak and Associated Ecosystems and their Associated Species at Risk in Canada, 2601 — 2006, be

received,
CARRIED

Mary Jane Puckrin, re DP Application No. 0209 - Groves - 5457 West Island Highway - Area H.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence from Mary Jane

Puckrin with respect to DP Application No. 8209 be received.
: CARRIED

John & Shirley Flint, re DP Application No. 0209 - Groves - 5457 West Isiand Highway - Area H.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence from John & Shirley ot
Flint with respect to DP Application No. 0209 be received. v
CﬁRR_I!EQ y
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UNFINISHED BUSINESS
BYLAWS
Bytaw No. 8§9.20.

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Northern
Community Sewer Local Service Arca Boundary Amendment Bylaw No. 889.20, 2002™. be adopted.

CARRIED
Bylaw No. 930.02.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director McNabb, that “Arbutus Park Estates Water Loeal
Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 930.02, 2002% be adopted. .

CARRIED
Bylaw No_ 1288,

MOVED Director Kruyt, SECONDED Director Sherry, that "Fairwinds Water Service Area Conversion
and Boundary Amendment Bylaw No. 1288, 2002” be adopted.
CARRIED

STANDING COMMITTEE, SELECT COMMITTEE AND COMMISSION MINUTES AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

ELECTORAL AREA PLANNING STANDING COMMITTEE.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Haime, that the minutes of the regular Electoral Area
Planning Committee meeting held March 26, 2002, be received for information.

CARRIED
PLANNING

AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS
Zoning Amendment Application — Chowigard — 7184 Lantzville Road — Area D.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Haime, that the minutes of the Public Information
Meeting held March 14, 2002 for Amendment Application No. 0281, submitted by Winnifred Chouinard,
to amend the Commercial 2 (CMZ2) zone by removing site area requiremnents for Residential Use, and
specifically for the subject property legally described as Lot 6, District Lot 27G (Formerly Known as
District Lot 27), Wellington Diistrict, Plan 6757, be received for information.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Haime, that Amendment Application No. 0201,
submitted by Winnifred Chouinard, to amend the Commercial 2 (CM2) zone by removing site area
requirements for Residential Use, and specifically for the subject property legally described as Lot 6,
District Lot 27G (Formerly Known as District Lot 27), Wellington District, Plan 6757, be given 1* and
ri reading.

MOVED Director Haime, SECONDED Director McLean, that the resolution be amended to raad: “that
Amendment Application No. 0201, submitted by Winnifred Chouinard, to amend the Commercial 2
{CM2) zone by remaving site area rcgulrements for Residential [Jse accessory to commercial use be
approved and that the bylaw be given 1™ and 2™ reading”.

, CARRIED «’
The question was called on the main moticn, 2s amended. 0

The motion CARRIED. Q? y
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MOVED Director Hamilten, SECONDED Director Haime, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Lse
and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.282, 2002 be advanced to 2 public hearing.
CARRIED

MOUVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Haime, that the Public Hearing on “Regional District
of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500,282, 2002 be delegated to
Crrector Haime or her altemate.

CARRIED
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS

Development Permit Applicatien Ng. (0267 — Smith — Cave Road — Area H.

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Hamiiton, that Development Permit Application Na.
0207, to facilitate the relocation of a recreational residence and decks to be located a minimum of 1.5
metres and an accessory building to be located a minimum of 8.0 metres and the stairs to be located a
minimum of |.2 metres from the naturai boundary of Home Lake located within the Environmentally
Sensitive Areas Development Permit Area on the property legally described as Strata Lot 52, District Lot
251, Alberni District, Plan VIS5 160 be approved subject to the conditions outlined in Schedule No. 2.
CARRIED

Development Permit Application No. 0208 - A & W Food Services of Canada/Nangose Hill Station
Ltd. — 1666 East Island Highway — Area E,

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director McLean, that Development Permit No. 0208 for the
changes to the signage to the A & W Restaurant Building on the property legally described as Lot 1, of
Amended Lot 167 (DD 66169-N), Nancose District, Plan 9428 Except Parcel A (DD 30609-NY Theraof:
and Except Part in Plan 19267 be approved subject to the conditions as outlined in Schedule ‘1’ of the
staff report.

CARRIED

Development Permit Application No. 0209 — Groves — 5457 West Island Highway — Area H.
MOVYED Director Quittenten, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that this itern be deferred for ore month.

CARRIED
Development Permit Applicativa No. 0212 — Stull - Cave Road — Area H.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that Development Permit Application No,
0212 to facilitate the construction of a recreational vesidence and decks 1o be located a minimum of 8.0
metres from the natural boundary of Horne Lake and located within the Environmentally Sensitive Areas
Lands Development Permit Area on the property legally described as Strata Lot 119, District Lot 251,
Afbemni District, Plan VIS5160 be approved subject to the conditions outlined in Schedule No. 2.
CARRIED

Development Permit Application No. 0214 — Kristjanson — Higginson Road ~ Area E.
MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Stanhaope, that Development Permit Application No.
0214 to permit the construction of a shoreline protection device, consisting of granite rock, in place of the

damaged retaining wall, on the property legally described as Lot 10, District Lot 102, Nanoose District,
Plan 21022 be approved, subject to the conditions outlined {n Schedule No. 1 of this report.
' CARRIED ‘

A%
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DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
Development Variznce Permit Application No, 0209- Lyon — Chartwell Road — Area G.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Develepment Variance Permit No.
0209, submitied by Lynda Middlemass, Agent, acting on behaif of Nancy Joan Lyon, to facilitate the
development of a single dwelling unit and vary the minimum setback requirement for a building or
structure within a Residential 1 zone trom 5.0 metres fo 3.2 metres for the other lot line located along
Miraloma Drive for the property legally described as Lot 33, District Lot 88, Nanoose Land District, Plan
VIP37428, be approved as submitted subject to the notification requirements pursuant to the Local
Crovernment Act., :
_ CARRIED
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE STANDING COMMITTEE

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the minﬁtes of the Committee of the
Whole meeting held March 26, 2002, be received for information.

COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESFONDENCE
Richard Taylor, UBCM, re 2002 Resolution Process,

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence received from UBCM
with respect to the 2002 resolution process, be received.

CARRIED
Town of Ladysmith, re Transit System.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stenhope, that the correspondence received from the
Town of Ladysmith with respect to regional transit linkages between the RDN and CVRD transit systems,
be received.

CARRIED

Jim Bowden, City of Nanaimo, re Resional Transit Authority Feasibility Study Request.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence received from the
City of Nanaimo with respect to the City"s request for a feasibility stdy of various options and costs of
providing a high frequency transit link between Malaspina University College and the downtown core, be
received.

CARRIED

Agmes & Albert Meers, re Request o Survey Park Boundaries — Crows Nest Park - Area E.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence received from Agnes
and Albert Meers with respect to the RDN’s park policy on trimming of trees in parks, be received.

CARRIED
George Legg, re Performance Review Committee

MOYVYED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence received from George
Legg with respect to comments made at the February 27, 2002 Performance Review Committee meeting,
be recaived. :
CARRIED
Felicity Adams, re Performance Review Committee Minutes.

MOVED Director Ri'spin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence received from OQ
Felicity Adars with respect to the minutes of the Performance Review Committee meeting held February

27, 2002, be received. CARRIE av ‘}y
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Gayle Jackson, City of Parksville, re Electoral Area ‘F* OCP Bylaw No, 1152.02.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence received from the
City of Parksville with respect to a potential reduction in minimum lot size for designated resource lands
which are within the ALR from 4.0 ha to 2.0 ha in Electaral Area ‘F’, be received.

CARRIED
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

BUILDING INSPECTION
Section 700 Filings.
The Chairperson advised that the filing on the following property has been resclved:

Re-amended Lot A (DD 27360N), District Lot 8, Plan 1949, except Parts in Plans 14093, 17057
and VIP58478, Newcastle Land District, 250 Hilliers Road, Electoral Area ‘', owned by
Qualicum Farms Lid,

PLANNING

Request for Acceptance of Cash-in-Liew of Park Land and Relaxation of the Minimom 10%
Perimeter Requirement — Glencar Consultants on behalf of Chris Ball — Barnes & Leask Road -
Area A,

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Hamilton, thar the requests, submitted by Glencar
Consuitants Iac., on behalf of Chris Ball, for cash-in-lieu of park land dedication be accepted and to relax
the minimurn 10% frontage requirement for proposed Lot 4, as shown on the plan of subdivision of Lot 1,
Section 18, Range 4, Cedar District, Plan 7206 Except Parcel A (DD 9441 IN) Thereof and Except Part in
Plan 36841, be approved subject to the applicant registering a section 219 covenant on proposed Lot 4
resiricting further subdivision valess the minimum 10% requirement putsuant to section 944 of the Local

Govemment Act can be met.
CARRIED

Building Strata Conversion Application — Philip Sopow — 2525 Myles Lake Road ~ Area C,

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the request from Philip Sopow, to
amend the Board resclution with respect to approval of the buoilding strata conversion as shown on the
Sketch Plan of Lot A, Cranberry District, Section 8, Range 3, Plan VIP53510, be approved subject to the
conditions being met as set out in Schedule No, *1” of the staff report.

CARRIED
Update on Tmplementaticn of Commupity Sewers for the Cedar ¥Yillage and Surroundiog
Suburban Residential Lands — Area A.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Directer Elliott,:
1. . That staff prepare an information pamphlet providing an update on the expansion of community
sewers into the Cedar Urban Containment Boundary for direct mail to property owners within
the proposed servicing area.
2. That staff prepare Terms of Reference for the preparation of a comprehensive study of soils,
hydrelogy and a survey of on-site septic systems as part of the application process for the Cedar
Sewer Infrastructure Implementation Grant and report back to the Board. Q

MOVEL Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that this item be deferred to the next

Committes meeting, CARRIE a? ?/
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Land Use and Sabdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.281 & Horne Lake Service Area Sewape
Dispesal Regulation Bylaw No. 1218.01 — Area H.

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use
and Sobdivision Bylaw Amendment Bvlaw No. 500281, 2002” be introduced and given 1% and 2™
reading,

CARRIED

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Harniiton, that the requirements for the public hearing
for "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.231,
2002" be waived pursuant to Section 890 (4) of the Local Government Act.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Kruyt. that notification for “Regional District of
Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.281, 2002” be undertsken
pursuant to Section 893 of the Local Government Act.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the “Home Lake Service Area Sewage
Disposal Regulation Bylaw No. 1218.01, 2002” be introduced and given 1%, 2™ and 3 reading and
referred to the Provincial Health Officer for approval.

CARFRIED

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director McNabb, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use
and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500,274, 2001 be repealed.
CARRIED

Electorail Area ‘F’ QCP Amendment Bylaw No. 1152,02,

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Haime, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral

Area 'F’ Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. | 152,02, 2602" has been considered in

conjunction with the Regional Distriet of Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bylaw.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Regional District of Nanaime Electoral
Area ‘F’ Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1152.02, 2002” has been considered in

confunction with the RON waste management plans.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Repional District of Nanaimo Electoral
Area 'F’* Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1152.02, 2002™ has been considered in
conjunction with the RDN growth management plan.

CARRIED

MOVYED Drirecter Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral
Area 'F’ Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1152.02, 2002” has been considered in

conjunction with the provincial poticy guidelines and comments from the Land Reserve Commission.
CARFEIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Haime, that “Regjonal Distriet of Manaimo Electoral

Area ‘F* Officlal Community Plan Byvlaw Amendment Bylaw No, 1152.02, 2002" be given 2™ reading Q
and be referred to a public hearing. 0

A recorded vote was requested. Q? ?,
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The motion was DEFEATED with Directors Holme, Hamilton, Quittenton, Haime, Elliott, MeLean and
Stanhope voting in the affirmative and Directors Kruwt, Sherry, Macdonald, Holdom, McNabb, Lance,
Korpan and Rispin voting in the negative.

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the staff repoit be received and that
“Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F* Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bvlaw
No. 1152.02, 2002" be abandoned.

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Haime. that this issue be referred back 1o the
Commitee,

DEFEATED
The guestion was called on the main motion.

A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED with Directors Kruyt, Sherry, Macdonald, Holdom, MciNabb, Lance, Korpan and
Rispin voting in the affirmative and Directors Holme, Harniiton, Quittenton, Haime, Elliott, McLean and
Stanhope voting in the negative. :

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral
Area 'F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002” be reintroduced and given 1¥ and 2™ reading as
amended to increase the minimum 1ot size for the A-1 to 4 ha and referred to Public Hearing.

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that this issue be referred back to the
Committee.

. DEFEATED
The question was called on the main motion.

The moticn CARRIED.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin that the motion delegating the public hearing
with respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F* Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw WNo.
1285, 2002" to Director McLean or Director Stanhope as his alternate, be rescinded and that the holding
of the public hearing with respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Ares °F' Zoning and
Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 20027 be delegated to Director McLean or his alternate.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Regional Distriet of Nanaimo impact
Assessment Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1165.02, 2002” be introduced and given 1*, 2™ and 3™
reading.

CARFIED

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that the Regional District of Nanaima he

dissolved and broken into two separate areas.
DEFEATED

Drirector Elliott left the meeting.

Y

XX



RDN Regular Board Minutes
April 9, 2002
Page 9

COMMUNITY SERVICES

REGIONAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT

Growth Management Plan Manitoring Program - Secope & Approach.

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the Regional District fuifill its obligation
to monitor Growth Management Plan implementation and progress towards Plan objectives and action by

pursuing a comprehensive monitoring program, including staff's preparation of terms of reference for a
new comemittee, as described in Alternative 4.

CORPORATE SERVICES

CARRIED

FINANCE
2001 Aundited Financial Statements.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the report on the audited financial
statements for the year ended December 31, 2001 be received.

CARRIED
2001 Public Bodies Information Report.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the 2001 Public Bodies Finaneial
Information Report on supplier payments and employee remuneration be received for information.,

CARRIED
HOSPITAL

2001 Andited Financial Statements.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Kruyt, that the report on the 2001 audited finaneial
statements of the Nanaimo Regional Hospital District be received.
CARRIED

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Options Review — Qualicum Bay/Dunsmuir, Bowser {Area H)
and Extension (Area O

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Kruyt, that the wastewater treatment and disposal
option and servicing studies for Qualicumn Bay/Donsmuir and Bowser and Extension be received.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Sherry, that staff be directed to consult with the
stakeholders to determine the preferred servicing option and to take that option to pre-design to determtine

costs of final construction.
CARRIED

UTILITIES/ENGINEERING
Rural Streetlighting LA Amendment Bylaw No, 791.03.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Sherry, that “Rural Streetlighting Local Service Area
Amendment Bylaw No. 791.03, 2002™ be granted first three readings and be forwarded to the Inspector

for approval. :
CARRIED

o

QT
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COMMISSION, ADVISORY & SELECT COMMITTEE

District 69 Recreation Commission.

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Dircetor Macdonald, that the minutes of the District a9
Recreation Commission meeting held March 14, 2002 be received for information.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that the following Community Grant In
Aid be approved:

Family Resource Association 5 500
' CARRIED

MOYED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the following Youth Grant [n Aids
be approved:

Kidfest 3 L5040
Errington Therapeutic Riding Association 1,500
Erik Goetzinger BMX Society 3,200
Arrowsmith Mountain Bike Society 3,400
Deep Bay Yacht Club Junior Sailing Program 2,700

CARRIED
Gabriola Isiand Recreation Commissign.,

MOVED Director Sperling, SECONDED Director Korpan, that the minutes of the Gabriola Island
Recreation Commission meeting held March 11, 2002 be received for information.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Sperling, SECONDED Director Korpan, that the report be received and that the
Regional District of Nanaimo enter into an agreement with the Gabricla Recreation Society for the
provision of recreation services to the residents of Gabriola Island.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Sperling, SECONDED Director Haime, that staff prepare a report on the options
available on the restructure of the Recreation Comrmission.
CARRIED

SCHEDULED STANDING, ADVISORY STANDING AND SELECT COMMITTEE
Board of Variance Appoiniment.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director McNabb, that Brock Williamson be appointed as the
Board’s representative on the Board of Variance for a three year term ending April, 2005.
CARRIED

ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT

Tender Award — Daverham Road, Dolphin Drive & Sea Lion Crescent Watermain Replacement —
Bylaw No, 1297 — Area E.

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that “Regional District of Nanaimo
Nanoose Water Local Service Area Excess Capital Funds Expenditure (Watermain Improvements) Bylaw

No. 1297, 2002” be given three readings.
CARRIED

EA
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MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose
Water Local Service Area Excess Capital Funds Expenditure (Watermain Improvements) Bylaw No.
1297, 2002 be adopted:

CARRIED

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Kruyt, that the Davenham/Dolphin Drive Watermain
Replacement Contract be awarded to Fournier Excavating Ltd. for the tendered price of $144,901.11.

CARRIED
Annual Operating Agreement — BC Transit.

MOVED Director MeNabb, SECONDED Director Holdom, that the 2002/2003 Annual Operating
Agreement between BC Transit and the Regional District of Nanaime for the provision of Conventional

and Custom Transit services be approved.
CARRIED
District 69 Arena Project - Review of Reguest for Proposals.

MOVED Director Macdonald, SECONDED Director Stanhope,

That the Regional District proceed with further discussions with RG Properties Ltd. on their proposal for
a twinned arena facility at Wembley Mall and with CAPE Developments Corporation on their proposal
for a twinned arena facility at the existing arena site.

That staff prepare a report to allow for the Board's consideration of a proposal and next steps, inciuding a
schedule for a referendum,

A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED with Directors Holme, Quittenton, Kruyt, Macdonald and Stanhope voting in the
affirmative and Director McLean voting in the negative.

Response Regarding Treaty Positions.
MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Holdom, that the report with respect to the Provincial

respontse to Treaty Positions be received.
CARRIED

MOVELD Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that based on the {aformation received, a

new meeting date be arranged to meet with Trevor Proverbs.
CARRIED

Director Korpan requested that meetings be arranged on weekends when possible.
Director Sperling requested that he be replaced as Director Hamilton's altemate on treaty issues.

Upda-te on Treaty Related Measure.

MOVED Director Holdom, SECONDED Directer Hamilton, that the update on the Treaty Related

Meazures be received for information.
CARRIED

'\

A
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Southern Community Recreation LSA Amendment Bylaw No. 1059.02.

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Kruyt, that “Scuthern Community Recreation Local
Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 1059.02, 2002 be introduced for first three readings and be
forwarded to the Inspector for approval.

CARRIED
Alternative Facility Use for the District 69 Arena.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Kruyt, that the Alternative Facility Use for the
District 649 Arena report be received as information. _

CARRIED
BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS OR COMMUNICATIONS

Garry OQak and Associated Ecosystems.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Korpan, that the Board ¢ndarse the Recovery Strategy
for Garry Oak and Associated Ecosvstems and their Associated Species at Risk in Canada, 2001 — 2006
{Draft 20 February 2002).

CARRIED

Arrowsmith Watershed.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Holdom, that staff prepam a report on drinking water
in the Arrowsmith watershed.

MDVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Holdom, that this issue be referred to Committee.

CARRIED
Port Theatre,

MOVED Diirector Korpan, SECONDED Director Rispin, that staff prepare a report in consultation with
the Port Theatre staff on financing options for the Port Theatre for the affected areas.

A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED with Directors Holme, Hamilton, Quittenton, Kruyt, Haime, Sperling, Macdonald,
Holdem, McNabb, Lance, Korpan, Rispin and Stanhope voting in the affirmative and Direciors Sherry
and McLean voting in the negative,

IN CAMERA

MOVED Director Stanhops, SECONDED Director Sherry, that pursuant to Section 2422 ke) of the
Local Government Act the Board proceed to an [n Camera meeting to the acquisition of land.
CARRIED

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Rispin, that this meeting be adjourned to allow For an In

Camera mesting.
CARRIED

TIME: %30 PM

The meeting reconvened at 9:50 PM

"\
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Soil Conservation Permit No. 0184 — Champoux — 3230 Palmer Road — Area F.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Board reconsider the terms of the

Permit to allow for the oft-site removal of any excess soil not required to construct the road.
CARRIED
Greater Nanaime Pollution Control Centre — Land Purchase.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the purchase and lease agreements for the
Pipers Inn pob and adjacent Lagoon Grocery store properties (Lot 2, Plan 7504, District Lot 51,
Wellington Land District and Lot |, Plan 23003, District Lot 51, Wellington Land District) be approved.

CARRIED

CHAIRFERSGN GENERAL MANAGER, CORPORATE SERVICES



Present:

Also in Attendance:

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANATMO

MINUTES OF THE SPECTAL BOARD MEETING
HELD ON TUESDAY, APRIL 30, 2002, AT 7:30 PM

IN THE CITY OF NANATMO COUNCIL CHAMBERS,

" 455 WALLACE STREET, NANATMO, BC

Director . Holme
Dvirecior L. Elliott
Dhrector B. Sperling
Director E. Hamilton
Director . McLean
Director J, Stanhope
Director B. Quittenton
Director J. Macdonald
Director T. Westbroek
rector G. Korpan
Cirector D. Rispin
Director L. McNabb
Director T. Krall
Director B, Holdom

K. Daniels
. Mason
N. Connelly
B. Lapham
J. Finnie

. Mclver
M. Pearse
F. Demmon

ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT

Chairperson
Electoral Area A
Electoral Area B
Electoral Area C
Electoral Area F
Eiectoral Area G
Electoral Area H
City of Parksville
Town of Qualicum Beach
City of Nanaime
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo

Chief Administrative Officer

General Manager of Corporate Services
General Manager of Community Services
(zeneral Manager of Development Services
eneral Manager of Environmental Services
Manager of Solid Waste

Manager of Administrative Services
Councillor, City of Parksville

Muanicipal Benefiting Area Amendment Bylaw No. 121602 — City of Nanaimo.

MOVED Director McNabb, SECOMNDED Director Holdom, that “Municipal Benefiting Ares
Amendment Bylaw No. 1216.02, 2002 be introduced for three readings and be forwarded to the City of
Nanaimo for consent.

Landfill Gas Utilization Study,

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Holdotn, that the Board approve the implementation of

an LFG migration monitoring program.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Board proceed with the investigation

CARRIED

CARRIED

and identification of a beneficial LFG utilization option as outlined in the CRA reports.

CARRIED

QY
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Dvatrict 69 Arena Referegxdum.

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Westhroek, that this item be brought forward to a
special Board meeting on May 7, 2002,

CARRIED
UNFINISHED BT SINESS

From the Efectoral Area Planning Committee meeting held Mearch 26, 2002,
Development Permit Application No. 0209 — Groves — 5457 West Island Highway — Area H.

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that Development Permit Application
No. 0209 to vary the maximom height of 2 dwelling unit in the Residential 2 zone pursuant to “Regional
District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987 from 8.0 metres to 9.5 metres to
facilitate the construction of a singte dwelling unit and the removal of a single dwelling unit within the
Hazard Lands Development Permit Area pursuant to “Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan
Bylaw No. 1007, 1996 for the property legally described as Lot 3, District Lot 16, Newcastle District,
Plan 15105 be approved subject to the conditions outlined in Schedule No. *1” and pursuant to the
notification requirements of the Local Government Act.

' CARRIED
COMMISSION, ADVISORY & SELECT COMMITTEE

Building Addition Committee.

MOVED Director Krall, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the minutes of the Building Addition

Committee meeting held on Tuesday, April 23, 2002 be received for information.
CARRIED

MOVYED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Board endorse Schematic Design
Option [, which provides for construction of an addition to the RDN Administration Building with the
Board Room located on the main floor.

A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED with Directors Holme, Hamilton, Quittenton, Westbroek, Sperling, Macdonald,
Holdom, McNabb, Elliott, Krall and Stanhope voting in the affirmative and Directors McLean, Korpan
and Rispin voting in the negative.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that the Regional District of Nanaimo
retain NSDIA Architects, including their listed sub-consultants, to complete the Final Design, prepare the
Tender Documents and oversee the Construction Phase of the RDN Building Addition Project for a fixed

fee of 388,000 plus disbursements.
CARRIED:

NEW BUSINESS
MOYED Director Quittenton, SECONDED rrectar Westbroek, that:

WHEREAS it is expected that the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimoe will act in a manner which
is equitable to all residents of the Regionai District of Nanaimo;

NOW THEREFQGRE BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo discourages
block voting by Directors end encourages all Directors to vote as individuals according to their

conscienca,

DEFEATED v

&
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Special Beard Minutes

April 30, 2002
Page 3
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Krall, SECONDED Diirector McNabb, that this meeting terminate.
CARRIED
TIME: 7:42 PM
CHAIRFERSON GENERAL MANAGER, CORPORATE SERVICES



REGtGNAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL BOARD MEETING
HELD ON TUESDAY, MAY 7, 2002, AT 7:30 PM
IN THE CITY OF NANATMO COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
455 WALLACE STREET, NANATMO, BC

Present:
Director . Holme Chairperson
Director L. Ellictt Electoral Area A
Director B. Sperling Electoral Arca B
Director E. Hamiltor Electoral Area C
Director I». Haime Electoral Area D
Director . McLean Electoral Area F
Director I. Stanhope Electoral Area G
Director R Quittenton Electoral Area H
Dhrgctor J. Macdonald City of Parksville
Director T. Westbroek Town of Qualicum Beach
Director D. Rispin _ City of Nanaimo
Director L. McNabb City of Nanaimo
Also in Attendance;
K. Daniels Chief Administrative Cfficer
C. Mason General Manager of Corporate Services
M. Connelly General Manager of Community Services
T. Osbome Manager of Recreation and Parks
M. Pearse Manager of Administrative Services
F. Detimon Councillor, City of Parksville
MOTION TO CLOSE MEETING

MOVED Director MacDonald, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that pursuant to Section 242.2(1)(j) of
the Local Governmeni Act the Board procesd to an In Camera meeting to consider information which is
prohibited from disclosure wnder Section 21 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy

Act.
CARRIED

The meeting reconvencd at §:20 PM,
LATE DELEGATIONS

MOVED Director Stachope, SECONDED Director McNabb, that Mr, Levirs be permitted to speak as a
late delegation.
CARRIED

Don Levirs, re Disérict 69 Arena.

Mr. Levirs voiced his concerns with respect to the lack of mvolvement the Arena Commission had with -

the actual proposals received for the additional ice surfaces.

ol
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Special Board Minutes
May 7, 2002
Page2

ADMINISTRATOR'S REPORT
District 69 Arena Refer;:ndum.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that the Regiona! District, provide for the
Jammary 2002 arena twinning project at the existing arepa site at a project cost of $6,260,000 to procesd to
referendum on June 15, 2042,

A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED with Directors Westbroek, McLean and Stanhope voting in the affirmative and
Directors Holme, Quittenton and Macdonald voting in the negative. (Weighted Vote)

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that the Board endorse proceeding to
referendum on June 15, 2002 to obtain voter assent for the foliowing questions:

(i} Are you in favour of “Regional District of Nanaimo District 69 Arena Twinning Project Loan
Authorization Bylaw No. 1286, 2002”, which if approved, would amthorize the borrowing of $IX
MILLION TW{ HUNDRED AND SIXTY THOUSAND DOLLARS {$6,260,000) for the
purpose of constructing a second ice sheet at the Dismrict 69 Arena located at Parksville
Community Park?

{il} Are you in favour of the Regional Digtrict of Nanaimo entering into a Lease for a term of thirty
(30} years at a rental of FIVE DOLLARS ($5.00) per year for an area of approximately 20,100
m” within Parksville Commurity Park for the District 69 Ice Arena and accessory parking area as
shown on the sketch attached to the Lease Agreement as Schedule *A’. The Lease will include the
fellowing ebligations on the part of the Regional District of Nanaimo:

* The payment of any taxes, rates, user fees and charges for public wtilities and assessments
resulting from the Regional District of Nanaimo's occupation of the premises;

" Indemnification of the City of Parksville from all liability arising from the Regional District
of Nanaimo's breach of any enactment, 2 defect in the premises, an injury to person or loss to
property,

* A requirement that the Regional District of Nanaimeo take out and maintain public liability
insurance for the term of the Lease;

*  Arequirement that the Regional District of Nanaimo indemnify the City of Parksville for any
licns filed against title to the land;

* Maintenance of the premises to a reasonabie standard,

CARRIED

Director Rispin and McNabb left the meeting,

MOVED Ditector Stanhope, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that the “Regional District of Nanaimo
District 69 Arena Twinming Project Loan Authorization Bylaw No. 1286, 2002” be introduced and given

three readings and proceed to referendum to obtain voter assent.
CARRIED

MOVED Dvrector Stanhope, SECONDED Director Quitteniton, that the Leage Agreement between the
Regional District of Nanaimo and the City of Parksville for the land located within the Parksville @
Community Park for the District 59 Arena and accessory parking be approved for a term of thirty (30) 0

years, subject to the agsent of electors.
CARRI% ?/



Special Board Minutes
May 7, 2002
Page 3

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that €. Mason be appointed as Chicf
Elections Officer and M. Pearse as Deputy Elections Officer for the referendum.

CARRIED
UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Bylaw No. 921.01.

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Sperling, that “Official Regional Park Plan
Designation Amendment Bylaw No, 921.01, 2002” be adopted.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that this meeting terminate.

CARRIED
TIME: 3:34 PM
CHATRPERSON GENERAL MANAGER, CORPORATE SERVICES

g
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Chair and Members of the Board ' GMCmS ,Gb;EE >
Regional District of Nanaimo i U

6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanpaimo, BC
VET 6N2

Chair and Members of the Hoard - d "Fd Wﬁt .

Re: New Legislation - dgricultural Land Commission Act;
New Appointments to the Land Reserve Commission

Further to my letter of January 29, 2002,  wish to take this opportunity to update you on recent steps being
taken to implement the new directions of the Commission following the completion of the core review and
the appointment of new Commissioners,

L e
On April 15 Bill 21, {(dgricultural Land Commission Act), was introduced to the legislamre. Through the
Implementation of the act, the restructured commission will be ahle to protect farmland mare efficiently in
a Wiy that meets the interests and needs of local commumities. This bill responds to the Land Reserve
Commission’s Core Review and povernment's deregulation initiative by making the regllatory framework
for the Agricultural Land Reserve more enabling and less preseriptive, by strearalining processes and
expanding permirted uses in the ALR. '

The new legislation and restructuring will come into effect following the approval of the act by Zovernment
attd through implementation of the necessary regulations as approved by Cabinet. We anticipate that the
legislation will be approved this spring with the new provisions being brought into force through
regalations approved by Cabinet later. We will keep you advised on the processes of bringing the
provisions into force, is occury, the existing legisiation gulat ain in place

Foltowing is a briel summary of the legisiative chamges in refation to the three strategic shifis
identiffed through Core Review:

Commission Restructuring

* Aminimum of 7 Commissioners (up from 5) with the objective of having 19 in total.

*  The Chair and Vice Chairs wil{ be appointed by Cabinet.

* Remaining Commissioners may be 2ppointed by Cabinet or the Minister of Sustainahle Rezource
Management.

*  The Chair may ¢stablish up to 6 panels based on geographic regions with the chjective of having a
panel for each of § regions of the province,
Each panel will consist of 3 members; a ¥ice Chair and 2 Commissioners.
An Executive Committee consisting of the Chair and all 6 Viee Chairs will deal with matters of
provinee-wide interest,

+ Commissioners will be appointed from and make decisions for the regions in which they live.
Panels will meet regularly in their regions, '
Pane| decisions are final; there is ng appeal to the Executive Committee or full Commission.

2
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Collakarative Governance
®*  Delegation, which is now available to local governments, will be extended to ather authorities such as
the Oil and Gas Commission and possibiy other public bodies,

* Inthe course of negotiating such agreements, the Commission will be seeking advice from,
and cansulting with local govemnments,

*  For authorities, the delegation agresment negatiated with the Commission may sxempt
specific uses frem application requirements. As is the case with general orders and _
regulations which currently exempt some land uses from applications, the restrictions of
lacal government bylaws and regulations and ether legislation would still apply.

*  Asis now the case, only subdivision and land use decision-making may be delegated and delegation
agreements continue to be voluntary, '

*  For local gavernments with delegated authority, enforesment and compliance powers under the Act are
enhanced,

* A new dispute resclution process is provided for community issues where the Commission and local
Eovertunent are in disagresment.

Deregulation and Streambining

» The 3 former Acts (Land Reserve Commission Act, Agricultural Land Reserve Acr and Soif
Conservation Act) are consolidated into one — the Agricultiral Land Commission Act.

s The purposs of the Commission is focused on agricultyral land preservation,

*  Many procedurss are simplified and streamlinad.

»  Seil Conservation Acr approvals and permits are eliminated and replaced by a new results-baged
process that includes notification and terms and conditions for reclamation set by the Commission,

¢  There are new enforcement and compliancs tools for the Commission.

*  Aspart of Bill 21, consequentia} amendments to the FLE Act will repeal the subdivision and land use
resirictions and recaphre charge provisfon for private land in the FLR. With the elimination of these
provisions, while the FLE remaing as a legal designation, land use and subdivision would continye
ta be sabect to local government bylaws and regulations where applicabie.

*  These changes will significantly reduce the number of approvals required and the number of
applications to the Commission.

The naw legislation will be followed by new uss and procedure regulations for the ALR. Thess will:

«  Clarify and increase the number of permitted uses and simplify requirements in the regulations for uses
now permitted ynder General Orders, and

*  Incotporate almost all General Orders of the Commission mto reguiations, which will result in a more
transparent process, '

»  Set out the notification procedure for soil removal and placement of fill and provide for exemptions
from this requirsment.

All of these changes will help the Commission be mare tegionally responsive, bring decision-making closer
to those affected and increass the efficiency and the effectiveness of the land reserve program. The
Commission will continue to work collaboratively with local Eovernment and other partners in preserving
British Columbia's important foodlands. Over the next 3 years, the Commission's work will be guided by

© its Service Plan, which sets out its goals and abjectives, which are in support of government's strategic
goals. For reference purposes, the Service Plan can be found on our Website; www I sov.be.cs.

/3
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As the Commission implements these changes, we wish to assure local governments that further details and
background will be provided, For example, we will be seeking advice op delegation of decision making
authority to other agencies; we will be seeking input into effuctive operation of the panels as they conduct
Commission business; we will be providing further details about the facilitated dispute resolution process
concerning community issues and asking for suggestions on how this may be approached; we will be
providing further puidance and seeking advice on the results based appreach to dealing with proposals to
remove soil, or place fitl on ALR lands due to the replacement of the Soif Conservation Aet by provisions
within the new ALC Act.

th ery

{ am very pleased to announce that 19 new Commissioners have now been appointed to the soon to be re-
named Provincial Agricultural Land Commission. They come from every region of British Columbia and
bring a wealth of experience in farming, local govemment, business and several other celevant disciplines. I
have been re-appointed as Chair and 1 also continue in my role as Chief Executive Officer.

The new Commissioners for your [sland Panel include:
s Vice Chair Lome Seltz, Courtenay
e Commissioner David Craven, Shawmigan Lake
s Commissioner Dorald Rugg, Yictoria
For your information [ have alse enclosed a list of the entire Comymission, with 2 brief biography and their
- regional responsibilites.

vou will recall that an intsrim Commission consisting of five senior civil servants has been vonducting the
Commission’s day-to-day business since December. n addition to myself the interim Commissioners were
Jon O'Riordan, Deputy Minister of Sustainable Resource Management as Yiga-Chair; Gordon Macatze,
Deputy Minister of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries; Brian Underhill, the Commission’s Director of
Strategic Planning and Corporate Policy, and Colin Fry, our Ditector of Regional Operations. [ would like
to thank sach of them for their contributions and wise counsel as Commissioners over the past few months.

The new Commission will be holding its first regional panel meetings in June and depending on their
availability, some meetings may be held in the latter part of May. We intend to provide you with a mesting
schedule for your region once we have confirmed it with the new Commissioners. if you are interested in
meeting with your Panel or have suggestions about land use issues we could lock into, I encourage you to
contact our regional staff.  Enclosed is the contact information fer the staff which support cach of the six
panels, Please note that soms of the staff contacts may have changed for your region.

I look forward to working with our new Commissioners, our dedicated staff, local povemnments and the
ALC’s mamy stakeholders as we continue to preserve BC's foodlands in the years to come.

If you have any questions about these changes please contact me at 604 660-7000. Or visit the LRC's
website at: www.irc.zov.beca. [ look forward to working with our local government parners and will be
providing a more detailed explanation of the legislation and regulations and further updates as the
implementation phase continues.

Yours sincerzly,

[
Kirk B. Miller
Chair and Chief Execuntive Officer

<Y
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Agricultural Land Commission Panel Regions - Staff Contacts May 2002

IxEand Panel

- ' - 604 60020
Pl R
annar oger Cheetham Roger.Cheetham@gemsd.gov. be.ca
604 660-7016
R Qff
asearch Qfficer Keeva Kehler Cacimhe.Kehler@gemsd gov.be.ca

G 604 660-7019

Planner Tony Pellett Tony.Pellet@gemss.gov.be.ca
604 660-7006

Research Officer Karen Moores Karen.Moores@gemss gov.be.ca

Ohuanavan Panel
- o

604 ﬁﬁn-uzl

Planner Martin Collins Martin.Collinsi@gems9.gov.be.ca
. . 604 660-7017
Ressarch Officer Elisa Martin Elisa.Martin(@gems2. gov.bc.ca

Kantenay Puanet

i R L P T L KON g it S T
604 660-7020
Planner Roger Cheethiam Roger Cheetham(@gems?.gov.be.ca
604 6H0-7011
Research Officer Gordon Bednard Gordon.Bednard@gems2. gov.be.ca

Intecinr Pancl

| IJI"\. h-li I‘-:E*ITII.H I| r.ﬂjlirtlk‘ _ e -" _ ”.- :- -.-' N s __
604 660-?021

Plﬂﬂﬂﬂl‘ Mastin Collins Martin. Collins@gems?.gov.bc.ca
04 60071022
Restarch Officer Ron Wallace Ron Wallace@gems4.gov.be.ca

504 660-T014

Flanner Bruce Gunn Bruce Guna@gems4.gov.be.ca
604 660-7015
Research Officer Sherry Gordon Sherry, Gordon@gemsé gov.be.ca

vc’@
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ISLAND PANEL

| Areas of Responsibility:

Regional District of Alberni - Clayoquot

Capital Regional District

Regional District of Comox — Strathcona

Cowichan Valley Regional District

Regional District of Mount Waddington

Regional District of Nanaimo

Islands Trust - {All islands except for Bowen, Gambier and Texada
Islands

Vice Chair:
Lorne Seitz — Courtenay
Commissioners:

David Craven — Shawnigan Lake
Donald Rugg - Victoria

Regional Planner:

Roger Cheetham
Telephone:  (804) 660 — 7020
E-mail; Roger.Cheetham@gems9.gov.be.ca

Regional Research Officer:;

Caoimhe (Keeva) Kehler
Telephone:  (604) 660 — 7016
E-mail: Cagimhe.Kehler@gems4.gov.bc.ca

Telephone (Receptionist) (604) 660 — 7000
Office Fax: (604) 660 — 7033
Website: www.lrc.gov.bc.ca
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Land Reserve Commission

Working Farmms, Workimg Forests

AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSIONERS - BIOGRAPHIES
Provincial Chair

Kirk Miller

Kirk Miller is the chief executive officer of the Land Reserve Commission. He has been
employed at the commission since June 1976 in various positions including administrative
officer, soil conservation act enforcement officer, director of property and soils management, and
general manager. He also served six years as chair of the Agricultural Land Commission. Miller
is involved with a2 number of charitable organizations in Vancouver and Bumaby. He is a former
member of the Farm Folk City Folk board of directors. Miller lives in Vancouver.

North Panel

Frank Read — Vice-chair

Frank Read was mayor of the District Municipality of Vanderhoof for nine years. He has served
as alderman, chair of the Stewart Nechako Haspital District and vice-chair of the Regional
District of Buikley Nechako. For the past 35 years, Read has owned and operated Lake Hotels

{ td. and has also been active in logging, ranching and guiding. Read lives in Vanderhoof.

John Kendrew .

John Kendrew is a retired educational adminjstrator and retired registered psychologist with
training in conflict resolution, mediation and negotiation. Kendrew runs a cow and calf ranch in
Pouce Coupe. He is director of the South Peace River Forage Association, the B.C. Forage
Association and South Peace Stockmen’s Association; and a member of the B.(. Catilemen’s
Association.

James Davidson

James Davidson has been involved in farming for over 40 years and is president and manager of
Canyon Creek Farm Ltd, He s past president of the Bulkley Valley Dairyman Association, past
director of the B.C. Dairy Foundation, past director of the Dairy Bureau of Canada and past
member of the B.C. Regicnal Advisory Agrifoods Intemational Co-op. Davidson brings with
him 10 years of experience as a councitlor for the Town of Smithers, including six years as
mayor. He lives in Smithers.

g
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Interior Panel

Grant Huffman - Vice-chair

Cirant Huffman is an agrologist and rancher in Williams Lake. He is the co-owner and operator
of Riske Creek Ranching Ltd. Huffman is director and past president of the B.C. Cattlemen’s
Association. He is the past chair of the land stewardship committee and aboriginal affairs
committee of the B.C. Cattlemen’s Association, past director of the Canadian Cattlemen’s
Association, a panelist on the farm debt review board, past chair of the Cariboo/Chilcotin
Grazing Enhancement Fund, and a member of the B.C. Cattle Indusiry Development Council.
Gary Rose ' :

Guy Rose is owner-manager of the Quilchena Cattle Co. in the Nicola Valley. In addition to his
3.000-head cattle ranch, he also owns and operates the restored turn-of-the-century Quilchena
Hotel. Rose is past president of the Nicola Stock Breeders, past chair of the B.C. Cattlemen
aborigina! affairs committee and member of the Forest Alliance of B.C.

Holly Camphbell _

Holly Campbeil co-owns a family-run cow, calf and yearling ranch near Kamioops. During the
late 1970s, she worked for the Ministry of Agriculure, co-ordinating the 4H program in the
south central Interior. Campbell is currently secretary-ireasurer of the Kamloeps Stockmen’s
Association. She is also a volunteer at the South Thompson 4H Beef Club.

Okapagan Panel

Ravinder (Sid) Sidhn — Vice-chair

gid Sidhu is genera! manager of the Betla Vista Farm Market and Orchards in Vernon, He is a
past commissioner of the Land Reserve Commission, past member of the {Okanagan Landing
Advisory Planning Commission, past ireasufer of the Southern Interior Direct Farm Marketing
Association, a member of the B.C. Fruit Growers’ Assoclation and a membet of the Greater
Vernon Chamber of Commerce.

Sosan Irvine '

Susan Irvine is a self-employed, part-time farmer who owns and operates an orchard and
vineyard in Naramata. She has chaired committees for the provincial government and is a
director of the B.C. Grape Growers’ Association, directar of the B.C. Federation of Agriculture,
and director of the B.C. Marketing Board.

Sharon McCoubrey

Sharon McCoubrey is a professor in the faculty of education at Okanagan University College and
part owner of McCoubrey Organic Farms in Lake Country. She is a member of the Agriculture
i the classroomn committee and the Lake Country Official Community Plan Review Forum.

McCoubrey holds a doctor of philosophy degree from the University of B.C.



Kootenay Panel

Monika Marshall - Vice-chair

Monika Marshall is the co-owner and manager of Advance Orchard Co. Ltd., a wholesale tree
nursery business in Grand Forks. Advance Orchards Co. owns ot has interests in Cherries
Kokanee Inc. and Creston Orchards Lid.

Cheryle Huscroft

Cheryle Ann Huscroft has served agriculture in the Creston Valley and the province in a vanety
of positions. She was a commissioner on the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission and co-
ordinator.of the Creston Valley Agricultural Society. She is trained in conflict resolution and has
tanght conflict resolution skills at Kootenay Employment Services. Huseroft lives in Lister.

Carmen Purdy

Carmen Purdy is retired from Crestbrook Forest Industries where he worked in management
positions for 29 years. He has served as a commissioner on the Forest Resources Commission of
B.C. and has been actively involved in wildlife and land-use issues for the past 37 years. Purdy is
past president of the B.C. Wildlife Federation and director of the Nature Trust of B.C. He is also
the founding president of the Kootenay Wildlife Heritage Fund and is president of the B.C.
Conservation Foundation. He lives in Cranbrook.

South Coastal Panel

Peter Dhillon — Vice-chair

Peter Dhillon is the chief operating officer of the Richberry Group of Companies, which operates
a cranberry business in Richmond. He is also 2 managing partner of the B.K. Ranch Ltd.
Partnership. Dhillon lives in Richmond, where he has served on foundations and cormittees in
the community. :

Walter Dyck

Walter Dyck has been a seif-employed pouliry farmer in Chilliwack for the past 36 years. He is
surrently chair of the Chilliwack Agricultural Commission, 2 position he has held since 1997;
and director of the Chilliwack Chamber of Commerce.

Carol Paulson

Carol Paulson has worked in the dairy indusiry for almost 23 years, most recently as the_natiunal
marketing manager, refrigerated categories for Dairyland Fiuid Division, where she was
responsible for strategic planning, product development and new product launches. Paulson isa
member of the Langley Economic Development Commission. She is past president of the B.C.
Farm Writers’ Association, founding director and president of Agriculture in the Classroom,
member of the grant application peer review committee of the Science Council of B.C., and past
president of the Vancouver branch of the B.C. Institute of Agrologists. Paulson lives in Langley.

v
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Island Panel

Lorne Seitz — Vice-chair

T.ome Seitz acts as a consultant to government on organizational management and land-use
issues. He is the past chair and chief executive officer of the B.C. Assets and Land Cortp. and
past deputy minister of agriculture, fisheries and focd. Seitz is past president and chief executive
officer of the B.C. Trade Development Corp. and director of the Okanagan Valiey Tree Fruit
Authority, He lives in Courtenay.

Donald Rugg

Donald Rugg is president of View West Marketing Inc., a Victoria company that provides
market research, market development planning and contract administration for a range of
products, firtns, and associations. Previously, Rugg was director of the marketing branch of the
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries; and export development officer for the agricultural
division of the federal Department of Industry, Trade and Commerce. He is a member of the

B.C. Institute of Agrologists and the Canadian Consulting Agrologists Association. Rugg is also

director of the West Shore Chamber of Cormmerce.

David Craven

David Craven is a self-employed hog farmer with 40 years’ experience farming in the Shawnigan
Lake area. He is director of the Cowichan Agriculture Society and is past director of Agripro and
Island Farm Alliance. Craven is an active member of the B.C. Pork Producers and director of the
B.C. Hop Comrmission. Nationally, he represented the B.C. Pork Producers on the Canadian Pork
Council and as vice-chair ang chair of Canada Pork Inc.
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TO: Pamela Shaw —_— e DATES May 3, 2002
Manager of Commumt} Plannmg F—
FROM: Deborah Jensen FILE: " 3360300201
Planner

SUBIECT:  Bylaw No. 500.282 - Chouinard
Lot 6, District Lot 27G (Formerly Knowa as District Lot 27), Wellington District,
Plan 6757
Electoral Area ‘D?* — 7184 Lantzville Road

PURFOSE

To consider the minutes of the Public Hearing held Thursday, May 2, 2002 with respect to Bylaw
No. 500, 282, and further, to consider Bylaw 500,282 for 3" reading,

BACKGROUND

Bylaw No. 500.282 was considered by the Board and given 1* and 2™ reading on Tuesday, April 9, 2002,
Bylaw 500.282 is a result of an application for a text amendment, submitted by Winifred Chouinard, to
remove the minimum site area requirements for Residential Use within a Commercial 2 {CM2) zone.
Further direction from the Regional Board, at their meeting heid Tuesday, Aprii 9, 2002, resulted in &
further revision to this text amendment to ensure that the Residential Use remain accessory to the
permitted uses on the property (see Schedule No. 1}.

The Public Hearing concerning the proposed amendment was held Thursday, May 2, 2002. A summary
of the proceedings is attached for the Board's consideration (see Aftachment No, 1).

ALTERNATIVES

1. To grant 3" reading to Bylaw 500.282.

2. Todeny Bylaw 500.282.
INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

Should the Bylaw be granted 3" reading, the Highways 4ct requires that the rezoning application be
gpproved by the Ministry of Transportation prier to the Bylaw being considered hy the Board for
adoption. This approval is required for any rezoning application within 30 metres of a controlled access 0@

‘ va



Bylaw 500.282 - Chouinard
May 3, 2002
Page 2

PUBLIC CONSULTATION IMPLICATIONS

No written submissions were received at the Public Hearing, and verbal comments focused on support of
the zoning amendment application.

YOTING
Electora! Area Directors except Electoral Area 'B’ - one vote.
SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

"Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.282, 2002"
was given 1% and 2™ reading on Tuesday, April 9, 2002. A Public Hearing with respect to this Bylaw was
conducted on Thursday, May 2, 2002,

The following recommendations are provided for consideration by the Board.

RECOMMENDATION

1. . That the Minutes of the Public Hearing held Thﬁrsda}', May 2, 2002 as a resnlt of public notification
of "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.282, 2002", be received.

2. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
Ne. 500.282, 2002", be given 3" reading.

3. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.282, 202", be forwarded to the Minisiry of Transportation for consideration of approval
prior to the Board's consideration of adoption of the Bylaw.

Manager CI:'J%I#]CE C}CD/Cuncunence - -
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Schedule No. 1
Proposed Commercial 2 Zone Amendments
Section 6.4.12
COMMERCIAL 2 CM2
Parmitted uses and Minimum Sita Area
Required Site Area with:
Permitted Uses Community Water  Communlty Water No Community
& Sewer System System Services
a) Funeral Parlour 2000 m?® 4000 m? 6000 m?
b} Gas Bar 1000 m? 1600 m? 2000 m’
¢) Nursery 4000 m? 5000 m” 8000 m?
d) Office 500 > 1000 m’ 1500 m?
e) Personal Service Use 800 m” 1600 m? 2400 m:
fi Recreation Facility 4000 m? 5000 m’ 8000 m’
g) Restaurant 2000 m? 4000 m? 6000 m
h) Retail Stors 1000 m? 1600 m* 2000 m®
Accessory Uses

. &) Residential Use ' n/a nia nfal

Maximum Mumber and 8ize of Buildings and Structures

Drwailing units/parcel -1
Floor area ratio -0.75
Height -8.0m
Parcel coverage - 50%

MIhimum Ssatback Raquiremanits

Front lot line -8.0m
Other lot lines -5.0m
except where:

a} the adjeining parcel is zoned industriat or cormmerclal then the satback from the cormman interior
side ot line may be reduced to zero,

b} any part of a parcel is adjacent ta or containse 2 watarcourse then the regulations in Section 8.3.8
shall apply.

vc’e
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Attachment No. 1
Minates of Public Hearing
Held Tharsday, May 2, 2002

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO
SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS OF A PUBLIC HEARING
HELD THURSDAY, MAY 2, 2002 AT 7:00 PM

AT SEAVIEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TO CONSIDER BYLAW NO. 500.282, 2002

Denise Haime Director, Electoral Area ‘D’
Deborzh Jensen Planner
There were two people in attendance.

The Director called the Hearing to order at 7:05 pm, introduced those present at the head table,
and outlined the procedurss to be followed during the Hearing,

The Planner provided a summary of the Bylaw.

The Director called for formal submissions with respect to Bylaw No, 500.282.

Brian Dempsey, 6930 Owen Road, Lantzvitle, BC, stated that he fully supports this
application. Brian Dempsey made reference to the Lantzville Official Community Plan and its
support of residential uses in the node. Brian Dempsey suggested that any future properties
affacted by a rezoning should he required to connect to community sewer when it hecomes
available.

The Chairperson cailed for further submissions.

The Chairperson called for further submissions a second time.

The Chairperscn called for further submissions a third ime.

There being ne further submissions, the Chairperson adjourned the Hearing at 7:07 pm.

Certified true and correct this 2™ day of May, 2002.

Deborah Jensen Dircetor Denise Haime (<€)
Recording Secretary Electoral Area ‘D’ Q? 5\/
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TO: Pamela Shaw e ——— DATIT May 3, 2002
Manager of Community ing

FROM: Deborah Jensen FILE: 3380 30 0107
Planner

SUBJECT: Bylaw No. 500.280 - Senini
Lot 2, District Lot 37, Wellington District, Plan VIP64358
Electoral Area D — Dicldnson Road

I'URPOSE

To consider the minutes of the Public Hearing held March 21, 2002 with respect to Bylaw No. 500.280,
and further, to consider Bylaw 500.230 for 3™ reading.

BACKGROUND

Bylaw No. 500.280 was considered by the Board and given 1 and 2 reading on February 12, 2002,
Bylaw 500.280 is & result of an amendment application submitted by Bruce Senini and Cindy Senini to
rezone the above noted property from Residential 2 (RS2), Subdivision District ‘D’ to Residential 1
(RS1), Subdivision District ‘F*. The purpose of this amendment application is to facilitate the
subdivision of the subject property into two parcels and allow for one dwelling unit per parcel.

The Public Hearing concerning the proposed amendment was held Thursday, March 21, 2002. A
summary of the procesdings is attached for the Board's consideration. (see Attachment No. 1)

ALTERNATIVES

1. To grant 3™ reading to Bylaw 500,280,

2. To deny Bylaw 500.280.
INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

Should the Bylaw be granted 3" reading, it would need to be forwarded to the Ministry of Transportation
puarsvant to the Highway Act prior to the Bylaw being considered by the Board for adoption.

v-c’e
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION IMPLICATIONS

Written submissions for this application were received at the Public Information Meeting, and focused on
providing dedication of a park trail along the subject property. Subsequent to this meeting, the applicants
have agreed to provide a 2.0 metre corridor of park trail, running from Dickinson Road to Owen Road
along the east boundary of the subject property.

No written submissions were received at the Public Hearing, and verbal comments focused on
clarification of the zoning amendment application.

YOTING
All Directors except Electoral Area B - one vote,
SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

"Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.280, 2002"
was given 1 and 2™ reading on February 12, 2002, A Public Hearing with respect to this Bylaw was
conducted on Thursday, March 21, 2002,

The following recomroendations are provided for consideration by the Board,
RECOMMENDATION

1. That the Minutes of the Public Hearing held Thimrsday, March 21, 2002 as a result of public
notification of “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
500.280, 2001", be received.

2. That "Regional Distriet of WNanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
MNo. 50§0.280, 2001", be given 3 reading.

3. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.280, 2001", be referred to the Minisiry of Transportation as required under the Highways
Aet for approval prior to the Board’s consideration of adoption.

Gederal M er C

Cﬂ:D Concurrence - Q
O
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Attachment No. 1
Minutes of Public Hearing
Heid March 21, 2002

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO
SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS OF A FUBLIC HEARING
HELD THURSDAY, MARCH 21, 2002 AT 7:00 PM

: AT COSTIN HALL
TO CONSIBDER BYLAW NO. 500,280, 2001

Bob Jepson Altemate Director, Electoral Area ‘D
Deborah Jensen Planner

There were 3 people in attendance, including the agent for the applicant.

The Alkemate Director called the Hearing to order at 7:05 prn, introduced those present at the
head table, and outlined the procedures to be followed during the Hearing.

The Planner provided a summary of the Bylaw.

 The Director called for formal submissions with respect to Bylaw No. 500.280.

Frank Kondas, 6910 Rosalyn Crescent, questioned the specifics of the application and how this
development may affect road construction.

Jocelyn Weight, £910 Rosalyn Crescent, wanted clanification as to where the park trail would be
placed, and whether this zoning amendment application was related another application for the

same property a few years ago.

The Dhrector called for further submissions.

Tha Director called for further submissions a second time.

The Director called for further submissions a thied time.

There being no further submissions, the Chairperson adjourned the Hearing at 7:17 pin.

Certified true and correct this 21% day March 2002.

Deborah Jensen Altemnate Director Jepsan OQ

Recording Secretary Electoral Area ‘I v
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Attachment No. 2
Subject Property Map
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T: Pamela Shaw DATE: | May 3, 2002
Manager of Community Slf.:r'-"icnis

FROM: (Geoff Garbutt FILE: JO00 20 1285 EAF
Senior Planner

SUBJECT:  Electoral Area ‘F° Zoning and Subdlvision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002

PURPOSE

To receive the Summary of Proceedings of the Public Hearing held April 24™, 2002 on “Regional District
of Nanammo Electoral Area ‘F° Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002, and further, to consider
Bylaw No. 1285 for 3™ reading.

BACKGROUND

The Electoral Area °F° Zoning Bylaw process has been underway since February of 2001, Recent actions

on this project include the following:

» The Regional Board granted 1* and 2™ reading to “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area

‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002" at its regular meeting on April 9, 2002

* Prior to the Public Hearing, the Bylaw was referred to the Ministry of Transportation, Land
Eeserve Commission, Town of Qualicum Beach, City of Parkswille, City of Nanaime, Cowichan
Valley Regional District, Qualicum and Nanoose First Nations, Qeeanside Construction and
Development Association, and School District No. 69 (see Atachment No. 1 for referral
responses received prior to April 24).

= A public hearing was held pursuant to the Local Government Act on Aprl 24, 2002 {see

Astachment No.2 for the Summary of the Proceedings of the Public Hearing and Submissions).

ALTERNATIVES

l. To receive the Summary of Proceedings of the Pubiic Hearing on Bylaw No. 1285, 2002, grant 3"
reading to Bylaw No. 1285, 2002 and to refer the Bylaw to the Ministry of Transportation for
consideration of approval.

2. Toreceive the Summary of Proceedings of the Public Hearing on Bylaw No. 1285, 2002 and to grant
3™ reading of Bylaw No. 1285, 2002 with minor amendments and to refer the Bylaw to the Mimstry
of Transportation for consideration of approval.

4
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION IMPLECATIONS

The Electoral Area ‘F* Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002 is the result of a ]4-month
planning process invelving public consultation with residents, property owners, stakeholders, municipal,
provincial agencies. Throughout this process. community preferences and valnes were identified relative
to land use regulations to ensure that the Bylaw mests community expectations while at the same tune
followmng the objectives and goals of the Official Commumnity Flan and applicable provmcial policy
guidelines.

Referral comments received from agencies prior to the Public Hearing are included as Aftachment Ne. 1.
Replies from the remaining referral agencies were not received prior to the April 24 Public Heaning. It
ghould be noted, however, that cotmments were received on the draft version of the Bylaw from these
referral agencies, and the comments of these agencies have been incorporated into the Bylaw where
possible,

At the April 24™ Public Hearing, there were approximately 125 persons in attendance and speakers raised
a number of issues. Key issues that were 1dentified included the number of properties that would become
legal non-conforming with the adoption of the proposed Bylaw, the desire to have smaller mimmum
permitted parcel sizes for ALR land and a request to have more public mput.on the Bylaw prior to
adoption. The Minutes from the Public Hearing along with all written subrmissions received at the Public
Hearing are included in Attachment No. 2. .

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

During the Public Hearing a number of speakers identified areas of concern with 1espect to the proposed
Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw as identified in the section above. With respect to the level of public
gonsultation and input on the Bylaw, the RDN Board adopted and approved the Electoral Area *F* Zoning
Bylaw Public Consultation Strategy and staff was directed to directly engage the public to receive input
on the drafting of this Bylaw., Residents were contacted via a telephone survey, RDN Site Office, 2
direct-mailed Comment Sheets, Stakeholder Meetings and a Public Information meeting. Out of this
process came 2 drafis of the proposed bylaw and input received during this process culminated n the
recommendations put forth by the Select Comrmittee of Electoral Area Directors that were received and
endarsed by the Regional Board their Regular Meeting January 8, 2002, During the process to draft and
comsult the public with respect to this Bylaw, staff had interactions with over 500 peopie representing an
interest in over 800 properties in Electoral Area *F.

With respect to non-conforming properties created by this Bylaw, to date the purported effect, in the
opinion of staff, has been overstated. Given the input received dunng the site office and the Select
Committee deliberations, the majority of landowners who have chosen to participate in the process have
been tegally recognized through site-specific zomng or comprehensive development zones. It must be
recognized, however, that due to the nature of this Bylaw and the history of no land use regulations m ths
community, that there will be instances where existing development has not been addressed in the Bylaw,
particularly where property owners have not chosen to parficipate in the process.

Additionally, staff is aware of a small number of property owners that have approached the RDN with
recommended amendments or changes following 2* reading of the Bylaw. These landowners are aware
of the process and that their proposed changes will need to be addressed following the adoption of the
Bylaw. Recognizing this situation, staff is recommending that following the adoption of the Bylaw,
‘Housekeeping Amendments’ will be brought forward to the Board o ensure that all development issues

o
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are addressed in the Zohing Bylaw. It is anticipated that this will take place using the Site Specific
Zoning approach or Comprehensive Development Zones. As with other properties already recopnized in
the Bylaw, all properties will be assessed based on the criteria outlined in the Area F Official Cotnmunity
Flan (OCP}). This process will address issues around ‘non-conforming’ status where development can
meet the criteria for recopnition in the OCE.

With respect to mimimum permitted parcel size for ALR propertes the Board voted to decide this issue at
the regular Board meeting held on April 9, 2002. Staff is of the opinton that this remains a regional issue
of patticular importance to rural communities that neads to be sddressed comprehensively. Conversations
with the Land Reserve staff indicate that the new Commission will be in place shortly and with proposed
changes to Land Reserve legislation, it may be appropriate to consider directly engaging the LRC with
respect to future policy on land use and subdivision regulations. Further, it is noted that issues COnCerning
the processing of ALR exclusion applicatons are being congidered as part of the current Growth
Management Plan review,

In addition, Schedule ‘A" of Bylaw No. 1285 has a typographical error that should be amended. In site
specific zone R-2.29, Lot 34 of Plan VIP 67560 was omitted but is recognized on Schedule ‘B’ Zoning
Map of Bylaw 1285, The suggested amendment is minor in nature and is consistent with the overall
direction of the Bylaw and zoning regulations for those parcels on Meadowood Way.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

The process to draft and adopt Regional District of NManaimo Electoral Area °F’ Zoning and Subdivision
Bylaw Ne. 1283, 2002 is consistent with the requirements of the Local Gavernment Act.

The Bylaw is consistent with the policies and objectives of Electoral Area 'F’ Official Cotununity Plan as
required pursuant to the Locad Government Act.

YOTING
All Directors —one vote except Electoral Area B'.

SUMMARY

The Regional Board granted 1% and 2™ reading to “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’
Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002" at its regular meeting on April 9, 2002. At the April 24
Public Hearing, there were approximately 125 persons in attendance and speakers raised a number of
issues. Key issues that were identified included the number of properties that would become legal non-
conforming with the adoption of the proposed Bylaw, the desire to have smailer minimum permitted
parcel sizes for ALR land and  request to have more public input on the Bylaw prior to adoption.

Given the level of public consultation, recognition of existing uses on properties through site specific
zoning and flexible approach to implementing “Regional District of Nanaimo FElectoral Area ‘F’ Zaning
and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285 staff are of the opinion that this Bylaw may now be considered for 3

reading.

o
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the Summary of Proceedings of a Public Heanng held Wednesday, April 24, 2002 at 7:00 pn,
together with all written submissions to the Public Hearing on the “Regional Dhstrict of Nanaima
Electoral Area ‘F' Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw Ne. 1285, 2002" be received.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zomnp and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285,
2002" be granted 3™ reading with a minor amendment to Schedule A to correct a typographical error
to add the B-2.29 zone as recommended in the staff report.

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1235
2002" be forwarded to the Mimstry of Transportation for consideration of approval prior to the
Board’s consideration of adoption of the Bylaw.

Report Writer
Manager Concurrence CAO CoTicurrence
COMMENTS:

devevsireparta/ 20023900 20 1285 ma brd EA F 3™ doc
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Attachment No. '}
Agency Referral Comments
RECEIVED
_ APR 22 2002
. . : REGIONAL DISTRICT
City off PARKSVI TNANAIBO

SO Box 1390, 100 2. densen Avenuie, Parksale, G0 w9R Jul
TElzpnone: 1ZE0) 2486144 Fax; (2500 24B8-£650
WAL CIDE parkswille. De.ca
Aprl 17, 2002

YA FAX: (Z50) 390-T511 PAGE10F 1

Regional Districl of Nanaimo F"@A X E rj
6300 Hammond Bay Read ' -' L

Napaimo, BC V9T 6N2

ATTENTION: GEOFF CARBUTT, SENIOR PLANNER
Dizar Sirs:

SUBJECT: ELECTORAL AREA “F" OQFFICIAL COMMUNITY  PLAN
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 1152.02, 2002

At the repular meeting of Council held Monday, April 15, 2002 the following resolution was
adopted:

"02-127 Thet the report from the Director of Community Planning, dated Apal 12, 2002
sntitled "Comment to Regional District of Manaimo (RDN) Regarding Area F
Zoning Bylaw", be received;
And That the Regional District of Nanaimo be advised the City strongly supports
the concept of adopting a Zonittg Bylaw for Area F, but that it will only consider
support of this sperific bylaw when a development permit desipration for the
purpasge of protection of groundwater and water-sources penerally is applicable
and in place under the Gfficial Community Plan, for il industrizl and commercial
situations, and a hilding permit requirement and process 18 established by Bylaw.
CARRIFDL”

GAVLE .wdcksoN

Director of Community Planning

GAlsh

D43l B DN AceaFiCarbuli-.
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3008 Fifth Avenios, Port Alberni, B .C. CANADA, V9Y JB3

April 25, 2002

Geoff Garbutt

Raglonal District of Nanaimo
6300 Harmmond Bay Road
Nanaime, B.C.

VOT BN2

Hp:_RhglonH Diatrict of Nanaimo Area “F” Zoning Bylaw Referral

Déar Mr. Garbuit:

Teleghone (250} 720-2700 FAX: (250) 723-1327

APR 29 2002

ABGIONAL DISTRICT
HAIMO

The Alberni-Ciayoquet Regicnal District' s interssts are unaffected by the proposed

bylaw.
Yours fruly,
Mike Irg
Planner

RECEIVED
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RITISH APR 18 2002
LUMBEIA ' REGIGNAL DISTRICT
Flle: 53170-53/CID
April 18, 2002

Nanaimo Regional District
6300 Hammerd Bay Road
MNanaimo, B.C. V9T 406

Aftenticn:  Geoff Garbult, Senior Planper
Daar Sir
: E ag " ard Subdivision " 2

Further to your leiter of April 10, 2002, please be advised that | have now had the apportunity to
review the above-raoted document and offer the following comments.

= Sectich & page 4 §.10 - As the Regional District has set the quartity of potable water
required for each lot being created by subdivision, | sugges! it would be appropriate for the
Regional District to advise the Provincial Approving Officer when this requirement has baen
complied with.

RJH/Ap
cc: B Whlie, Sr. District Dev. Technician, Nanaimo Area Office

Minlwtry of Yncouver kland Distrct It Aichrees: Tolaphone: 250-T00-81 80 Wab Addresx
Transportation Souih Const Regron B475 Watral Doy Facaamiae  250-290-8181 W, DOV, e caftran

iy e '\ &
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April 24, 2002

Regioml District of Wanaimo
P.0). Box 40

630¢ Hemmond Bay Road
Nenaimno, BC V9T &2

VLA Fax: 390.75T11

Atiention:  Geoff Garbont
Senior Flanner

Drear Sir,
RE: Area ‘F* Zoning & Sobdivision Brlaw No, 12852002

Curr Association has besst contacted by several members reganding the Electoral Arca ‘F* Zoning &
Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285,2002. The maia concern that we are hearing at thig time is in regards to how
the Zoning Bylaw for Area *F will effect the development of Building Strata’s on Rural Properties.
From our discussion with several property awners and other consultants who are commonly involved with
the dovelopment of land in Ares “F” and the rest of the Regional District of Nanaimo, there is 4 great deal
of confusion over the ability ot inability tu do a buildmg steta under the Strata Property Act in Zore R-1
far example. This zone allows for 2 dweiling wnits per lot under the zoning, provided the 1ot is over the 2
ha minintum lok size. The question then is if a building streta umder the. Stratn Property Act conld legally
be registered on the dwellings. This is & common practice in this area snd for that matter other areas of
the Regional District, as long as the total munber of dwellings conforms to the zoaing designation.

We are in receipt of a copy of your fax dated April 22, 2002 to Helen Simns stating that the new Bylaw
will not specifically profubit the continuation of Building Strata Development within Area “F'.

However, there ia still some coufuzsion among our membership. The confusion stems from the definition
of a lot. Foliowingds the definition as defined in Bylaw 1285, and Bylaw S0{).

DEFINITHONS

« Hylaw 1285

Lot means any parcel, block or other area. in which land is held or isto which it is subdivided whether
pnder the Land Title Act or the Strata Property Act.
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* Byiaw 560
Lot maans the seme as parcel.

Parcel means the: smallest area of land which id registered in the Land Tite Office, except that a
parcel divided pursuant to the Condominium Act and amendments thereto and not contained within
Bare Land Strata Plen shall not be considensd subdivided tor the purpose of this Bylaw.

While the stated intert of the Regional Distict (#/22/02 fax) is at to prohibit the creation of Building
Strata’s within Area ‘¥, by altering the definition of a ot from that which g customary within the
remaimder of the Regional District of Nanaimo, gur membership and area residents are coafused and
concemmad.

We request that tre Regional District review the definition of “lot™ under the proposed Byiaw 1285 2002
and revise it to clarify this confusion. This amendmant would 2o a long way in showing the residemnts of
Arca ‘F” that the Regional District of Nanajmo is not trying 1o impose a change to the statws quo in
regards to the ability to register Huilding Strata"s on lots which allew for two dwelling mnits.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter. If you wish to discuss this matter Rurther,
please feel free o contact our Association at 250-752-6214 to arrange an dppropriaie tme to discuss this
Mather.

Yours truly,

& _,.‘
Rob Hill Manley Latoy Helen Sims Michelle Jones
President Vice President RON Commitiee Secretary/Treasurer
c.e dr. Jack Mclean, Arsa ‘b Dirsctor V1A Fax: 792-2549
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: Attachment No. 2
Public Hearing Meeting Minntes and Submissions

SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS OF A PUBLIC HEARING HELD WEDNESDAYY, APRIL 24,

2002 AT 7:00 PM AT BRADLEY CENTRE 975 SHEARME ROAD TOQ CONSIDER “REGIONAL

DISTRICT OF NANATMO ELECTORAL AREA ‘F* ZONING AND SUBDIVISION BYLAW NO.
1285, 2002

Note that these mimutes are not a verbatim recording of the pracee;i’z'ngs, but summarize the comments af
those in attendance at the Public Hearing, '

Present:

J. McLean Chair Director, Electoral Area ‘F°

L. Elliott Drirector, Electoral Area 'A’

E. Hamilton Director, Electoral Area *C°

> Haime Director, Electoral Area ‘I

G. Holme Director, Electoral Area *E’

I. Stanhope Director, Electoral Area ‘G

B. Hoidom Drirector, City of Nanaimo

L. McNabhb Director, City of Nanainto

J. MacDonald Director, City of Parksville

T. Westbroek Dhrector, Town of Qualicum Beach
R. Lapham General Manager, Development Services
(5. Garbuit Senior Planner

L. Chase Planner

There were approximately 115 people in attendance.

The Chairperson called the Heating to order at 7-:00 pre, introduced those present at the head table, and
outlined the procedures to be followed during the Hearing.

The Chairperson called for formal submissions with respect to Bylaw No. 1285, 2002,

Rusty Joerin, 1765 Errington Road, indicated that he is in favour of the Bylaw. Mr. Joerin commented
that, through a Bylaw, personal security of homes and neighbourhoods is preserved, land use issues can
be addressed, and people can work together on land use conflicts, Mr. Joerin indicated that he believes it
18 important for people to have security in land use through zoning.

Gerard Janssen, 3290 Alberni Highway, indicated he supports the Bylaw. Mr. Janssen questioned the
number of ALR parcels available in the 2 to 4 ha size in the ALR and indicated that he did not support
smaller parcel sizes. Mr. Janssen comummented in favour of larger parcels sizes, protecting the
environment, and protecting the rural way of life.

Red Willlams, 980 Pratt Road, stated that 65% of the peopie polled supported a smaller parcel size for
the ALR lands. Mr. Williams commented that the Land Reserve Commussion has jurisdicton in
approving the final parcel size for subdivision and that elsewhere in the RDN smaller parcel sizes are

allowed. Mr. Williams questioned the notification distance far rezoning applications in Area ‘F’ vo

%
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compared to the test of the RDN and questioned why the distance requirements in Area ‘F* sre so much
greater. Mr. Williams commented that legai non-conforming status on properties results in businesses not
growing and financing property and insurance difficult. My, Williams commented that the Byiaw should
recogmize all existing uses and site-specific zoning is not the answer to this issue. Mr. Williams
questioned Parksville’s concems for groundwater and indicated that other provincial Ministries are in
piace to protect the environment, Mr. Williams stated that the peopie in Area *F” are not being consuited
and the community is being destroved as a result. Mr. Williams stated that the Bylaw was a work in
progress and fhat it should not be adopted as is, and there should be a steering comrnittee-led process to
create a Zoning bylaw. :

Reg Nosworthy, Tranquility Woods, indicated that he does support planning and zohing, but does not
support this bylaw, Mr. Nosworthy commented on the time period between adoption of the OCP and
presentation of a draft Zoning Bylaw to the community, and that the Zoning Bylaw was created in
isolation of the community with no input from the community or the Area Director. Mr. Nosworthy
commented on the Area ‘F’ Site Office consultation process and that by the second draft of the Bylaw 1t
had increased in size by 71%. Mr. Nosworthy questioned when 65% of people surveyed about ALR
rumnrin parcel size say they wanted a decrease in parcel size, why has it not decreased. Mr. Nosworthy
questioned why the change to the QCP was voted against in a block by Municipal Directors, and the he
comimented on a news article that indicated the Director from Parksvilie would not support the Bylaw
unless Building Inspection and development permit areas were brought in, Mr. Nosworthy concluded by
askang for a referendum.

Mary Anne Mulvihill, on behalf of Frank Berger, read a written submission for the record, which is
attached to the mimites.

William McLean, 1115 McLean Road, stated that the 2-hectare lot size 15 appropriate for the ALR
lands, and that the ALR lands are not suitable for farming.

Don Hutehinson, 1306 Middlegate Road, stared that he was in full support of the OCP and the Land
Use Bylaw and that in the past 15-20 years he had seen the comimunity disintegrate over this issne.

Trevor Wicks, 1246 Middlegate Road, commented that the process 1o create an OCP and Zoning Byiaw
was supposed to take 2 years, and it i3 time to acimowledge that the perfect bylaw does not exist. Mr.
Wicks stated that this Bylaw was g reasonabls compromise and that the majority of people in Area ‘F’
would like to see the process resolved. Mr, Wicks asked the Board to support this Bylaw so the people of
Area 'F’ can get on with their lives.

Barbara Mansell, on behalf of Sharon Tomaczyk of 108¢ Melon Road, read 2 written submission for
the record, which is attached to the minutes.

Allen Looy, 1019 Errington Read, requested that the Bylaw be held in abeyance until the Union of BC
Municipalities (UBCM) speaks to the Land Reserve Commission (LRC). Mr. Looy commented on
increased rurai-urban conflict. Mr. Looy concluded by again requesting that the Bylaw be held in
abeyance, that the UBCM should be consulted, and requested that a referendun be called on the issue of
ZOming.

Joe Pullen Sr., on Behalf of Mrs. Pullen, 1949 Swayne Road, read a written submission for the Tecord,
which is attached to the minutes.

QY
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Joe Puller Sr,, 1949 Swayne Road, commented that this Bviaw would resuit in the appointment of a
Bylaw Enforcement Officer and that section 700 filings registered on title make the OWTIETS Subject to
legal action, and that disobeying such notices was a civil offence. Mr. Pullen commented that the public
hearing was supposed to be for the residents of Area ‘F’, but that in the past, Directors from the
nnicipalities have igriored the findings from hearings from Area ‘F°. Mr. Pullen stated that he believes
that the municipal Directors have already resolved to adopt this Bylaw in advance of the Hearing, Mr.
Fullen concluded by asking for a referendum.

Ross Harvey, 865 Seashell Road {Electoral Area ‘G*) read a written submission for the record, which
is attached to the minutes. In addition, Mr. Harvey commented on the change from 2.0 hectare o 4.0
hectares in the ALR and indicated the Board had gone against the Select Comrmittee recommendation it
had previously supported. Mr. Harvey concluded by asking the Board to not give the Bylaw 3™ reading.

Steve Chomolok, 1227 Leffler Roead, indicated that he supports the Bylaw although it wasn't perfect,
Mr. Chomolok questioned the site specific zoning regulations on page 23, Section R-1.5, and indicated
that the zoning recognized an illegal land use. M. Chomolok asked the Board to amend this section. Mr.
Chomolok also asked about the subdivision of the parks and open. space zone and the parcel coverage
allowed in the Parks and Recreation zone. Mr. Chomolok also stated that imder Section 4.20, this zone
allows for corporate yses mcluding ticrowave towers, accessory office and retail sales, gas lines, and
hydro lines. Mr. Chomolok concluded by stating, that for jack of a better chotce, he does support the
Bylaw,

Gnather Buschans, 2315 Kerr Road, indicated that he can not support the Bylaw as it is not in the best
mterest of the people in Areq ‘F*. Mr. Buschaus commented that a referendinm was needed to let the
people of Area 'F' decide for themselves and he suggested that the Bylaw be held in abeyance unkl the
province decides what to do about the ALR.

Dave Monro, 1694 Schidler Road, indicated that he does not support the Zoning Bylaw as he feels the
community has not been listened to. Mr, Momnro commented on a newspaper article from Parksville that
building permits should be required as part of the Zoning Bylaw. Mr. Monro comumented that there is lots
of room for industry in Ares ‘F and that Chatsworth Road would be a good location. Mr. Monro
questioned the need for a sign bylaw and then commented an the 65% who wanted the 2-hectare parce]
size in the ALR. Mr. Monro concluded that he would like to see a referendum and Area 'F’ as a
munj¢ipality,

Michelle Jones, on bebalf of the Oceanside Development Association, read a submission for the
record, winch is attached to the minuies,

Doug Scitug, 1580 Alberni Highway, indicated that he does not agree with the Zoning Bylaw process
and indicated that he would like to see a vote by the people on the issye.

Howard Fowler, 891 Virginia Road, commenied that thers is no need for this bylaw. Mr. Fowler
indicated he was not in support of the 4hectare minimmum parcel size in the ALR. Mr. Fowler concluded
that he 13 opposed to this Bylaw.

Andy Brown, 1642 McKibben Road, spoke in favour of the Bylaw and indicated he is tired of living
with the threat of an industrial business moving in and he feels that land uses need to be separated, and i
in favour of 10-acre minimmuam parcel size in order to protect the watershed. Mr. Brown indicated he has
coticerns about protecting the water supply and this cannot be done through small lots.

g
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David Nicholson, 1775 Gibbs Road. stated that enongh has been said already.

Richard Arneld, 2095 Swayne Road, indicated he is in support of this Bylaw angd plannmg and zonmg
as it may be the last chance we have to protect the Area. Mr Amold concluded that Ares ‘F' nesds
planming and zoming and that he wonld like to see an anti-hotse component when this Bylaw goes into
effact.

Ray Tinkling, 1439 Tyier Road, commented that Area ‘F' had open zoning when he started own
business on his property and is concerned that the business will be legal non-conforming. Mr. Tinkling
stated that his ALR property was not suitable for farming. Mr. Tinkling concluded that that nobody from
the RDN listens to the people and that this issye should go to referendum.,

Stephen Stahiey, 1040 Virginia Read, indicated that his property was non-conforming to the bylaw and
commeiited on correspondence from the RDN with respect 1o his property. Mr. Stahley stated that the
Area does not need regulations. He concluded that he 15 not in favour of this Bylaw, and he would like to
see a referendum,

Joe Puilen Jr., 1949 Swayne Road, indicated that he is not in favour of the Bylaw., Mr. Pullen
commented on the difficuity in getting a Bylaw and that the Area was different from the municipalities,
but the Bylaw does not reflect that. Mr. Puilen stated he does not support the larger parcel size in the
ALR. Mr, Pullen questioned why the railway has not been recognized as a fransportation cormdor and
commented that there was no ability to zone the feders] right-of-way. Mr. Pullen expressed concern
about the bylaw enforcement process with respect to zoning. Mr. Pullen commented on the costs of a
rezoning application and the base fee and the surcharge baged on the size of the land and expressed
concern that the costs apply even if it doesn’t g0 to public hearing. Mr. Pullen also questioned where the
authority {0 have zoning came from and that the Area Director was representing the views of the people
on this issue.

Andrew Knorr, 1216 Station Road, stated that he is opposed to the Bylaw, Mr. Knomr concurred with
previous speakers. He stated that the bylaw should be put to referendum.

Gordon Cory. 1530 Laura’s Loop, questioned the minimum parcel sizes for strata subdivision, and
indicated that the provisions of Section 943 of the Local Government Aet should be used instead of the
subdivision regulations proposed. Mr. Cory commented on the need for instream status for building strata
subdivision, subject to sewage permits being provided for those that were in progress, and indicated that
building strata developments assist in providing affordable accommodation. Mr. Cory suggested that 2
residences be allowed on a 2.5-acre lot in support of affordable housing. Mr. Cory indicated that, with the
Eood septic capability and available water supply, smaller parcel sizes should be allowed iy of certam
areas,

Derek Baldwin, 1607 Errington Read, indicated that he believes that Area *F’ had heen treated with
disrespect and that it seems that Ares *F’ is not equal it the Board process. Mr. Baldwin indicated that he
does not support the ALR minimum 10-acre parcel size and does not support the Bylaw or this process.
Mr. Baldwin concluded that this should be put to referendum.

David Needen, 1030 Howard Road, indicated that the AL R lands are not farm land and that there was
nothing in the Bylaw the agricultural commupity wanted. Mr. Needen indicated that he wants the
regulations to be enforced by the Land Reserve Commission. He indicated that the setbacks for
agricultural buildings are excessive and that there is no protection for farmers in terms of buifering for

<’
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farm uses and the ALR. Mr. Needen requested that the Bylaw go to referendum as there were many flaws
I .

Hildegard Beschaus, 2315 Kerr Road, stated that she is opposed to the zoning bylaw and that she
SUpports a 2-hectare minimum parcel size and asked for a referendum.

Red Williams, 980 Pratt Road, commented on how little time people have had to look at the Bylaw and
how little notice they had. Mr, Williams referred to an ALR application he has made for his property in
order to get site specific zoning and that it was taking & months to do so. Mr. Williams indicated that he
likes the idea of n-streaming applications in order to give them a chance to get their site specific zoning,
Mr. Williams concluded by asking thatr more thought be taken on the bylaw and requested that it go to
referendum.

The Chair called for further submissions.

Murray Chantler, 1225 Stagdowne Road, commented that this processes has been ongoing for =
nunber of years. Mr. Chantler indicated that there was ne need for a 2-hectare minimum parcel size in
the ALR as there are provisions in the cument legislation that allows for subdivision for family members.
Mr. Chantler indicated that there is support for community planning, but that the pecple whe believe in
comipunity planning are afraid to come out. Mr. Chantler spoke against a referehdum and indicated that
there was a great deal of hearsay and misinformation and that this would not be conducive to running a
fair referendum. Mr. Chantler commented that the Bylaw is not perfect, but that something is needed.
Mr. Chantler stated he is in favour of the Bylaw,

'Ken Erickson, 111 Popham Road, commented that he would be put out of business by legal non-
conforming status. Mr. Frickson stated that that this process is not functioning, as the Board does not
hear what the people want.

John Mansell, commented on the OCP criteria for zonmg, and indicated that he did not think the sawW
sharpening business on Kopernick Road should be allowed any expansion opportunity under the Bylaw.
Mr. Manseli indicated that he was glad to see the Bylaw come in and commented on noise in the Area
from mills and indicated that billboards were objectionable. Mr. Mansell concluded that he did not
suppert the Area Director, and he supports for the Zoning Bylaw.

Alf Addy, Addy Power Ltd,, indicated that he does not whoily support the byiaw, nor does he wholly
disagree with it. Mr. Addy expressed concern that his land was going to be legal non-conforming. Mr.
Addy stated that if it takes more time ta work on the Bylaw, let it take more time’

Terry Moore, Leffler Read, indicated that he believes that the bylaw should g0 to referendum, Mr.
Moore stated he supports the Bylaw,

The Chair called for further submissions a first time.

Fred, Chatsworth Road, commented that there was too much interference by city peopie in the affairs of
rural peopie and that the people just want to be left alone.

The Chair called for further submissions a second time.
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Joe Pullen Jr., 194% Swayne Road, noted that the conflict appears to be between the rurai areas and the
urban area. Mr. Pullen stated that thig bylaw requires ministeriai approval and urged people o write to
the Minister of Community, Aboriginal, and Women’s Services to oppose the Bylaw,

The Chair called for firther subrmissions a third time. There being no further submissions, the
Chairperson adjourned the Hearing at 9:30 pm.

Certified true and correct this 26" Day of April, 2002

Ol breny

. Chase Director J. McLean
Recording Secretary Electoral Area ‘F*
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24 02 03:11p ~  Sims Assoc. 7528241

SIMS ASSOCIATES

LAND BURYEYING LTD

223 Fern Road West
Qualicttm Besch, B.C. VoK 184
Telephone: {(258) 752-9121 . Facsimile: (250) 752-9241

TO: Ross Harvey
COMPANY:

FAX: 2483084 -
- FROM: Helen Sims -
'DATE: 2002 04 24

Ne. of Pages 5 {inchuding cover sheet) File Ne:

COMMENTS-
Ross
Re: Forest Land Reserve

GurdnnBednmdmtntﬂrauaclmdemaﬂ regarding the proposed changes to the Forest Land
Rmrveﬁ.nLI’veuimprmmdthcpmpusedchangestuthis&c:ﬁomtheweba&e&hawaﬂnched
thepagesmhvamtnlthLRThebiggeﬂclnngeinﬂmmimthmpeﬂthmﬂ}mH, 15

Since the Cornmission will no ionger have any responsibilities for land use controls, it is unfair
tohaveaiﬂhamintmumparcelsizethrﬁmnerFLRlandinAreaFun!y.

I‘mmtsureiﬂw:'llheabletngutaﬂ;cmtingmn.ightblupleasafeelﬁ'eemmthisasa 0«’
submission on my behalf v-
Helan Q y
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Page | of |

Helsn Sims

From:  “Bednard, Gérdon LRC-EX" <Gardon: Bednard@pema2 gov.be.ca>
Ta: <heien.simsgshaw. ca> '
Sent:  April 24,2002 2:32 P

Helen,
Thisccnﬁrmsawcimmmnufthisaﬂmn.
ThEFLRﬁmispmpo_sedtu be amenxied by Bill 2.
ﬁnmngathwthings,ﬁﬂcﬁum 14,15 and 16 which dea) with land uge and
subdivision in the FT.R are being repealed. Following adoption of the
leginlation, ﬂnﬂnmnﬁsshnwﬂlmhngubemq:omﬂabfmmbdivﬂdﬂm

Mureiﬂformntiunmhefmpﬂunwwebsiteu: . .- of o0 the
Provincial government site.
Cheers '

oB . ;
PS-hn\reagoodtinmﬂihﬂmningmecﬁng _
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BILL 27 .. 2002: AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION ACT Page 28 of 32

(ii) it an agricuftura| land reserve with the approval under the Agricuifural Land
Comemission Aer of the Provincial Agricultury] Lang Commission; ,
Forest Land Reserve Act
64 Section I {1} of the Forest Land Reserve Act, B.5.B.C. 199, c. 158, is amended

(2) in the definition of *wgricultural rescrve hand® sy striking out "Agricultural Lond Reserve
Act” and substituting " Agricvitural Land Commisrion Act;",

(B} in the definiiion of “chief execntive officer” by striking o "of the COMMIsSion appointed under
section 5 {1) of the Land Reserve Commission Act;® and substifating "zppointed undsr the
Agricudturat Land Commigsion Aets”, ‘

{c) by repealing the definition of "commission” g substituting the following:

" rommission " mesqs the commission estabiished under the Apriculiural Land Commission Act;

{d) by repeating the deflnitlon of "forest rescrve tand" and substituting the folfowing:
"forest reserve lagd” means land designated under section 10;, and
(e} by repealing the definition of "recapture charge®,
43 Section 2.1 is repealed and the Jollowing substituted:
Object of the commission
.2.1 The object of the commission under this Act is to work with owzers, local govermments, first
nations and other commmitics of interest to FICOUAgE responsible forest management practices
66 Section 9 (1} is repeated and the following substitufed:
(1} The Forest Land Reserve consists of
{ﬂ}pﬁmchudﬂmisdeﬁgnawdasﬁmtmwmdaimﬁonm,md

(b} additional private land that was designated as forest reserve land by or under this Act
before February 12, 2602, .

67 Sections I (4) and (3) and 12 gare repeaied,
68 Section 12.7 (2 is repealed and the Jollowing substivated: e@

KE}Th:‘sArtgmmﬁumstpmﬁmonﬁdm&dmmm&ummrmmema v-
attprarww Jegis, Bov.be.ca/Ihk3rd/Ist_read/gov2 -1 hitm 4/24/02 Q §/
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BHY 21 - 20m- AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION ACT Page 20 of 32
subseetion (3} is filed m the Innd tithe office,
89 Sections 11 ta {6 are repeglod,
70 Section 18 i amended

fa) by repealing subuctfanx £3) and ¢4), angd Substitating the Jellowing:

(3) Ifa re:mvai is approved by the COMInission, the desigmtion of land as forest reserve lang is
removed when any applicahle conditions under subsection (2) have been met. , and

&) by adding the Jollowing subsectipns-

{5) The iswion, by resolution, may establish ¢riteria wndler which spplications for exclsion
from the reserve 3y be approved by the chief executive officer,

(8) Au approval of an application: by the chief execitive oificer umder subsection (5) is a decision
of the commission for the purposes of this Act,

71 Sectiom 19 is repeaied and the foiigwing substituted:
Criteria for removat

IE{E}TTwcmnnﬁaghnmyamnveaumvﬂifthcmwﬂsshnismhﬁadthﬂﬂwmmﬁl's

EE}TTmmnmﬁssionmustgivetheappHMﬂmmebcﬂmwﬁnmmipeufﬂs
decision regarding an appilication under this section,

72 Sectlons 20 10 24 are repealed
73 Section 25 (2) and {3} is repegied ' -

74 Section 28 (2} 1o {4) is repeaied

77 Section 37 (3 (o) ia g2), g, ®), (. () and (§ (i) ond (1} is repeated

78 Section 38 is repealad,

79 Section 39 (2) & amended by siriking out everpthing afler "this sevtion®. 0

80 Section 40 is repented, QDG
Ritp:/fwrww. legis, &ov.be.ca/3TthIrd/Ist_read/gava - I.btm 424402 q 9/
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BILL 21 .- 2002: AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION ACT Page 32 of 32

Explacatory Note
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(2) Before making an order under this section, the Lieutenant Governor in
Council may refer the proposal to the commission for its comments.

Permitted usuul_'forutmune land

1. (1) Foest reserveland that is Crown land or Crown ficence land must not be
used except as pernitted by or under the Forest Acr,

(2) Forest reserve land, other than Crown land or Crown licence land, must de
used in & way that is consistent with ane or more of the following:

(a) timber production, wtilization and related Purposes;

{b) forage production and grnzmg by livestock and wildlife;

{¢) forest or wildemess oriented pcTeation, scenery and wildemness
purposes;

{d) water, fisheries and wildlife, biclogical diversity and enltural
beritage resources purposes;

{e) ausenrﬂccupaﬁonauﬁlﬁzedundermeﬁ'mfﬁﬂ, Geothermal

Resources Act, Mineral Tenure Act ot Petroleum and Natural Gas
Ack;

cable conditions established by the commission;

{8) a use specifically permitted by the commission under section 14 in
refation to the tand on which the usc is to take place. '

Specifically permitted nses of forest reserve land

4. I Subject to the regulations, on application of the owner made in sccontance
with section 26, the commission Giay permit a use of forest reserve land
mferred to in section 13 (2) other than one aathorized by paragraphs (a) to
{£) of that section.

(2) If applicable, before or at the same time as making the application under
subsection (1), the cwner must apply ta the applicable local govamment
for the suthorization reqeired by subsection. (3).

(3) If an application under this section requires, in order to proceed, an
amendment to an official settlement plan, official community plaq, official
development plan, rurel tand use bylaw or zoning bylaw of 2 local govern-
ment, the application mey not proceed under this section unless anthorized
by a resolution of the tocal government.

{f) ause or purpose permitted by the Tegulations, subject to any appli-
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(4} Subject to the regulations, the COMMission may make a use pc:ml:tad
under this section subject to any conditions the commission considers
advisahle.

(3) Withont Nmiting subsection {4}, the commission- may require as a
condition of permitting a use that a covenant apainst the land in favour of
the commission be registersd under section 215 of the [and Title Act,

Non-conforming uses of forest reserve land

15, (1} As an exception to section 13 (2), if on the date this Act receives First
Reading in the Legislative Assembly private forest reserve land sebject to
the restrictions of that provision was lawfully used for other than a purpose
Or Use permitted by thatpmvisipn,ﬂmus:mnyhemnﬁnuedasamn-
conforming wse.

(2) Subsection (1) does not authorize the non-conforming use to be continued
unasca]cortnmnxtantmdegmegrcaterlhanﬂmmdnﬁmerﬂfmedm
in that subsection,

(3) For cenainty,

(a) the exception in subsection (1} applies only 1o the land that was
acmﬂﬂyhningusadforauscmherﬂmnﬂmpennjuedhysecﬁonﬂ
{2]&ndnuttulh=enﬁmpame]unwhi:hdmlmmbm'ng
canducted, and - -

(b} achnngeufﬂwners,tﬂnamsurncmpanuufﬂmlanddnesmby
reason only of the change, affect the use of the Jand.

{4) The cxception for a nor~conforming use under suhsection (1) ceascs to
apply if
(a} the use ceases to be lawful under anather enactment, or
(b) the nen-conforming use is discontioned for s continuous period of &
" mymths. :

(5} For the purposes of subsection (4) (b), the use of forest reserve and for
seasona] uses or for agricuitural parposes is not discontinned as z result of
normal seasonaf or agriculiural practices, including

{a} seasompal, miarket or production cycles,
() the control of disease or pests, or _ _
{c) the repair, repiacement or installation of cquipiment to meet environ-

mental standards or standards for-the health or safety of people or
" amirnals. '
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Rﬁﬁcﬂonnnsubdhﬁnnprfnrutmwelmd

15 (D Apam:Laﬂurpanufwhiahisprivalc forest reserve land other than
Crown ticence land must not be subdivided unless

(2) the subdivision is permitted under the regelations without approval
of the commission, or

(B) the subdivision is approved by the commission under subsection (3)
ar in conjunction with the removal of all or part of the parcel from
the reserve,

{2) An owner who wishes o have a parce| referrad to in subsection {1} subdi-
vided must :

(a) indicate to the applicable approving officer in the application for
subdivision that the subdivision affects forest reserve land, and

(b) if subsection (1) (b) applies, at the time the application for subdivi-
sion is submitted, apply to the commission in accordapce with
section 26 for approval of the subdivision.

(3) If an applicaion for approval of a subdivision to which subsection (1
applies is not made in conjunction with an application for removal of the
land from the reserve, the commission may gpprove the subdivision if
saﬁsﬁed&atﬂnsubdiﬁsimndﬂmaﬁectﬁhmofﬂmfumtmum
Iandinammﬂancewirhtheobjectsuﬂhisﬁct. -

{4) The commission may require, as a condition of authorizing a subdivision
upngder this section, thatam\ranantaga.instthe!mdinfa\rourofme
commission be registered under section 215 of the Land Title Act.

Restriction on local government authority
regarding uses of forest land

17. (1) Alocal government must oot
(a2} adopt & bylaw under any enaciment, ar
(b} issuse a permit under Part 2] or 29 of the Municipal Act

that would have the effect of Iestricting, direetly or indirectly, a forest
management activity relating to timber prodaction or harvesting
{c) on land that is forsst reserve land, or

(d} on managed forast land other than forest reserve land, so long as the
managed forest land continues to be used oaly for that purposs,

(2} For certainty, this section applies if the bylaw or permit would have the
effect described in subsection (1} even though the bylaw or permit does
not direetly apply to land referred to in that subsection,
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Sharon and Shawn Tomezyk,
3250 Melon Rd
Coombs

I grew up in area F and | have now chosen to raise my chitdren with
the same rural lifestyle and sense of community that | valued growing
up. Sadly it seems this lifestyle has been harder and harder to
maintain due to an imbalance between the wants of larger husiness,
versus those that Just live in and enjoy our rural lifestyle,

i understand the importance of bigger businesses and Industry,
however, does it need to come at the expense of those who simply
live with the expectation of a clean water supply, a safe place for our
kids to play and moments of tranquility. The only way that [ can sae
to meet the needs of both of these groups, Is with some regutations
and zoning that encourage economic growth, yet stiil protects the
family next door, :

it will mean that we all have o give a little, but that is essentiai to
maintain what is important to us. For the past § years, | have made it
a priority to attend Information sessions and pubiic planning
mestings. | believe that during that time thero has been many
opportunities for the communities members to be heard and to have
their viewpoints considered.

It is now time to put zonlng in place to protect what we all treasure.
Whether or not we personally agree with all of the bylaws or not, it
must be done, To all those who put in many volunteer hours to civilly
and respectfully share their ideas and opinions, | thank you for all
your efforts.

Sharon Tomczyk.
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Delegation to the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo
Concerning
Electoral Area ‘F” Zoning ard Subdivision Bylaw #1285 2002,

Re: “Site Specific Zoning Regulstions  Section 4.22
Page 23 Section 4 “ Additional R-1 Zones”

ZoneR 1.5 :

During an inquiry to the local provincial health officer about the recognition of this
usage on this parcel I was informed : IT IS ILLEGAL. This is a direct quote. Asa
representitive of e senior level of regulation he immediately informed by telephone the
Regionai District planner in my presence,

Sectior 1.4 of the Bylaw clearly states “. The iswful use¢ of any land.....”

By recognizing a land use that is illegaf the proposed zoning R 1.5 violates the Bylaw it
is contained in, as well ag provincial reguiations in place to protect the public.
Immediate residents as well as the generaf public are threatened by the recognition of this
illegal non-conforming usage.

Regional Board merbers are asked to see amended this section : Section 4.22 to protect
the safety of residents proscecuting legal conforming usages on neighbouring parcels.

Re: Parks and Open Spaces] Section 4.20

Section 4.20.1 d) permits as a recognized use in 2 park “Dwelling Unit”
At no time in the public process was inhabitation of public parklands discussed . The
Official Community Plan makes no mention of inhsbitstion of )

Section 4.20.2 b) permits “Accessory Office and Retail Sales” in a public park. At no
time in the public process was the establishment of retail use in & public park agreed

Process was the keeping of animals or the density of subdivision of parklands discussed.
Section 4.2 specifically croates 3 zoming to reduce free recreational use of public
parklands in direct contrast to the stated aims of the Official Communtity Plan.

Sec. 6 page 2 of the Official Community Plan #5 Support public private initistives to
provide recrestional services and marximize public resources . This section proceeds
from “Section 6 page I Objectives #5 Encourage public/private partnerships or private
interests to provide recreational services.

At no time did the public indicate that private interests were to operate in public
parklands . The Official Community Plan cleariy states public desire for public parks,
The provision only of “services” to enhance recreation in parks would be allowed. Prior
to final reading this mnst be addressed. Coupied with permitting of utilities construction
and operations in parkiands the primary use of parks- public recreation- in greatly
curtatled. '
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Yours sinceraly,

Marv and Carel Wolver

Lot 25, District Lot 139, Nanoose District, Plan 1943
250-651-2317 cwolver@yahoo com
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Eileen & Trevor WiCKs

P OBox 186 Emington B C
VOR V0O

250 248 9824

tewicks@isiand.net

Board of the
Regional District of Nanaimo
April 24" 2002

Re. Area 'F’ Zoning Bylaw

The process to develop an Official Community Plan and Zoning Bylaw
for Electoral Area 'F° stated in October 1997. At the initial meeting of
the Area 'F’ Steering Committee, our goal was {0 have the whole
process completed in about one year. Four and a half years of
meetings and public input, and hundreds of thougands of deliars
later, it is time that we acknowledge the fact that the ‘perfact’ zoning
bylaw does not and never will exist. Somebody will always find an
issue to compiain about.

Planning a community is not unllke planning a new home, at some

point we must stop disagreeing about the size of the spare bedroom,
and start the job of building. This bylaw, is a reasonable compromise
between the many interests and issues that have evolved in the area.

The majority of the people in Area F would like to see this process
finalized. | am raquesting the Board of the regional District of
Nanaimo to adopt this Zoning Byiaw so that we can get on with our
tives and spend more time enjoying our rural lifestyles.

Sincerely, Eileen and Trevor Wicks.
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Public Hearing April 24 2002 RDN Bylawl285/ 2002

My Neme Ts Evelyn Mclean and T reside at 1115 Mclean Rd Coombe
I'am NOT in support of Bylaw 1285/2002. |
I DO SUPPOTRT the Zha. Lot -size in the AIR

fa"’*"“”; ol

Evelyn Mclean
April 24 2002
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE ELECTORAL ARFA PLANNING COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, APRIL 23, 2002, AT 7:00 PM
IN THE CITY OF NANAIMO COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
455 WALLACE STREET, NANAIMO, BC

Present:
Director E. Hamilton Chairperson
Diirector L, Elioit Electoral Area A
Alternate
Director B. Jepson Electoral Area D
Director G, Holme Electoral Area E
Director J, McLean Electoral Area F
Director I. Stanhope Electoral Area G
Alternate
Director J. Pipes Electoral Area H
Director T. Westhroek Town of Cualicum Beach
Also in Adendance:
B. Lapham General Manager of Development Services
N. Tonn Recording Secretary

DELEGATIONS
Ross Rainsford, re DP Application No. 0218 -~ Horne Lake Cave Road — Area H.

Mr. Rainsford provided a short history of the cabin which has to be moved from Lot $47 to Lot 26 and
the difficuity in complying with the height restrictions for the cabin at its new location.

George Tinga, re Water 1 Zone to Exclude Aquaculture.

Mr. Tinga raised his concerns with respect to shellfish farming, foreshore tenures and water tenures and
their effect on the existing residential waterfront properties (upland owners). Mr. Tinga requested that the
Board approve an exclusion of aquaculture from water zoning,

Robert Fuller, re Zoning Amendment Application — Cedar View Estates Ltd. — Cedar and Hemer
Roads — Area A,

Mr. Fuller provided an oral and visual overview of the mixed use development as proposed in Zoning
Amendment Application No, 9809,

MINUTES

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Pipes, that the mimutes of the Electoral Area Planning

‘Committee meeting held Tuesday, March 26, 2002 be adopted.
CABRIED

g
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CORRESPONDENCE/COMMUNICATIONS

Greta Taylor, re Water 1 Zone to Exclude Aquaculéure.

MOVED Director Hoime, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the correspondence from Greta Taylor,

Deep Bay Plarming and Environmental Assoeciation, with respect to the proposed change in water zoning

to have water | zone amended to exclude aquaculture a5 a pertmitted use, be recerved

PLANNING

AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS

Zoning Amendment Application Ng. 0204 - PRA Holdings Ltd. — Harold Road - Area A.

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Stanhope,:

1. That Amendment Application No. 0204 submitted by PRA Holdings Ltd. to rezone a portion of
the property legally described as Lot 9, Sectien 12, Range 7, Cranberry District, Plan 27070 from

Industrial I (IN1} to Indostrial 2 (IN2} be advanced to a public hearing subject to the conditions
outlined in Schedule No. 1.

2, That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylew Amendment Bylaw No,
500285, 2002" be given 1" and 2™ reading and proceed to Public. Hearing.
-3 That the Public Hedring on “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 500285, 2002" be delegated to Director Elligtt or his alternate.
CARRIED

Zoning Amendment Application No. 9809 — Cedar View Estates Ltd. - Cedar & Hemer Roads —
Area A.

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Stanhope,:

1. That Amendment Application No. $80% submitted by Cedar View Estates Ltd, to rezone a portien
of the property legally descnbed as Lot A, Plan VIP57874 and Lot 6, Plan VIP59634 Both of
Section 14, Range 1, Cedar District from Comnercial 2 {CM2) to Comprehensive Development
12{CD12) be advanced to 2 public hearing subject to the conditions outlined in Schedule No. 1.

e That “Regionzl District of Manaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No.
500284, 2002” be given 1* and 2* reading and proceed to Public Hearing.
1 That the Public Hearing on “Regional Distnct of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw Ne. 500,284, 2002 be delegated to Director Elliott or his alternate.
CARRIED

DEVELOPMENT FERMIT APPLICATIONS
DP Application No. 0215 - Fairwinds/Dafoe — 3730 Fairwinds Drive - Area E.

MOUVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Permit Application No.

0215 to facilitate bank stabilization works on 45 metres of stream chamnet on Dolphin Creek within 2
Watercourse Protection Development Permnit Area on the property legally described as Lot 1, Drstrict Lot

8, 30 and 78, Nanoose District, Plan 48585, Except Part in Plan 51142 be approved subject to the v
conditions outlined in Schedules No. §, 2 and 3. Q y
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CARRIED
DP Application No. 0218 — Rainsford — Horne Lake Cave Road — Area H.

MOVED Director Pipes, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Permit Application No.
0218 to vary the maximum floor ares of the main floor of the recreational residence from 70 m* to 72 m%;
the maximum floor area of the second story from 35 m” to 45 m®; and the maximum building height of 6.1
metres to 6.5 metres pursuant to the Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No.
300, 1987 to permit the relocation of a recreational residence and to permit a landscape deck to be located
2 minimuin of 12.5 metres from the natural boundary, the removal of vegetation, and the development of
2 1 metre wide beach access within the Environmentally Sensitive Areas Development Permit Area on the
property legally described as Strata Lot 26, District Lot 251, Alberni District, Plan VIS5160, be approved
subject to the requirements outlined in Schedules No. 1, 2 and 3.

' CARRIED
DP Application No. 0220 — Bulger - Horne Lake Cave Road — Area H.

MOVED Director Pipes, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Permit Application No.
0220 to facilitate the relocation of a recreational residence and deck to be located a minimum of § metres,
an accessory building to be located a minimum of 11 metres from the natural boundary of Horne Lake,
and a | metre wide beach access located within the Environmentally Sensitive Areas Development Permit
Area on the propenty legally described as Strata Lot 58, District Lot 251, Alberni District, Plan VIS5160
be approved subject to the conditions ouwtlined in Schedules 1 and 2.

CARRIED

DP Application No. 0221 — Gerard/Fern Road Consulting — Lot 14, Amberwood Lane — Area E.

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Permit Application No.
0221 submitted by Helen Sims, on behalf of Patricia Gerard to facilitate construction of a single dwelling,
attached patio, patio for hot tub, and retaining walls within the Watercourse Protection Development
Permit Area pursuant to “Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1118, 1998” for the property
legally described as Lot 14, District Lot 78, Nancose District, Plan 47638 be approved subject to the
condittons and variances cutlined in Schedule No. *1° and notification requirements pursuant to the Locad

Crovernment Act.
CARRIED

DP Application No, 0222 — Mauriks/Fern Road Consulting — 1429 Dorcas Point Road — Area E.

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Permit Application No.
0222, submitted by Helen Sims on behalf of Patricia Mauriks to legalize the siting and retiovation of an
existing dwelling unit within the Watercourse Protection Developrent Permit Area pursuant to “Nancose
Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1118, 1998” for the property legally descried as Lot 3, District
Lot 110, Nancose District, Plan 17536 be approved subject to the conditions and variances outlined in
Schedule No. “17 and notification requirements pursuant to the Local Government Act.

CARRIED

OTHER

Home Based Business Regulations — RDN Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No.
S00.286 — Areas A, C, D, E, G & H.

The General Manager of Development Services noted that the words “convenience stores” should be
removed under the heading of “Proposed replacement text” in the staff report.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Holme,:

1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No.
560,286, 2002™ be introduced and given 1* and 2™ reading.

v
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2. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Byiaw No.
500.286, 2002" be advanced to a public hearing.

That the public hearing on “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 500.286, 2002” be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

LI¥]

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that this meeting terminate. .
CARRIED
TIME: 7:43 PM
CHATRPERSON



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, APRIT. 23,2002, AT 7:30 P'M
IN THE CITY OF NANAIMO COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
455 WALLACE STREET, NANAIMO, BC

Present:
Director J. Stanhope Chairperson
Director L. Elliott Electoral Area A
Dxrector B. Spetling Electoral Area B
Director E. Hamilton Electoral Area C
Alternate _
Director B. Jepson ' Electoral Area D
Director 5. Haolme Electoral Area E
Director J. McLean Electorai Area F
Alternate
Director J. Pipes : Electoral Area H
Director J. Macdenaid City of Parksville
Director T. Westbroek Town of Qualicum Beach
Director D. Rispin City of Nanaimo
Director T. Krall City of Nanaimo
Director B. Holdom City of Nanaimo
Director L. McNabb City of Nanaimo
Also in Attendance:
K. Daniels Chief Administrative Officer
L. Mason General Manager of Corporate Services
B. Lapham General Manager of Development Services
I. Fianie General Manager of Environmental Services
N. Tenn Recording Secretary

DELEGATIONS

Joe Truscott, Coast & Marine Planning, Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management, re Baynes
Sound Action Plan.

Mr. Truscott presented an overview of the Baynes Sound Shellfish Aquaculture Action Plan including the
research completed in the process of its development.

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director McLean, that the following late delegations be

permitted to address the Commitiee.
CARRIED

Diane Pertson, re Growth Managemeat Plan Review — Proposed Amendmenis to the Urban
Containment Boundary - Area E.

Ms. Pertson raised ber concerns with respect to a proposed change to the Nanoose urban containment
boundary which would inclede Crown land which is currently in the Forest Land Reserve in Nanoose
Bay. Ms. Pertson distributed copies of her presentation and urged the Board to defeat this change. Q



Committee of the Whole Minutes
April 23, 2002
Page 2

Jeannette Thomson, re Growth Management Plan Review — Proposed Amendments to the Urban
Containment Boundary — Area F.

Ms. Thomson spoke in opposition to the proposed changes to the Growih Management Plan that would
allow Fairwinds to buy ot acquire the Crown Land legaily described ag Lot 137, Lots 10 to 16, and noted
that she has coilected 2 total of 583 individually signed protests to the proposed change to date. Copies of
Ms. Thomson®s presentation and attachments were distributed to the Committee members,

Diame Awssum, re Growth Management Plan Review — Proposed Amendments to the Urban
Coatainment Boundary - Area E.

Ms. Aussum raised her concerns with respect to the lack of information provided io the residents of
Nanoose on current RDN issues including the proposed amendments to the urban containment boundary,
which strongly effect evervone in the area. The Regional Perspective produced by the RDN, is
considered by a number of residents as a source of information,

Cornel Sawchuk, re Growth Management Plan Review Amendments — Ares E.

Mr. Sawchuk noted the importance of protecting the vegetation of the Crown land tegally described as
Lot 137, Lots 10 to 16 in Nangose from the proposed acquisition as a second golf course and urged the
Board to approach the Provincial government to dedicate the land as a provineia] heritage site,

Karen Zaborniak, re Growth Management Plan Review — Proposed Amendments to the Urban
Containment Boundary — Area E. '

Ms. Zsbomiak spoke in epposition to the proposed amendments to the urban containment boundary
which wouid allow the development of a second golf course in Nanoose and invited Board members to
participate in a guided tour of the Crown land before a decision is made.

MINUTES

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Uirector Krall, that the minutes from the Committse of the
Whole meeting held on Tuesday, March 26, 2002 be adopted.

CARRIED
COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Dan Whiting, School District 69, re Appointment of Trustee Barbara Terry to the D69 Recreation
Commission,

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Westbrock, that the correspondence received from
School District 69 with respect to the appointment of Barbara Terry to the D69 Recreation Commission,

be received.
CARRIED

Jerri New, Office & Professional Employees International Union, re BC' Hydro.

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that the correspondence received from the
Office & Professional Employees International Union with respect to a resoiution for the retention of BC
-Hydro as a complete entity within a regulated pricing structure by the provincial government, be received.

CARRIED

<Y
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Charles Lang, re Regiona] Growth Management Plan Amendments — Horne Lake — Area H.

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that the correspondence received from
Charles Lang with respect t0 the Horme Lake Draft Interim Maoagement Plan, former pass holders and
the March 27, 2002 public meeting, be received.

CARRIED
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

BUILDING INSPECTION
Section 700 Filings.

The Chairperson listed each filing and asked that any property owner in the audience wishing to address
the Committee come forward when their name was called.

MOVED Director Krall, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that a notice be filed against the title of the
property listed, pursuant to Section 700 of the Local Government Act and that if the infractions are not
rectified within ninety {90} days, legal action will be pursued:

{a) "Lot 1, Section 12, Range 3, Mountain District, 3043 Jameson Road, Electoral Area A, owrned by
W. Kosak:

(b} Lot 22, Section 2, Range 6, Plan 27748, Cedar District, 3361 McGuire Way, Electoral Area A,
owned by I. and D. Stewart;

fc) Lot 25, Block 586, Plan 29314, Nanoose District, 2825 Sea Blush Drive, Electoral Area E, owned
bv K. Husson and T. Fallow.,

CARRIED
PLANNING
OCT/Zoning Bylaw Amendment for E & N Railway Corridor.
Electoral Area ‘4’ Official Community Plan
MOVETD Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Westbroek,:
1. That “Regional Disirict of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan Bylaw

Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.01, 2002" has been considered in conjunction with the Regional
District of Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bylaw.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Flectoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.01, 2002" has been considered in comjunction with the Regional
District of Nanaimo waste management plans.

3. That “Regional District of Namatmo Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.01, 2002" has been considered in conjunction with the Regional
District of Nanaimo Growth Management Plan.

4, That “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area *A’ Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.01, 2002” has been considered in conjunction with the provincial

policy guidelines and comments from the Land Reserve Commission.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Krall, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that “Regional Digtrict of Nanaimo Electoral
Area *A’ Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1240.01, 2002™ be given 2™ reading
and proceed to public hearing.

o
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MOVED Director Elliotr, SECONDED Director Krall, that the holding of the Public Hearing with respect
to “Regional District of Nanaime Electoral Area *A’ Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 1240.01, 2002” be delegated to Director Holme ar his alternate.

CARRIED
Electoral Avea 'C’ Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Commumity Plan
MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Westbroek,:
1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Community

Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1148.02, 2002™ has been considered in conjunction with the
Regional District of Nanzimeo 2002-2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bylaw, '

2. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1148.02, 2002" has been considered in conjunction with the
Regional District of Nanaimo waste management plans.

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Community
Flan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1148.02, 2002 has been considered in conjunction with the
Regional District of Nanaimo Growth Management Plan.

4. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1143.02, 2002 has been considered in conjunction with the

provincial policy guidelines and comments from the Leand Reserve Commission.
. CARRIED

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Holdom, that “Regional District of Nanaimo
Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1148.02,
2002" be given 2™ reading and proceed to public hearing.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that the helding of the Public Hearing
with respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson-Cranberry Bright Official Community
Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1148.02, 2002” be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

CARRIED
Electoral Area D’ Lantzville Official Commmamity Plan
MOVED Director Jepson, SECONDED Director Rispin,:
1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzville Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment

Bylaw No. 974.02, 2002” has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of
Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bylaw.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzville Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 974.02, 2002" has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of
Nanaimo waste management ptans.

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzville Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 974.02, 20027 has been considered in conjunction with the Regionai District of
Nanaimo Growth Management Plan.

4. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzville Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment

Bylaw No. 974.02, 2002" has been considered in conjunction with the provincial pelicy
guidelines and comments from the Land Reserve Commission.

o
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MOVED Director Jepson, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzville
Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 974.02. 2002 be given 2™ reading and proceed
to public hearing.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Jepson, SECONDED Director Pipes, that the holding of the Public Hearing with
respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo Lantzvilie Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Byiaw
No. 974,02, 2002™ be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

CARRIED
Elecioral Area 'K’ Nanoose Bay Official Cormunity Plan
MOVED Director Holme, SECOWDED Director Krall,:
| That “"Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment

Bylaw No. 1118.03, 2002 has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of
Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bylaw.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 1118.03, 2002 has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of
‘MNanaim¢ waste management plans,

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoese Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 1118.03, 2002” has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of
Nanaime Growth Management Plan. .

4. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
© Bylaw No. 1118.03, 2002 has been considered in conjunction with the provincial policy

guidelines and comments from the Land Reserve Commission.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Krall, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay
Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1118.03, 2002” be given 2™ reading and

proceed to public hearing.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Krall, that the holding of the Public Hearing with
respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw Ne. 1118.03, 20027 be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

CARRIED
Electoral Area ‘G Englishman River Official Community Plan
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Dirgctor McNabb, :
1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw

Amendment Bylaw No. 814.07, 2002 has been considered in conjunction with the Regional
District of Nanaime 2002-2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bylaw.

2 That “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 814.07, 2002" has been considered in conjunction with the Regional
District of Nanaimo waste management plans.

3. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw Q
Amendment Bylaw No. 814.07, 2002” has been considered in conjunction with the Regional 0

District of Nartaimo Growth Management Plan. v
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4. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 814.07, 2002” has been considered in comjunction with the provincial
policy guidelines and comments from the Land Reserve Commission,

CARRIED

MOYED Director Holme, SECONDED Directar Hamilton, that *Regional District of Nanaimo
Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No, 814.07, 2002 be given 2™
reading and proceed to public hearing.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the holding of the Public Hearing with
respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 814.07, 2002" be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

CARRIED
Electoral Area "G French Creek Official Comarunity Plan
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Rispin,:
i That “Regional District of Nanaimo French Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment

"Bylaw No. 1113.02, 2002” hag been considered in conjunction with the Regional Distrigt of
Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capitai Expenditure Program Bylaw.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo French Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 1115.02, 2002” has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of
Nanaimo waste management plans,

3 That “Regionai District of Nanaimo French Creek Official Commiunity Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 1115.02, 2002”7 has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of
Nanaimo Growth Management Plan.

4, That *Regional District of Nanaimo French Creek Official Commumity Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 1113.02, 2002™ has been considered in conjunction with the provincial policy
guidelines and cominents from the Land Reserve Commission,

CARRIED

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Holdom, that “Regional District of Nanaimo French
Creek Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1115.02, 2002 be given 2™ reading and

proceed to public hearing.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the holding of the Public Hearing with
respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo French Creek Cfficial Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 1115.02, 2002” be delegated to Director Holme or his altemnate.

CARRIED

Electoral Area 'H' Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan

MOVED Director Pipes, SECONDED Director Macdonald,:

I. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 1007.03, 2002" has been considered in conjunction with the Regional
Diistrict of Nanaimo 2002-2007 Capital Expenditure Program Bylaw. i

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw 0
Amendment Bylaw No. 1007.03, 2002” has been consgidered in conjunction with the Regional v
District of Nanaimo waste management plans. Q y
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L]

That "Reglonal District of Nanaimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Comtmunity Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 1007.03, 2002 be considered in conjunction with the Regional District
of Manaimo Growth Management Plan.

4, That “Regional District of Nanaimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 1007.03, 2002” has been considered in conjunction with the provingial
policy guidelines and comments from the Land Reserve Commission.

CARRIED

MOVED Directer Pipes, SECONDED Director Holdom, that “Reginnai District of Nanaimo Shaw Hill-
Deep Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 1007.03, 2002" be given 2" reading

and proceed to public hearing,
CARRIED

MOVED Director Pipes, SECONDED Director Holdom, that the holding of the Public Hearing with
respect t0 “Regional District of Nanaimo Shaw Hill-Deep Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 1007.03, 2602” be delegated to Director Holme or his alternate.

CARRIED
Delegation of Authority Amendment Bylaw No. 1166.01 — Horne Lake — Area HL
MOVED Director Macdonald, SECONDED Director Krall,:
1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Delegation of Authority Amendment Bylaw No. 1166.01,

2002" delegating authority to the General Manager to approve development permits where:

L the applicant has requested a development permit to ajter land to within 30% of the
applicable development permit guidelines;

i, the applicant has requested a development permit to enhance and restore riparian areas,
fish and fish habitar; and

iti. properties are designated within Development Permit No. 5 pursuant to the “Shaw Hill-
Deep Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1007, 1996, where the permitted use
mefudes recreational residential as defined in Bylaw No. 500 for:

{1) any land alternation in connection with construction of a building or structure
between § and 15 metres of the present natural boundary of Horne Lake and any
non-strectural land alteration undertaken within the development permit area:
and

{2} any non-structural land afteration undertaken within the development permit area
be given three (3) readings.
2. . That "Regional District of Nanaimo Delegation of Authority Amendment Bylaw No. 1166.01,

20027, having received three (3} readings, be adopted.
CARRIED

<Y
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Horne Lake Regional Park — Tuterim Management Plag,
MOVED Director Pipes, SECONDED Director Mcl.ean,:

1. That the Interim Management Plan for Home Lake Regional Park be endorsed and approved,
thereby giving authority to proceed with opening of the Park in the spring of 2002 for uses
including general camping, boating, programmed recreation and day use.

2. That staff be authorized to establish and enter into an interim management contract with Rick
Canfield for the 2002 season, subject to the acceptance of the Homme Lake Strata Corporation
without prejudice to their right of first refirsal an a 2003-08 management plan. ’

3 That staff be authorized to proceed with the regularization of property encumbrances and
anomalies at Home Lake Regional Park, and prepare terms of reference for the preparation of a
long term management and operating plan necessary to secure a S-year Operating contract.

CARRIED
CORPORATE SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION
Application for a Temporary Change to Liquor Licence — Cassidy Inn — Area A.
MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Cassidy Inn’s request for a temporary

change to their Liquor Licence to provide for an extended patio area for their Show ‘n Shine event
scheduled for June 23, 2002 be approved.
' ' CARRIED

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
LIQUID WASTE MANAGEMENT

Release of Reserve Funds for Land Purchase — Southern Community LSA Wastewater Treatment
Reserve Fund Expenditure Bylaw No. 1298,

MOVED Director Holdom, SECONDED Director McNabb -

1. That “Southern Comtmunity Local Service Area Wastewater Treatment System and Facilities
Reserve Fund Expenditure Bylaw No. 1298, 20027 be introduced for three readings.

2. That “Southern Community Local Service Ares Wastewater Treatment System and Facilities
Reserve Fund Expenditure Bylaw No. 1298, 2002" having received three readings, be adopted.

CARRIED
Application for Infrastructure Planning Grant.

MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Board of the Regional District of

Manaimo support the Bowser/Qualicum Bay/Dunsmuir Infrastructure Planning Grant application.
) CARRIED

o
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ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Rispin, that the meseting ferminate.
CARRIED
TIME: &35 PM
CHAIRPERSON



- REGIONAL Growth Management Plan

D IST RICT Intergovernmental Advisory Committee

#Real OF NANAIMO

Minutes for the Meeting heid:
Wednesday, May 1, 2002 @ 1:30 PM to 4:30 PM
Ministry of Water, Land and Ajr Protection Office — Arrowsmith Room
2080 Labienx Read, Nanaimo, BC

Present: Paul Butler, Qualicum Beach Czuest Presenter:

Bob Lapharmn, RN Roger Cheetham, LRC Ken Balmer, RETHINK (GROLUTE
Christinag Thomas, RDN Sharpn, Erickson, MWLAPR Abseat:

John Finnie, RON Dan Biggs, MF Neil Connelly, RDN

David Coombe, VIHA Ted Hall, MEM - Gayle Jackson, Parksville
Sharon Flercher, Nanaimo {Cynthia Hawksworth, MCOWAS Dave Edgar, MT

- Item

i.

Call to order.

C. Thomas called the meeting to order at 1:40 PM. C. Thomas indicated that N. Connelly was unable
to attend the meeting due to an unforeseen urgent cormitment, that G, Jackson was unable to attend
the meeting due to a longstanding commitment to attend public meetings regarding the review of the
City’s official community plan, and that D. Edgar would now attend the IAC meetings on behaif of
the Ministry of Transportation as T. Pollock is no longer with the Ministry.

Minntes from the Last Meeting (February 6, 2002).

The minutes of the meeting were accepted as presented.

Growth Management Plan Review 2001-2002
i} Results af Phase HT Public Feedback

K. Balmer, RETHINK GROUP, provided an update on the public consultation process undertaken as
a part of Phase II of the Growth Management Plan Review, and the public feedback received as a
result of that process.

Each member of the Committee was provided a hard copy of the report, “Growth Management Plan
Review: Phase I Public Feedback (April 2002)™.

b) Revisions te Growth Management Plan

C. Thomas provided an update regarding the changes staff anticipates pmpusiﬂg in the revised
regional growth strategy to be provided to the Board for consideration of 1* and 2* reading on May
14, 2002,

There was substantial discussion regarding staff’s proposal to shorten the length of the regional
growth strategy. The strengths and weaknesses of reducing the amount of text in the strategy were
discussed and debated. One member was concerned that useful materizl, such as the guidelines and
explanatory text, would be eliminated. C. Thomas noted that the intention of shortening the length
of the regional growth strategy was to provide a more easy to understand, clearer documnent that only
includes the etitical elements, and that the other material deemed useful would be used to develop
explanatory guides for the regional prowth strategy bylaw that would not be a part of the bylaw. It
was noted that the matenal that would be eliminated is material that provides oniy optional, n

e@?

mandatory guidance. It was noted that there is no one best length’ for a regional growth stra‘q', y :
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and that the appropriate length of a regional growth sirategy 1s 2 finction of the number and type of
issues that need to be addressed in a region.

There was substantial discussion regarding the direction the regional growth strategy contaims

regarding parcel size on lands designated Resource Lands and Open Space.

* C. Thomas noted that the strategy currently does not provide specific mandatory direction
regarding the minimum parcel size of lands with this designation, and that the key policy on the
matter {3A) only states that official community plans are “to promote snd encourage the
retention of large rural holdings™.

* The Committes expressed grave concern regarding the absence of direction regarding the
toinimurmn parcel size desirable for rural lands. It was suggested that the regional growth strategy
amendments bring forward specific direction regarding minimum parcel size for land designated
Resource Lands and Open Space, and that the minimurn parcel size be sufficiently large enough
to support resource activities.

* Committee members indicated prave concem regarding the lack of direction regarding the
minimwn parcel size acceptable for lands with the Resource Lands and Open Space designation
given the changes to the legislation governing the use of land in the Forest Land Reserve that
couid weaken the protection of these lands for forestry uses.

* One member expressed concern that the inclusion of specific policy direction regarding
rinirmum parcel size on Resource Lands and Open Space designated land in the regional growth
strategy is the only guarantee a member municipality has regarding the amount of development
possible on land within that designation, given that the member municipalities recently opted out
of the Regional District’s planning function which had given the member municipalities a say on
the level of development in these areas through their participation in votes regarding official
community plans for thess areas.

*  C. Thomas requested Committes input regarding the absolute and preferred minimum parcel
sizes for land designated Resource Lands and Open Spaces.

*  An absolute minimum parcel size of 50 hectares was suggested for land that is presently within
the Forest Land Reserve, although it was noted that a minfmum parcel size much iarger than this
was more desirable for retaining forestry use possibilities.

"  No specific suggestions were provided regarding the absolute or desirable minimum parcel sizes
for land in the Agriculhore Land Reserve.

=  The recent debate regarding the minimum parcel size appropriate for land in the Agricuiture
Land Reserve in Electoral Area F was highlighted.

= It was suggested that, at a bare mimimum, the revisions to the regional growth strategy recognize
this serious issue and mandate an immediate technical study to determine if the regional growth
strategy should include more specific direction regarding the minimum parcel size of lands
designated Resource Lands and Open Space,

*  Another suggestion was that the regional growth strategy limit the development of rurai lands to
the level specified in the current official community plans.

* Committee members expressed worry that growth is not being contgined in the TEEIOn.

¢) Clty of Parksville Submission Regarding Urban Containment Boundary in Parksville Areq

- C. Thomas outlined the submission received by the Regional District of Nanaimo on April 112 from

the City of Parksville regarding the City's proposal to move the Urban Containment Boundary

(UCB) to include District Lots 12 and 42 and Block 607 inside the boundary. It was noted that
District Lots 12 and 42 are in the Agriculture Land Reserve (ALR), and that the City believes the

lands are needed to provide housing for the projected population of the City. A letter from the Land
Reserve Commission to the Regional District of Nanaimo was distributed to Committee members.

The letter outlines the Commission’s concems regarding the City’s proposal. The key concem @
cotmmunicated in the letter is that the inclusion of ALR lands inside the UCB sends the tnessage that 0

the lands are intended to be developed for non-agricultural uses in the imumediate %
R’ ¢
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consequently compromising the perceived agriculture vaiue of the land. The Comumitiee cxpressed
concern regarding the proposal, particularly as it regards to the criterion of the Utban Contajmment
and Fringe Area Management Implementation Agreement that land that is in the ALR or FLR not be
included inside the UCB. It was suggested that the UCB not be moved to include the ALR lands
uniess the Land Reserve Commuission approves the removai of the lands from the ALR. It was noted
that the Urban Containment and Fringe Area Management Implementation Agresment provides the
flexibility to make changes to the UCB at variance to the regional growth strategy and in the
intervening period between regional growth strategy reviews, so long as the decision is made by the
Regional Board according to the specified process and criteria in the Agreement,

di Schedule of Evenss for Phase IV

€. Thomas outlined the schedule of events for Phase IV of the Growth Management Plan Review. It
was noted that staff will be writing the revised regional growth strategy text between May 1% and 8™
that the Board is scheduled to consider the revised regional growth strategy bylaw for 1% and 2™
reading at its meeting on May 14, 2002, that the revised regional growth strategy bylaw would be
made available to the public, that open house information sessions regarding the bylaw are
anticipated to be conducted on hme 12 and 13, that the public hearing regarding the bylaw is
anticipated to be conducted on June 19" and 20®, and that the mandatory referral of the bylaw to the
member municipalities and adjacent regional districts would take place on June 21*,

There was discussion regarding whether the revised regional growth strategy bylaw would be
referred to provincial government ministries with related interests. It was noted that the Local
Government Act only requirss the bylaw to be referred to the member municipalitias and the
adjacent regional districts and does not require the bylaw to be referred to provineial povermenent
ministries, It was suggested that the bylaw be referred, as a courtesy, to these parties after the Board
grants it 1% and 2™ reading, so that the agencies may provide comments on the bylaw for the Board's
consideration at 3™ reading of the bylaw. C. Thornas indicated that this would be undertaken.

There was discussion regarding the timing of the referral of the revised regional growth strategy 1o
member nunicipalities and adjacent regional districts. It was suggested that it would be useful for the
member municipalities to receive the referral as soon as the bylaw is granted 1* and 2™ reading by
the Regional Board. It was noted that the Local Government Act specifies that the official referral
take place after the public hearing on the regional growth strategy bylaw. C. Thomas indicated that
that the Regional District would refer the bylaw to the member municipalities on an informal basis
imemediately after the Board grants it 1% and 2™ reading, and formally refer the bylaw pursuant to the
requirements and timing specified by the Local Government Act {i.e. after the public hearing}.

There was discussion regarding the role of the Intergovernmental Advisory Committee in the
development and implementation of the regional growth strategy.

e} Other Questions/Comments/Discussion

C. Hawksworth indicated that due to recent changes in the organizational structure of the Minisiry of
- Community, Aboriginal and Women's Services Biil Huot would no longer be participating on the
IAC, and that she would be handling official community plan bylaw referrals for the region in liew of
Bill Huot.

3. Fletcher provided copies of the Downtown Plan that is currently under consideration for the City
of Nanaimo.

<

P. Butler indicated that the Town is undertaking a neighbourhood plan and invited TAC member 0

Ty
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participation in-the project,

4. Next Meeting.

The next meeting was set for Thursday, June 6, 2002. The purpose of the meeting will be to review
the regional growth strategy that the Board has granted 1 and 2 reading to, with the view to better
enzbling the agencies represented on the IAC to provide cornments and supgestions regarding
changes or refinements to the regional growth strategy that could be considered when the Board
considers the bylaw for 3" reading.

5. Adjoarnment.
C. Thomas adjourned the meeting at 4:30 PM.

Christina Thomas, Chair

D
a/
% e
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b
T . Mason T TIATEY April 30, 2002
General Manager, Corporate Services 3
i —mr e
FROM: N. Avery FILE:
Manager, Financial Servicss

SUBJECT:  Request to vary coatribatlon formula for the Vancouver Island Regianal Lil:nr:r;r.y,r

PURFPOSE:

To obtain Board direction regarding a proposal to change the contribution formula for the Vancouver
Island Regional Library to limit differences among jurisdictions to no more than 30% of the EToup
average.

BACKGROUND:

At its March 237, 2002 meeting the Board of the Vancouver Island Regional Library (VIRL) passed a
motion to seek member congent to change the contribution formula by re-distributing costs ailocated to &
member if the per capita rate for that member exceeded the group average by more than 30%. The change
would have afiected three members in 2002 (District of Tofine, Capital Regional District and Regional
Distict of Powell River) and if supported would be applied commencing in 2003. The amendment would
soften the effect to members which have small population bases but which have relatively large land
bases.

For instance, the Capital Regional District has an assessment base almost equal to the Towns of Comox
and Qualicum Beach, however the rural population base in the Capital Region is less than half that of the
Town ef (Qualicum Beach (and one third the size of the Town of Comox). As a result of the large land
values rural residents in the Capital Region pay $51.20 versus $24.27 or $30.45 in Comox or Qualicum
Beach.
ALTERNATIVES:

1. Support the motion to amend the formmula.

2. Do not support the motion to amend the formula.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

Alternative ]

The impact of the change to the Regional District of Nanaimo in 2002 would have been an increase from
$1,218,688 to $1,224,906 a difference of $6,218 or §.5%. The Regional District per capita rate is $30.52
and would rise to about $30.68 per capita. The three members receiving credits would have had an
effective rate of $38.10 per capita, which is still the highest in the group, however the spread between the
highest and lowest per capita rate falls from a difference of about $28.00 per capita to $9.00 per capita.

Alternative 2

The Regional Library Board taxation levies have increased at 5%, 6% and 4% over the last three years
primarily to add additional branch services throughout the system. While the proposed formula change is
minor staff are reticent in recommending support for any change which will increase the costs borne by
Remional District taxpayers.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS:

The VIRL is seeling support from 2/3 of its members for a change in the contsbution formula, The
change would take any member's allocation which exceeds 30% of the group average and redistribute the
dollars 30% by population/50% by assessment to all members. The result would be that no member
would have a per capita rate preater than 3% of the group average. The formuila would have increased
the Regional District’s 2002 contribution from $1,218,688 to $1,224,609 ($6,218 or 0.5%). Regional
District taxpayers would see a change in the range of .20 cents per $100,000, Given the relatively large
impact that the VIRL taxation levy has on Regional District taxpayers staff are reluctant to support a
change which will inerease local taxes.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Regional District of Nanaime not support the change to limit the per capita cost for the
Vancouver Island Regional Library levy to a range of 30% from the proup average as outlined in their
correspondence dated April 8% 2002,

WAy /el

Report Wﬁteo al Man oncurrence

L3

C.A.Q. Concurrenice

C GMNTS:



, _ VANCOUVER ISLAND
= REGIONAL LIBRARY

CENTRAL SERVICES, Box 3333, Nanaimo BC, Canada VoA 5N3
Uelvaries: 8250 Hammond Say Road, Nanaima.  Phona: (250} 753-4697 ~ax: (250} 758-2482 Email: infoi@virl bo.ca

—y

icT
OF NANAIMO

April 8, 2002

APR 10 2002

Chair George Holme
Nanaimo Regronal District
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, B.C. V9T 6N2

Dear Chair Hailme,

quest from the V.I.R.I. Board for approval of
to the library assessment formula

Re: Re

The Vancouver Island Regional Library is requesting that the Nanaimo Regional District
approve a change to the library assessment formula, The Board recommendsd the change at its
meeting on

March 23, 2002 by passing the following motion:

Motion VIRL BR 0203]: 26

That the member municipalities and regional districts be requested to vote on a change
to the Contribution Formula based on reailocating local contributions greater than 30%
of the average per capita amount to all members; and

That the revised Contribution Formula be used for the 2003 Budget and subsequent
budgets subtect to at least 2/3 approval of the member councils.

According to the Library Act, any change to V.I.R L.’s Contribution Formula must be voted on
and agreed to by 2/3 of the local government member junsdictions. Therefore, the library Board
is requesting that the Nanaima Regional District discuss and pass a resolution approving the
recornmended change at your earliest convenience, preferably before May 31, 2002,

Once you have made a decision please campiete the enclosed ballot and send your ballot to
Central Services in Nanaime by Fax to 250 758 2482,

Dacumentation on the reasons to amend the Conttibutian Formula, the estimated financial
impact on your area {Table 1), and a ballot are enclosed. If you have any questions, please

contact Dave Devana, Director Corporate Services at 250 729-2302.

Sin¢ érely,

I ety

Donna Gault _ Q i
Vancouver Isiand Regional Library Board Chair e '



Nanaimo Regional District

Ballot

That the revised Contribution Formula be used for the
Vancouver Island Regional Library 2003 Budget and

subsequent budgets subject to at least 2/3 approval of
the member councils.

Yes

No

~ Please return the ballot by fax to 250 758 2482.



Reasons to Amerd Contribution Formula to Reallocate Per Capita Amounts
Greater than 30%

Prepared by Dave Devana, Director Corporate Services, April 5, 2002

Currently the Board determines local contributions based on the formula specified in
Section 24 of the Library Act which is based 50% on population and 50% on converted
assessments. The only exception is that VIRL adjusts the population for residents of First
Nations reserves. This adjustment to the formula was approved by more than 2/3 of the
municipalities and regional districts in September 1990,

Using the existing VIRL Contribution Formuia, the average per capita costs paid by the
embers was $29.12 for the 2002 Budget. However the per capita per member ranged
from a low of 520.34 to a high of 351.20. The Chart attached iliustrates the per capita
arnount paid by each rmember,

Fifty percent of the contribution formula is based on population and it is known that each
member paid the same $14.59 per person for library service in 2002 and the remaining
portion of their local contribution was based on convertad assessments. The converted
assessments account for the significant range of $20.34 to $51.20 per person.
Municipalities and Regional Districts with proporticnately higher converted assessments
than the other members have a higher per capira cost than the average member,

The rational for a portion of the contribution formula being based 50 percent on
converted assessments is that it tries to recognize a member’s taxation base or “ahility to
pay”. The existing Contribution Formuia attempts to balance a member’s user base (50%
popularion component) and ability to pay {50% converted assessments) in calculating the
member’s local contribution.

The proposed change to the contribution formula maintaing the principies of “user base™
and “ability to pay” while at the same time setting an upper limit control to ensure no
member pays greater than 30% of the per capita average.

Table { shows the financial impact of the propased change on the members based on the
2002 Budget.

The library Board request that you support the library Board motion:

That the revised Cortribution Formula be used for the 2003 Budget and subsequent
budgets subject to at least 2/3 approval of the member councils,

o

Qv

&
4



tsopriayy 3 Lwiwﬁ J_wﬁu 24 .:En
.Qmﬂ.ﬂwjd‘ d{;,,.m_umv _EP/HJ*._U»_Q._@Q e gg Pmm t

b uanmguamoy wndesy sag
1

I
0o 9% au'oss noars | orocs oo acs 0oy
1

1

a1 O e i e =
K..ﬂ.:CUE. - P T T e Te——
Arbapn 7] Bl ety ]“......u...u..hpd... .1....ﬂ! :u..rl11._|_.|_..u....:.hﬂl....llulh_.:__ri e

[Eliat _un_.z.:.__nu_”m— T .;lhu..u..HuJ|14th!ﬂ.uHL|1zuu.l.HHu.Inﬂ.|. T EAr

o e e ]
utrstingg| _uulu.n.ainiil.u..ﬂ.ﬂ P e s e R e T

T

i _.fﬂ_u.m ﬁﬂ Fol ek
L R gy _ﬂ i

R
. . UBL MO HIIOh
LR Yalints yioN 5 earmsre T

4:_34_:.._5 z —
_:._J__ﬂ:.:_D. e

Ay Mod O

. G ..........._ s . . ._A.—u__mm”—“ u.._.am_.a 1.......|”..H.H.H|_..-N...|-:.!=..... -
. IPNAIN 1o [ e 5
ljoeag HE.._J;-__.._.OH_ e e

S13qUIZYY

3 e . . ASUPIS [ 1

Iy _M_

n_n ____.H E 54.11.n.u:h..l...ﬂ..ﬂn e

||-.II...11.|-H.|..H..«P1 IJI.-.1-.1L = r.ru.lulr 1..._.|.|_H.IH1I._H1HE.H

hu_u_;u: n

P T TR 42 2 e e e T e ST T T [ —————t ey

IR TR IR |

]| fd el | r._u..ul..ﬂnuuﬂ.h.l.....n_..dn':ﬂngﬁ.n%u.ﬂ..ﬂ.ﬂﬂﬂ.ﬁiﬂrﬂ.ﬁmnr o
.—ﬂ- ._.Tc._ﬁ_._..-._.“— —= _u..n._.._..r.‘_. D I T .f: =T gs.uvgg B R e P TY 2T PR TR T T I

IR b T T P vy

EE __E:m-waEcuE : e T

%A :_E,zh..‘.c,uﬂ R h bt .. trh - L T e
uo)BUppe A U0 [ e e L
) ] ] .u__.:_ﬂ:n_z_.m_ ICwTrw R YT | Fﬁﬂnﬂq-rﬂuﬁi]rﬂha P
- hu_m-_ﬁ m__wh__x_:m E =#|.m11nnuﬁ§ﬂ_:rjqﬂruutbﬂ.u. ﬂ.»..rr:: ._..q....ﬂ..d_ e T e o e i T ..._d.ﬂqdﬂ...].u.ﬂln._l.
.__..w. o ,_v .. hu.:_d:mﬂu :ﬂu.:g H.Eﬂ _m__ _W_“.._ ﬂ]:ﬂaﬂ]k..lh.uﬂql_ldu.luarﬂl...n.l |.In|.n.u..HH....H.I|H|1|n.....+4 _...unu.l..h.nlrp......u__l ey

TN T T

1ebpng zooz
- suo|inaryueD Bnden Jad siaquap
1



i

WKleD
o0 1~
k13
W ka'n
WEE0
WS
FalGQ
05552~
%iEn

L
%lS 0
WEL T
R
®wIso
1
LIS
S0
IS0
ig
"HAG)
=N
S0
1S
Hls D
Tiu'n
Tlsn
%ls o
Selan
els
elsD
IS D
WiSn
LIRS
YIEQ

LB

o
ofimuaniey

FUG'EET 4L

Qa0 SFAFE'SZ SHPR'GZ 06 FEU 6L
HETL L%l 1 1LEL BEPHL
ORES w6all- LS LT 4R LE'BsT
QOB L SEfL2'a 0GR ZB'T4E'E
4021t 9L TR 0% G+e alacz
E05'S¥D) BZ BOE'S 195hE'E B9ESH' T
ERT'AZL'L bELLLS FIEZL'E £97ps'y
ChR'TS ZoBag e 1 1 2al
B LT L0 IES - EBZES LF o2 SRETY
FLTN T FEMEE'L {6 'BRL BT 16D
f129 ga'le Fa ! ooz
EER' 75 04'HYZ LB EEL ERGEL
¥1.1'99 SFteSEl- 06607 FEFLL Ly
FEE'FZ £CETL IR+ Gl 99
6L GhE Litpa'| P P ZFELL
QEEGLE LESOR"L FLRLD) 45079
RES'LL BO'BS L5 9z LHEE
11T I 3= 1M1 G4 NG EFO0S
VST EL LG 2Lt ZEEpL B¢ 6IT
IBL6LL ZL'g0g L G BT
e 1 LA o519 [3:1] Ik
£96'0F E¥ fDE EPKLL 0ocE
JeTagk g1 TEI0'L L4 BER
FLOBEE 8 870°| ZE'ELY EG 694
Oge g0t OHBE0 T S6 FrEL l8ELg
FOUSHL 07 GRR'E GEB2E' L 18 550
FER'DEZ FLOLEL oll's apooe's
niR'SE BELEL Bl IE L:F ]
BIDZL [zl it BeBEL GB BEZ
0591 05 f6R IE'GRE ELELs
QLTI 980T F5o 6 ZE1
£oL'rEL L 089 0% Lbe 2LFSE
EUE'Z0 1L BLE agarl SF'I0Z
B e arow's HLEsR' | BB EL¥'|
{0 BGT ELAIgL EB V0D DZZLE
FAN T B EYS H 191127 FAN T

. 5180000 g 0EACtEI0Y

1 TENEE TURISSET Y SEEiaAy
_munn_ -uw._.mu_a___u_nm_ pareAtion =_u=n__:n—_un_ Qﬁn_ lad o sng
T00' 1egoy %S w5 Wy ) tsjeels
235 A8Y :n._._mua___wum Jurowy

N4 LB6°ZLH' 199'E  gSH00y FI5'669"L1

FEO'ETE AL’ L LIS BZL CES'LE0'F
"LEG G- 64T ¥ES LI 12 T )
BLELED iFgE SCd' BT ird {51791
WHEH Z5°qg “IEVBEQEEE - f26'8E N
h Y Fgg o BB GE BRG'ELE TR o6’ SZL'YLL
%nal'g UsIE 094 'SE5'BYE PEO'EE 65 0V |
ki 0) ¥TZE 171 T e EELVE FEEDTL L
AL IS : TN 4 OFL'G20°E4 {1144 SELEG
WIS 0TS SFIGZL RS GIL'E “GhHG'ZO)
DY S i EREIGE05  vRED M L'D5T

EBE eI IRT ZLT BLETIBL
%Ag1Z OFER 19¥ f081 FiZ CTrA]
SHESR B 2] 4 BEO'LBZ AL 5ZRL POy EG
% RO EGBF - O9G'ZLLEER FFE'} BSL'GE
SLEIE" £- 6682 f55'655'D 160 2w
Wl e - 1e'52 f15'5a4'ra Z00'G F¥5 FEZ
REG 51 PO EE GFE'GIETTL 0 FERLAE
s L oaoz FOLA0E'T i) 651
4GS G0 TIEGLL b CIF BES IZF
YGS BL- LEEZ BLEEES I THD'E BEOE S
UldL2- 6. TE LEZHIA'AT VEZ'S ERL'ELL
%k OZ- g 985 LEFZ 495 FFL'ZL
wal L S5 EE E41'9E0FE BFE} ceanp
S l0 ) o . EBQ'ZEZ a1 CZCBL BEL'CEY
SlFE LLOE - MODTLDRQL BO9'DL SEVGLE
Yl OE 76 9E ZEE 251 LEG IZS'EDF
bl - [T T LEL'DDEEE noiz G018
e - L BEG 206 BZ8 GLOGY f20'0ZL°2
%o1'0E- ¥EDZ REE'GES F oz SF{GE
w106 - OFE2 G5 20 L)L {R0E 052772
wWel 2L- Bo'GE GELGET Lk gia'a GRB'GIL
WE L 2- 6622 BE6"RRE'A SR 980’ Lk
ey |- FORE L FO.LUF IGF'9EL
456 0Z- COET BRE'FEE L GLZ FB%Z0
k6 G- GE 2 LEG L BF RS asr'GL TrL'ZFG
%5FgQOL- T GLS 10 v L3E'TL Qe ra2

o - 1]
%L0K - SKYZ QUEEDE LAT HELE =N
T IwER  mges g e G iMod

Bay deg 184 L LELT]
ueLy ] IBRaig
JUPIIB ]

Ip >
?Q

TLOL

BYIO]IEN D URENT-EUSE YD

JBARY ||EMir ]
QlUERp
veBUmpENR TUNDY
Aot UeLmog
B EIS KO
ISBOT} [Ahuery
(e
jonboferD-wony
THIEIg eoo)hs g
BYEQE?

190

oujjer]

B P |

RG0S

Aeupig

presdes

Y2eBg UNSEnD
IRE[IY N
AmeH pag
sluAwap Jog
By 1)

uFagpy Lt
ANAERIEY
YouERS Loy
HEUIMOT oK
owmijEuep

1o sey

VB IWADT BYE
HiwsApe

HaalY plan
LT |
PUE{HERHLINY
Aeupunony
rOWOD

L7|uEes [ENuBg
1ariy pegduen

198png 2opz Bupen epwsog uonguun g Bupbveys jo 1oeduy (#ovELy - )RRy



CF NANAIMO

REGIONAL | MAY - 3 2002
DI STRICT {CHAIR GMCrS MEMORANDUM
#oat OF NANAIMO ~ (SAO__  CMOS

I"Eiéadwh DISTRICT
H
i

"GMOmS Ve
— W7d
TO: Stan Schopp 'r PATE May 3, 2002
Manager, Building InSpﬂttﬁﬂn.ﬂ.ud..EnEum:mn_i
FROM: Tom Armet FILE: 4020 20 00 A089

Bylaw Enforcement Officer

SUBJECT: RBuilding Bylaw Contraventions — Crossley
3154 DeConrcy Drive — Electoral Area A

PURFQOSE

To obtain Board direction regarding repealing “Regional District of Nanaimo Structure Removal Bylaw
No. 1262, 200]™ :

BACKGROUND
Property: 3154 DeCourcy Road, Cedar
Legal: Lot 7, Plan 13974, Section 7, Range 5, Cadar Land District
Ormmer: Janice Linda Crogsley .
3154 DeCourcy Drive

Ladysmith, B.C. V%G 1E2

On October 9, 2001, the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo considered the history of this property
and direoted “Regional District of Nanaimo Structure Removal Bylaw No. 1262, 2001 be adopted. Staff
was authorized to enter the property at the expiration of 30 days from the date of adoption of the bylaw to
remove the 3 illegal structures. The property owner immediately removed one of the illegal structures and
appiied for a building pertnit for anather structure, The building permit was issued an October 22, 2001
and work is continuing on this building. The third building was subsequently certified by an engineer and
a building pennit was issued on May 2, 2002. The Property owner is continuing to work with Building
Inspection staff to resolve the deficiencies on the two remaining buildings.

ALTERNATIVES
1. To repeal Regianal District of Nanaimo Structure Removal Bylaw No. 1262, 2001,

2. Tonotrepeal Regional District of Nanaimo Structure Removal Bylaw Np. 1262, 2004,

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no initial financial implications.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

Ms. Crossley purchased the property in 1998 fully aware of the presence of the three illegal structures and

the requirernents for: complying with Regional District of Nanaimo bylaws. Since purchasing the
property, the owner has resisted all attempts by staff at achieving voluntary compliance, leaving the RDN

QY

o



4020 20 004055
May 3, 2002
Page 2

no alternative but to pursue a legal remedy. The property owner failed to take any remedial action untl
tire Board adopted Structure Removal Bylaw No. 1262, One stmicture was immediately removed by the
owner and short term building permits have been issucd on the remaining buildings. The property owner
ia now working with staff to bring the property mto compliance and it is expected that the building
deficiencies will be resolved within the time frames set out in the permits. Should the property owner aot
complete the required work, staff will report back to the Board for direction to proceed with further
action.

RECOMMENDATION

That "Regional District of Nanaimo Structure Removal Bylaw Nb. 1262, 2001 " be repealed.

= L Llmel

General Concumrence

Report Writer

Manager Cgﬁrcurrm CAO Concurrence

COMMENTS:

D
4
¢ e
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REGIONAL DISTRICT
QOF NANAIMO

- REGION AL MAY - 32002
g DISTRICT [cHAIR T ToMCS T | MEMORANDUM

CADQ
sl OF NANAIMO GRCmS || GMES/)
-
TO: Stan Schopp DATE: May 3, 2002
Manager, Building Inspectipn ervices
FROM: Maude Mackey FILE: 4020 20 02A011
Bylaw Enforcement Otficer :

SUBJECT: Contravention of Regional District of Nanaito Building Regulation and Fees Bylaw
1250, 1001 — Dyck/Robertson
Flectoral Area "A' — 1716 Cedar Road

PURPOSE

To obtain Board direction regarding repealing “Regional District of Nanaimo Bring Up to Standard
Bylaw No. 1294, 20027, .

BACKGROUND

Property: 1716 Cedar Road

Legal Description: Lot 4, Plan 23666, Section 15, Range §, Cranberry Land District
Property Owmer: Kenneth Dyck & Nicole Robertson

1716 Cedar Road
Nanaimo, B.C. VOX 1W1

On March 12, 2002, the Board of the Regiona! District of Nanaimo considered the history on this
property and directed “Regional District of Nanaimo Bring Up to Standard Bylaw No. 1294, 20027
be adopted. As well, staff was also authorized to proceed with the legal action necessary to ensure
compliance with the Bylaw. The Bylaw required the property owners o obtain a Permit to Complete
their residence and to satisfy the deficiencies noted on an earlier Building Inspection report. The property
owmers subsequently obtained a Permif 1o Complete, valid for one year, and have since dealt with the
imminent safety concerns. On April 29, 2002, Building Inspection staff confirmed the remaining
deficiencies were dealt with and the permit was finalized.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To repeal Regional Diswrict of Nanaimo Bring Up to Stondard Bylaw No. 1294, 2002.

2. To not repeal Regional District of Nanaimo Bring Uip to Standard Bylaw No. 1294, 2002.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no initial financial implications.



4020 20 §2401!
May 3, 2002
Page 2

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

The Building permit for the dwelling unit at this address had been previously expiréd and the structure
occupied with a number of deficiencies still outstanding. Some of these items had related to possible
health and safety issues. The owners had been made aware of the problems with the structure; however,
had not attempted to resolve the concerns and were occupying the structure irrespective of the occupancy
permit requirement. Subsequent to the Board's review of the property history and the adopting of Bylaw
1204 to bring the property into compliance, the owners voluntarily responded and were issued a Permit to
complets the structure. I[mmediate safety concerns were dealt with and resofution of remaining issues
was confirmed by Building Inspection staff on April 29, 2002,

RECOMMENDATION

That Regional District of Nanaimo Bring Up to Standard Bylaw No. 1294, 2002 be repeaied.

et

Report Writer

CAOD Concurrence

COMMENTS:
devsvareports 2002/



{ REGIONAL DISTRICT
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gl DISTRICT CHAR | [GMCrS | |  MEMORANDUM
oot OF NANAIMO ~ [CMEmS | TGMES

TO: Kelly Daniels DATE May 7, 2002
Chief Administrative Oficer =~
FROM: Robert Lapham FILE: 6240 20 NOHIL

General Manager, Development Services

SUBJECT:  April 15,2000 Community Forum Report
Fairwinds Development Concepi Proposal
Electoral Area'E'

PURPOSE

To receive a report and the public submissions from the Community Forum he!d on April 15, 2002 to
discuss a Development Concept proposal by the Fairwinds Development Corporation.

BACKGROUND

In November 2001, the Chair and staff met with the Honourable Stan Hagen, Minister of Sustainable
Resource Management with respect to a proposed land exchange and comcept plan involving the
Fairwinds Development and crown lands under the jurisdiction of BC Land and Water Incorporated
{formerly BC Assets and Lands}).

The meeting resulted from earlier discussions with Fairwinds with respect to their proposal and their
‘Request for Change’ submitted to amend the Growth Management Plan to include part of District Lot
137, Nanoose District (south of Stewart Road) within the Urban Containment Boundary and to exclude
part of District Lot 78, Nanoose District (Notch Hill) from the Urban Containment Boundary.

As the proposal involved Crown Land, provincial policy applied to the proposal and meetings were held
to agree on public consultation requirements. The RDN requested that the Minister provide the necessary
authorization to present the proposal to the general public with the understanding that the results of the
consultation were integral to the consideration of the proposal by all parties. The Minister responded by
indicating that the Province would work with the RDN and Fairwinds to present a concept plan to the
public dealing with the proposed purchase after establishing 2 framewerk for how the concept proposal
could be structured.

As a result of heightened community interest, pursuant to Fairwind’s application to amend the Growth
Management Plan, a Community Update Presentation was provided by the RDN on April 2, 2002
immediately in advance of the Board Forum on the Growth Management Plan. A second public event,
the Community Forum, was beld on April 15, 2002 to provide a more significant opportunity for public
input (see Presentation - Attachment No. I Minutes, Letters and Submissions - Attachment No. 2; and
responses to Input Sheets - Attachment No. 3).

The public has raised concerns and objections to the proposal as cutlined in the mimutes and submissioms
included with this report and in the Growth Management Plan public consultation report.

Fairwinds responded to the public consultation by withdrawing their proposal as outlined in the aitached v

correspondence (see Attachment No. 4},

v

N



Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal
May 7, 2002
Pape 2

ALTERNATIVE
1. To receive the report and submissions for information.

2. To teceive the report and take further action as directed by the Board.
YOTING
All Directors - ong vote each.

DBEVELOPMENT IMPLICATIONS

Fairwinds ‘Request for Change” submitted as part of the Growth Management Review process allows the
RDN to consider development proposals involving amendments to Urban Containment Boundaries or
other Plan policies every five years. This process can either be initiated by the review of an OCF or by
independent requests brought forward to the review process. Other proposed amendments to Urban
Containment Boundaries can be brought forward pursuant to the Fringe Area Management Agresment. If
proposed changes to the Urban Containment Boundary were accepted and adopted as part of the Growth
Management Plan, an independent application review for the proposed change to the Nanoose Bay OCF
would still be required and would also be subject to a community consultation process. A rezoning of the
lands would also be required.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION IMPLICATIONS

In order to specifically respond to the Provincial requirements for the consideration of the sale of Crown
Land, the RDN worked with Fairwinds and the Province to advance the proposal directly to the pubiic. It
was acknowledged by Fairwinds, as the applicant, that depending on the response to the Development
Concept proposal resulting from public consultation on proposed changes to the Growth Management
Plan, the amendment might not proceed. Further, despite the Growth Management Plan review, it was
also acknowledged by the parties that depending on the public response to the proposal, Fairwinds might
not proceed with the QCP and zoning amendment applications necessary for the Province to consider the
sale of the Crown Land, As previously noted, Fairwinds has now decided not to proceed with an
application at this time.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

A Community Forum meeting sponsored by the RDN, Province of BC and Fairwinds was held on

April 15, 2002 to consider a Development Concept proposal involving the proposed purchase of
approximately 70 hectares of Crown Land {Part of District Lot 137, Nanoose District) by Fairwinds. The
development concept plan proposed the inclusion of the Crown Land within the Urban Boundary and
removal of Notch Hill, as requested by Fairwinds, as part of the Growth Management Plan review. The
proposal suggested the possible acquisition of Notch Hill by the RDN, with the assistance of the
Province, and the dedication and protection of the Enos Lake and the Greenway Cotridor and other
environmentally sensitive areas within the Crown Land and Fairwinds existing holdings by the RDN.

The public has responded to beth the Growth Management Plan review and at the Community Forum by
raising concerns and- objections. Fairwinds has now withdrawn the proposal as outlined in the
correspondence attached to this report. Staff recommends that the presentation, minutes and submissions
from the April 15, 2002 Community Forum meeting on the Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal be
received for information.



Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal
May 7, 2002

Page 3

RECOMMENDATION |

That the staff report, presentation, minutes and submissions from the April 15, 2002 Community Forum

meeting on the Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal be received for information,

7 2
Report Writer CAOQ Concurrence
COMMENTS:



Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal
May 7, 2002
Page 4

Attachment No. 1
Presentation

Community Forum: Proposed
!Fairwinds Development Concept

April 15, 2002
Nanoose Place, Nanoose Bay

PR REGIONAL ~
DISTRICT =
oFNanaMO — FAIRWINDS

gPurpose of Community Forum

« To initiate public consultation and identity issues
prior to reporting to the Regional Board with a
possible Official Community Plan Amendment
Application

s Proposed sale of Crown Land would only
proceed subject to proposed amendment of
Nanoose Bay OCP, and Master Plan rezoning
negotiations

s« Proposed changes to Growth Management Plan Q? ;

(GMP) would not take affect unless Nancose Bay
OCP changed

o

b



Fairwinds Development Concept Propasal
May 7, 2002
FPage 5

.* Background

Development concept submitted to
Honourable Stan Hagen
Minister of Sustainable Resource Management

= Province, RDN, & Fairwinds to agree on MOU

= Jointly consult with the public

= Prepare a concept plan

» Determine agency interests / approvals required

(i =7]
Forest: Lands
: | Fairwinds
] .
i
T o - 2
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Fairwinds Development Concept Propesal
May 7, 2002
Page §

‘ Proposal

= Fairwinds proposes to purchase Crown Land |
Lots 10-16, District Lot 137 —70.7 ha (174 acres)

= Consolidate with Fairwinds existing lands
Develop golf course and residential community

= RDN to acquire Nanoose Hill (Notch Hill) as
regional park, Enos Lake greenway, other park
& protect environmentally sensitive areas

s Memorandum of Understanding —
RDN, Fairwinds & BC Lands to jointly consult

a Prepare development concept plan

08



Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal
May 7, 2002
Poge 7

' The Pravince of British Columbia
*_(Lan.d and Water British Columbia Inc.)

Committed to use Crown | and and water resources to:

a Create economic growth in a sustainable, balanced
manner that reflects sound economic and
environmental principles

m Attract high levels of private sector investment

a Grow a private sector economy that creates
employment opportunities for all provincial residents.

The Province of British Columbia
‘ (Land and Water BC Inc.) role:

s Jointly present concept plan to public dealing with
purchase & development of Crown Land

= Participate with the RDN to acquire Notch Hill for
regional park

» Ensure priority preservation areas are protected

a Apply to remove land from the Provincial Forest & FLR

w Consider First Nation interests

= Consider sale of Crown Lands to Fairwinds based on s
O

subject provisions
Qg




Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal
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‘ Fairwinds Comm-unit_y -am:l Resort

= Fairwinds consists of a resort, marina, golf course
and housing |

= Fairwinds proposes to develop a second 18 hole
champlonship golf course & clubhouse

s A revised master plan is being considered to
include the Crown Land, a new regional park for
Notch Hill & greenway cortidor

= Substantial capital investment creating economic
and employment opportunities

g Fairwinds role:

= Apply to amend GMP, Nanoose Bay OCP,
Zoning

= Respond to the interests of the community
through public consultation process

s Determine subject provisions for purchase of the
Crown Land (land usés and financial viability)

= Prepare agreement o sell Notch Hiil and protect

- Greenway corridor, Environmentally Sensitive

Areas, and other park interests

&

<ty
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‘ Fairwinds Original Concept Plan

g,

& The RDN role and process:

s Determine interests of the community

= Report to RDN Electoral Area Planning
Committee

s Prepare Public Consultation Plan

« Consider GMP, OCP, Zoning: Applications

= Secure protection of greenway corridor,
environmentally sensitive areas, other park &
interests O

» Participate with the Province to purchase parkq? y



Fuirwinds Development Concept Praposal
May 7, 2002
Page Il

&

Environmental
Assassment of
Crown Land -

Determined
- Provincial
priorities for
sensitive
ecosystem
protection.

Environmental Assessment

! (Crownland)

> TOPOGRAPHY

The topography is gentle. A low ridge extends
from the center to the southeastern corner of
the property.

» SOILS
Generally high coarse fragment content, ridge
area shallow with exposed bedrock. Soils range
from marginal to non-arable because of aridity,
fertility and stoniness limitations.
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> Ecological Resources

Older Forest: {80-120 years dominant) Past selective cutting
of mature trees in western two thirds, with veteran firs
scattered in eastern third.

Sheiterwood Area: Southern area logged 1987, mature
Douglas-firs selectively cut, Arbutus and Garry oaks retained,
leaving open canopy.

Woodlands: (4) woodlands located in the southem area, (2)
are rare Douglas-fir — Garry Oak / Oniongrass ecosystem.
Shrub/Marsh Wetland: southwestern comer.

Seasonal spring near eastern boundary.

Fotential Bald Eagle Nest & Perching Tree northeastern
area.

PRIORITY PRESERVATION AREAS AND
PRELIMINARY BUFFERS

!

Recommended priority preservation areas
constitute approximately 8.2 ha (20 acres) of
the site and comprise:

(2) Douglas-fir - Garry Oak / Onlongrass woodlands
» Shrubfmarsh wetland complex

Any Bald Eagle nest free.

» Small forest spring

b d

W

» Buffer areas
Q

<9
< %8
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*Next Steps

« Report to RDN Electoral Area Planning Committee
(Anticipated May 2002)

= Report on Community Forum

= Review applicants response toforum, respond to
community issues and application if submitted

s Propose public consultation pian for possible Official
Community Plan and Zoning amendment review as
directed by Board
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Attachment No. 2
Minutes, Eetters and Submissions

Sommary of a Community Forum
Held at Nanoose Place
Nanoose Bay, BC
April 15, 2002 at 7:30 pm
On the
Fairwinds Development Proposal Concept

Note: this summary is not a verbatim recording of the proceedings, but is intended to summarize
the commenrs of those in attendance at the Community Forum on the Fairwinds Development
Proposal Concept.

Present:

Public in attendance: approximately 380 persons
Director 3. Holme

Director J. Stanhope

Director i. McLean

Mark Hallam, BC Land and Water Inc.

Karen Christie, Environmental Consultant

Garry Martin, Project Manager, MGE Consultants
Alistair McLean, Fairwinds Development Corp

Dlave Scott, Fairwinds Development Corp

Kelly Daniels, CAQ, RDN

Bob Lapham, General Manager, Development Services
Minuwtes: Pamela Shaw, Manager of Community Planning

Director J. Stanhope opened the meeting at 7:30 pm and followed with greetings to the public and an
introduction of the RDN and government agency staff.

Robert Lapham, Alistair McLean, Mark Hallam and Karen Christie each presented on their agencies’
interests in the land exchange proposal (see attached presentation).

Director Stanhope then opened the floor for comments and questions.

Cornel Sawehuk, 2352 Garry Oaks Drive, indicated that he is opposed to moving the urban

containment boundary to include DL 137. Mr. Sawchuk indicated that this issue has been raised at least

three times in the past, and raise concerns as to what part of ‘no” the govemnment agencies and applicant

did not understand. Mr. Sawchuk indicatsd that according to Origin, this is the best site for expansion.

The parent company, BGIMC has developed 5 similar developments; Fairwinds is the sixth. Mr.

Sawchuk indicated that there is no need to create islands of sensitive Jands within oceans of development.

He encouraged the agencies to take a step forward and protect the entire parcel. Mr. Sawchuk indicated

that he and the community were saying ‘no’ to changes in the Growth Management Plan, Official

Community Ptan and Urban Containment Boundary for a fourth and final time. Mr, Sawchuk indicated

that he opposed leapfrog development- that future development of Fairwinds lands should oceur adjacent

to the existing development instead of leapfrogging to DL 137, Mr. Sawchuk indicated that the owners of Q
Fairwinds are responsible gitizens and would respond favorably if the community let them know that they e
are opposed to this development.

Barbara Ebell, 1960 Stewart Road, indicated that she was attending this meeting io talk about safe Q *?,
food. Ms. Ebell indicated that she owns a 23-acre organic farm adjacent to DL 137 that shares air, water
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and soil with DL 137. Runoff from the ridge across DL 137 flows onto her property. Ms. Ebell indicated
that she has the soil and water tested annually on her property. Ms. Ebell indicated that she employs 2-3
persons year round and $-10 in summer months, and this employment needs to be considered. Ms. Ebeli
indicated that in 1950, Vancouver Island produced 35% of food supplies for the Island; this has declined
to less than 10%. Ms. Ebell indicated that the agencies should put energy into food production, and look
at the nearby market of 2 million people for economic development opportunities. Ms. Ebell inquired as
to whether the community wanted another golf course or safe food.

John Ludgate, 2363 Evanshire Crescent, indicated that he supports the proposal and is opposed to the
position of the Nanoose Property Owners and Ratepayers Association (NPORA), Mr, Ludgate indicated
that Fairwinds has been a success and an asset to the community. Mr. Ludgate indicated he is oppased to
any organization that is against change, and is offended by NPORA's assertion that the crown lasid is their
land. Mr. Ludgate reiterated his support for the proposal by Fairwinds.

Dave Russell, 3820 Amberwood Lane, indicated that he is a resident of Fairwinds, and despite the
hysterical observations that have been made, the financial support of Fairwinds is not sinister, but is from
an agency with deep pockets and the best interests of the community in mind given their investieent in the
area. Mr. Russeil indicated that the goif course will attract tourists, additional residents, economic
development and create jobs- the multiplier effect will becoms apparent. Mr. Russell commended the
government agencies for considering this proposal and further, that any concerns with respect to the
environment would be addressed through existing rules and regulations from the provincial and local
governments.

Mel Knntz, 2765 Transtide Drive, indicated that this is the third time in less than 10 yeas that he has
objected to this issue. Mr. Kuntz emphasized that, once again, he is strongly opposed. Mr. Kuntz
indicated that vesterday, NPORA voted unanimousty to oppose this deal. This fotlows the 1988 and 1993
attempts to consider other land uses for DL 137. With respect to the Notch as parkland, Mr. Kuntz
indicated that most people want the Notch protected (as was indicated in Fairwinds” original development
plan). Mr, Kuntz indicated that it is clear Fairwinds originally proposed to the RDN and the public that
they would give up part of the Notch as park. Mr. Kuntz indicated that Fairwinds should live vp to their
commitment and give up the Notch as promised.

Vic Audley, 3077 Dolphin Drive, indicated that when he was first saw plans for the area in the early
1980, it was indicated that a road would be constructed to take traffic off Dolphin Drive. Mr. Audley
indicated that there have been times when there is a truck and trailer every 20 minutes going to Schooner
Cove and toward the golf course. Mr. Audley indicated that it was unacceptable that this road would take
on more traffic, and questioned how the public could trust the applicant on this or any other issue.

Karen Zaborniak, 2621 Northwest Bay Road, indicated that land is & precious and limited resource.
Ms. Zaborniak questioned if we are leaving a legacy of a living forest to be eajoyed by everyons, or a golf
course to be enjoyed by a privileged few, Ms. Zaborniak questioned the role of planning if the Growth
Management Plan can be changed simply by pressure from a large developer.

Carleigh Randall, 1910 Sea Otter Place, indicated that the proposal appears to contain lands within 30
metres of Enos Lake, designating them as parkland. Ms. Randall indicated that the OCP already calls for
a 30-metre buffer around the lake and questioned why the public would purchase lands already required
to be dedicated under the OCP.

Diane Aussem, 3458 Blueback Drive, indicated that the RDN Parks System Plan, published in 1995,
jisted the Stewart Road Crown Lands parcels as #1 of 38 potential park sites. Ms. Aussem quoted from
the plaz, indicating that while the plan does not commit the RDN 1o obtaining the tands listed, it does
indicate that the Board will not approve any land use that is not supportive of park use of the site. Ms.
Aussem noted that the Nanoose peninsula is special and unique- with waterfront, forests, acreages and
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urban areas all in proximity to one another. Residents have different, valid reasons for choosing to live in
ane ot another of these areas. Ms. Aussem indicated that she is angry that people show disrespect and
rampant disregard to the community of Nanoose, with the province being willing to sell off the residents’
legacy, with the developer, and angry with the RDN who is bargaining away the rights of the community
to plazming. Ms. Aussem indicated that the RDN's rationale for bargaining seems to be to acquire the
Notch- but when or by whom did the community indicate they wanted 110 acres of the Notch? Ms.
Aussem indicated that there is a clear legislated procedure for acquisition of parkland as outlined in the
Local Government Act and stated in the Nancose Bay Official Community Plan. Ms. Aussem indicated
that an accrual of the parkland requirements for Fairwinds could result in a regionzl park. Ms. Aussem
guestioned the long-term plans of Fairwinds to amend the urban containment boundary, and indicated that
applications have been made on other adjacent lands to amend the boundary. Ms. Aussem indicated that
a pattern of development expansion is evident. Ms, Aussem asked for a show of hands for those opposed
to the proposal. :

Diane Pertson, 2971 Delphin Drive, indicated that she is not 2 member of NPORA, nor does she
consider herself to have a hysterical viewpoint. Ms. Pertson indicated that she objects to a system of local
government that aliows Fairwinds and the RDN to meet in private- the public had ao notice that such a
monumental proposal was being considered had it not been addressed in a local newspaper. Ms. Pertson
indicaied that this was a frightening chain of events; and that the system must be changed. Ms. Pertson
indicated that a similar situation oceurred with Fairwinds acquiring Brickyard Bay from the Department
of National Defense. Ms. Pertson indicated that this proposal is not good for people, the environment, or
the planet. Ms. Pertson indicated that the time frame aliowed for comment on the proposal and other
changes to the Growth Management Plan was insufficient. Ms. Pertson indicated that if the province was
to purchase the Notch, residents would be overjoyed, but not at the expense of the last large lot on the
peninsula. Ms. Pertson indicated that 80% of the crown land parcels are within the sensitive ecosystem
inventory, while the Notch is protected by virtue of its geography. Ms. Pertson indicated that the BC
Couservation Data Centre considers older forests to be extremely valuahle, yet this proposal considers
putting a golf course through 70 acres of clder forest. Ms. Pertson indicated that there i5 a sad history of
land degradation and loss- we should not add to it.

Pete Gregory, 2800 Transtide Drive, indicated that the underlying goal of the urban containment
boundary is to avoid sprawl- yet that is what the proposal calls for. Mr. Gregory indicated that thoze
benefiting from this proposal are the provinee, local government, and the developer- not the pecple in the
andience. Mr, Gregory indicated that he fails to see the urgency in moving this project forward, and
further indicated that the RDN needs to hear the public saying ‘no’, as it has since 1993. Mr. Gregory
indicated he does not want the OCP or the GMP changed to support this proposal.

Caroline Dodd, 2345 Eaglesfield Place, indicated that she is opposed to the proposal and the expansion
of the urban containment boundary at this time. Ms. Dodd indicated that the proposal is less about a goif
course than about maximizing the lot vaiue of the 2508 parcels in the Fairwinds development. Ms. Dodd
indicated congems with abilities to protect the environment and wildlife given recent situations with eagle
trees and otters in the area.

Jeaniiette Thomson, 1891 Sealion Crescent, indicated that she has provided petition signed by 517
individueals from Cassidy to Deep Bay ohjecting to the change to the Growth Management Plan. Ms.
Thomson indicated there were two reasons why people did not sign the petition- because they goif or
would like to see another golf course, and because they thought they might see employment out of the
proposal. Those who did sign indicated two general reasons for signing- that the area does not need
another golf course, and to protect the environment, Ms. Thomson indicated that only a few persons
expressed any feelings about the Notch. Ms. Thomson indicated that the Notch is inaccessible to many
persons., Ms, Thomson indicated that she only became aware of this propesal through reading an article
in the Link newspaper. Ms. Thomson indicated that it appears discussions have taken place and residen
have not been kept informed or had time to prepare to voice opposition 1o this proposal. Ms, Thomson

o
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indicated that Fairwinds has 100s of actes of land yet to be developed that should be completed first. MS.
Thomson introduced Tyson, an 11-vear-cld resident of Nanoose. Tyson spoke to some of the wnldlife he
has seen in DL 137 who would lose their homes to development. Ms. Thomson indicated that Nanoose
Bay should not be deprived of its forestlands.

Audrey Henderson, 2371 Higginson Road, indicated that she is against the sale of DL 137 to 3536696
Inc, Ms. Henderson indicated that this is the third time residents have voiced opposition to this proposal
and once again the answer is 'no’. Ms. Henderson indicated that Fairwinds still has 2/3 of the land base
mdeveloped. Ms. Henderson indicated that the GMP and OCP must be changed if DI 137 is to be
rezoned. Ms. Henderson indicated that the RDN is using the Notch to force the issue- she asked that the
Crown Land be left alone and that the Notch be donated as park.

Maarice Hedges, 2463 McDivitt Drive, indicated that an issue was missing from the presentation — the
status of the 10-acre shopping centre proposed for the Fairwinds Area. Mr. Lapham responded that the
OCP considers the future development of a neighbourhood level shopping centre somewhers in the
Fairwinds development- the actual location has not been determined and ao site is currently zoned for this
use, Mr. Hedges indicated that there is a small parce! currently designated for community shopping.

Laurel Daly, 1897 Stewart Road, indicated that Goal 1 of the GMP calls for strong urban containment
and questioned how the proposal contained urban sprawl. Ms. Daly indicated that she had lived most of
her life in the area, and that it is not wrong to be concerned with keeping tiie forest, Ms. Daly indicated
fhat it is healthy for the peninsula to contain the forestlands for air quality, and noted that there already is
a golf course subdivision on the peninsula. Ms. Daly noted that BC Assets and Lands appeared to
consider this an economic development decision and that the people wanted the lands protected as forest.
Ms, Daly indicated that “you don't know what you've got till its gons...pave paradise, put up a parking
lot” is an apt description of the proposal being considered.

Lorne Ebell, 1960 Stewart Road, indicated that he resides at Nancose Edibles Farm and is opposed to
the development of the forestiands. Mr. Ebell indicated that there was one good thing about the proposal-
it draws attention back to the Notch, which could be built an given sufficient funds for site preparation
and road work. Mr. Ebell indicated that he did not want to see a billion deollar home looking down on the
community from the Notch and requested that the development not be pushed ahead against the wishes of
the majority.

Eric Smith, 2420 Nanoose Road, indicated that %4 of NPORA directors are from Fairwinds, and
members of the organization enjoy the marma and hote!. Mr. Smith indicated that advertising for the
Origin Company has for mere than 2 years spoken to a second golf course. Mr. Smith indicated that he
had been made aware that the chair of the Fairwinds Corp reports to a board headed by the Deputy
Minister of Finance. Mr. Smith indicated that eight vears ago, there was a situation where a crown
corporation had a share of a private forest company (MacMillan Bloedel}- that is, a public arm having
shares in a private company and selling logging rights. Mr. Smith indicated that now we have a similar
situation with Fairwinds and the Ministry of Sustainable Resources- this is called a conflict of interest.
Mr. Smith indicated he hopes the current premier puts a stop to this relationship as Mike Harcourt did
eight years ago.

Gabrielle Cartiledge, 2443 Garry Oals Drive, indicated that 20 years ago, Fairwind’s development
plans included the Notch as a protected feature. Ms, Cartiledge indicated that Fairwinds had conceded to
an undertaking whereby they would do everything possible for the Notch to be preserved. Ms. Cartiledge
indicated that she accepted it as true that a golf course would do damage to an organic farm. Ms,
Cartiledge indicated that the urban containment boundary should not be amended to accommodate a golf

course. Ms, Cartiledge indicated that we must protect Nanoose Bay and ensure it does not end up like Q?

North Nanaime- all for profitability and not for wildlife. Ms. Cartiledge indicated that the Nancose Bay

v
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Park and Open Spaces Report speaks to DL 137 as being worthy of protection. Ms. Cartiledge indicated
that she hopes Fairwinds will lower the price of the Notch.

Charles Brucker, 2780 Powder Point Road, indicated that Fairwinds should use the lands it holds first,
before developing more lands. '

Eric Smith, 2420 Nanoose Road, indicated that there will be nothing good coming out of this proposal
except for Origin Adult Communities.

A member of the public inquired as to when the public might know about a decision being made on the
project.

Jack Arnold, 2985 Sherrit Drive, indicated that he moved to Nanoose to get away from the city, and
now is an apple farmer. Mr. Arnold indicated that he loves the golf course and houses in the Fairwinds
development, but it is not for him. Mr. Arnold indicated that he appreciates having a rural lifestyle amidst
the urban areas, but wants 1o keep them separate, Mr. Arnold indicated that he does not want to see an
Eagle Point on the peninsula.

The chair asked if there were any further submissions. There being none, the chair thanked those in
attendance and announced that the community forum was over.

The meeting concluded at approximately 9:30 pm.

Pamela Sha :
Recording Sgcretary
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Nestie & William Kokura
3483 Redden Road,
Nanoose Bay, B.C. V9P $H3

Phone: 250-3568-7854

E-mail: nkokura@shaw.ca

Apeil A7 2002

Board of Directors,

Regional District of Nenatma,

6300 Hammond Bay Road,

Nanaimo, B.C. V9T 6M2

Attention: George Holmes, Chairman of the Board, Area E Director.

+ Dear George Holmes:-

REGIONAL DISTRICT |
OFf NANAINO

APR -5 2002

o
g | - | G
LA s Jf‘ﬂ

AN

In response to public meetings and forums, related to the Growth Management Plan, and
mspeciﬁcﬂly&m“Fﬂnﬁndsh:ﬂmuﬁmu”,mhwﬂ:nﬁuuuﬁugmm
questions. For convenicnice “Fairwinds will be used to identify 3584607 Canada inc. as

an agent for 353_6596 Canada Inc. DBA Fairwinds, Schooner Cove.

The Board Forum heid on April 2, 2002 was advertised as 7:00 PM in the Regicnal
District of Nanaimo publications and on the web sile. Although, areview of the
Fahmdndslmﬂhwmﬁﬂnsmhﬁdm&lgmﬁmmﬂ!hmmnimlm to
the public in 8 meaningful way and many missed it. In addition F spoke with the planning
department at the Regional District Offices on the afternaon of April 2, discussing this

matter. | was asked if | would be atiending the Meeting at 7:00 PM

but was not told

about the 6:00 PM Review. 1 could not get answers to the questions [ asked and was
informed that possibly onty Bob Lapham could answer them and he did not return my

calls that day.

’{hepruponlﬁurﬂwFainﬁndsLandmmmim indicates that the Regioaal District of
Nanaimo will acquire a portion of Notch Hill Lands, as part of the process . Stafl in the
Hamﬁngdepummwemunahlnmmmyufmyqumﬁmasmhowmiswﬂlb:
done or the cost. The original proposal to acquire the Notch Hill Lands was that the
Residents of Area E purchase them vig an assessment on propetty Exes.

On April 3" in the evening Bob Lapham did call and offired some expianation, but too

many loose ends stilf exist in the deal for anyone to feel comfortable

Pape |

with the deal or
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confident that the deal will not do more harm than good for the community.

He did say:

1f
rh

3
4f

5
&/

That no dollar values have been established or agreed to.
That the acquisition of the Notch Hill lands are contingent upon Fa[rwmds

.obtaining the Forestry lands and RDN re-zoning.

The value Fairwinds will demand for Notch Hill will be contingent on the value
established for the Forestry Lands.

No time line for developing the newly acquired lands exists,

No guarantee that Fairwinds will ever develop the acquired lands.

When asked If this was not a contrived plan by Fairwinds to sell the entire No
Name, faceless Numbered company to a new No Name, faceless Numberad
Company, by enhancing their balance sheet, from logging the property thereby
increasing revenues, and showing a huge increase in revenues from the sale of
Notch Hill while retaining the land asset base. The reply from Bob Lapham was
“its possible”.  Given this scenario, the community would be left with a logged

- off ruined area, no development, for probably twenty years or more, while the

current shareholders of the numbered companies wallow in their profits. This is of
no benefit to the community. X

The RDN Board should not accept this proposal until the Residents of the RDN and
specifically the residents of Area E are given factual answers to the following pertinent
questions in writing;

af

Sdmcguamntecttmﬂmpﬂpertytaxpam of the RDN will not have an increase
in the parks assessment nor will a special assessment be levied to acquire the
Notch Hill lands.  This would amount to & subsidy to indusiry.

Some guarantee that the Forestry lands acquired by Fairwinds would not be logged
until the property obtained is actually being developed according to the plan
submitted and approved that includes the golf course..

Assurance in writing that the Notch Hill lands will become when acquired a
Regional Park, with all the costs of acquiring the park and the ongoing
maintenance being the responsibility of the RDN as a whole not just Area Eor a
tew select areas designated by the RDN Board. No Area, ete. within the RDN
should be allowed to *opt out” for the purposes of costs related to Notch Hill.

Fairwinds have a lot of land to develop within their existing boundaries. The RDN must
review the GMP every five years under the Local Governments Act.  We ask that the

Page 2
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RDN Board postpone any decision for Fairwinds to obtain the Forestry lands until
Fairwinds have proven their intention is to actually develop the lands they already have.
This would also give the RDN and the community 5 years to evaluate the situation.
Should it be determined that The best possible use of the Forestiy Lands is a golf course
and a housing development, perhaps the lands should be put up to bid, to the highest
bidder who is willing to commence development immediately upon acquisition of the
Forestry Land. If progress and development is the real goal, this would give some
assurance that the land will be developed not just logged, sold and left to sit, in an
unsightly state until the timber gets big enough again (o attract a new buyer, or sold fora
huge profit supported by an approved development plan and valuable mature timber..

The Residents of Nanoose and Ares E, have good reason to be concermed.  Numbered
Companics that are nameless and faceless remain so when things go wrong. The inability
of any jurisdiction to hold anybody responsible is evidenced by the “leaky condo™
situations that existed, w here numbered companies disappeared and were not traceable. .
On the other hand, the desire for Government employees to show some results for their
existence, especiaily in a time of econotnic downturns leads to hasty deals being made
that can be extretnely costly to taxpayers, and this is evidenced by deals like Skeena
Celluiose or the Fast Cat Ferries.

The GMP need not be held up, just eliminate the Fairwinds Land proposal and compiete
it. Continue to negotiate, consulk and most importantly be open and accurate when
informing the residents and taxpayers of the progress in preparation for reviewing and
revising the GMP in five years. The time line is not unreasonable. :

-~
-

Yours -

Nettie & Williem Kokura.

p.c. Honourable Ted Nebbling _
Honourable Stan Hangen, Minister of sustainable Resource Managment.



Fairwinds Development Concept Proposal
May 7, 2002
Page 21

REGIONAL DISTRICT
OF NANAIMOD

_ L ) A A PTI
2750 Povdr Pt Roae _ AFR s 0L | A & u’i/“ Mokt
ianocse Bay, THAIR L. GMCrs ] V.. W
T o Npserr! “ua £
pilis 4 [

] MES

8300 Hammond Bay Rd. bl
Nanalmo, BC i
VOT B2 —— ]

Dear Mr. Oanials, RO Stalf, and RDM Directors,

%hwamnﬂadwwuurmmmm Managament Plan Review, as well 25 our
responas ta the longer document itself, the Growth Management Ptan. The meetings ragarding the moditeation
nﬂhapunatFunﬂmmqimmﬂIﬂmmniahmweMWtﬂhmthm
Maragament Flan. We ars, therefore, mmmhmﬂmwwwmhwm,

WQ_md-mamluutﬂmﬂnhlhmmﬁmlmmimﬁﬂﬁmmﬂ.m.mmmﬂmnmm_
subdiv|sion of our property, 27580 FPowder Polnl Road. We ara pianesd ' hear of your decision 10 withdrmw thet
Wﬂmmwmﬂumsmmwimmﬂ:ﬂim Your declyion to do w
acdregses part of our concem.  Our raquest ta ba inchudad in plans for futurg sewer plans b stH an important
[y,

mmaummuiuuppammmmqmmmm Plar be modiftad ic alow our
progerty at 2780 Powder Point 3o hooked up to sewer when it comes %o our neighbortond.  As wer Indicated &
You earfler, the zoning on the south side of Ashcralt I "coast reaidantiel.” our propecty, s in fact,

Mr.Laprlu'namlh'h'.Dﬂiﬂlﬂ,vmlndﬁtadtomutmwmﬂihﬂﬂ”tuﬁmﬂﬂuishﬂshdﬂu
mmmmmn-mm.' Wtbdmnmﬂmwmmdhurlmmhirdlybe )
considerad “urban spawl.” Ywmﬂmuﬁnﬂuuh@auﬂaﬁah‘mhgm“‘
Wa hope you have driven by cur hame. I 30, you will have soen that we are f cosa prowimity to the twg Crem
famms, which are designed ALR, and offar lots of grean space. Directy behing 2780 Powder Point, there ly g
mmmmmnimHedem,waﬁnmmm A short distance
fvary, we have the Nokch, which provide addcltional green space. Cur school and ita flekds, Jack Bagiey Pack
mmmmmsmmmwawm Provica aven Mong grmen apace.

Oura.'lsmpmpom.bmdwmﬂwmmmmwnmnﬂmdmdwmm
acm_:r.:lALRi-'udminndﬂmiﬁwﬂyknpﬂﬂuﬂnmmm‘gmnmlnﬂmfmdwﬁm

Pairt are flat, sssy ta build on, andinanmdfwmnmdmmwlmnmemam
famidea. iaﬂﬂmﬂnmimmmrgﬂtﬂdw:ﬁmmln MNanaose that appesis only o the
wealthy? Inmtnhauummmumgmedlnmﬁm& it s mportant that young farmfiies aso be
able to purchase homes in the Nanooss arca,

A3 you knhow, municipaliies, our provines, and cur couitry ane tacing very pressing finandal chatienges. The
Wmmmwmmmmtuumammmmmmrmuamm
mmtmm1mwmmmmwmmwm wolld be oppmx

340,000, SnvaffummmWﬂmlﬁﬂﬂmmwmmumMMHWﬂs,ﬂmmm
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From: Lapham, Sob
Sant  Thwrweay, March 23, 2002 1042 AM
To: Bawixira, Marion

Subject: FW. Publle Consuliation Framworic 2000

Marior, pleasa e a copy of this reply with the Fainvinds fie. Thanks.
——Criginal Massage—

From: Lapham, Bob

Sent: Thursday, March 28, 2042 10:42 AM

Ta: ‘miunstrishaw.ca'

Subjact: RE: Public Consultation Framesork 2000

Do Mr. Kuniz,

Thank you for following-up with your s-madl, | confirmed that this document wi mecehved and sndorsed by the Board of the RON
ulpdh”umlmfwnnﬂmﬁhﬂwmwnmwhnﬂhmmﬂwmﬁqm A copy is
attachadd balow

YmmmhMMhmmplmnhnmmmmmhmm o apacifie public
comuhiion requirements snd process 55 set out in the Local Govemment Act. Yyith respact o the propcsal the Local
mmmmuhm“ﬁmmmhhmsmwmnm.nmmum .
mwmmwldmwﬂhlmmmmwm%mmhh
posaible OCP smendmant, Boand policy is In procesd & public Information meskng raporting ic the Electoral Ares
mmmwhmmmmmﬁmmmmmm-mm
cormulationn plar.

| hope: this providas: you with the information you ware looking for.

Fobart Lapham

. Genaral Manager, Davelopmant Sanvicas
Ragional District of Manaimao

Phors (25071260-8510 or 1-877-807-4111
Fiox Z500380-7511

a-mall Baphemlindn, be.ca

———riginal Messagerv— .
Prom: Mel Kuntz/Betty Smith [malito: mxuntzgshaw,ca]
Santy Tuacday, Marsh 26, 2002 4:08 PM

T Beatstra, Mardon

Subject: Public Conmmtion Frameveork 2000

Dear Mr. Lapbam:;
Immwthmﬂhmﬁ;mhm&nﬂylmmmﬂlﬁmmmywmhummn
cony of & dodunm  caled:
mmmmmmmmmme,lmwummhmmﬂmmmk
you .

Ma! Kuniz, Nanooss Bay, B.C.
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| RE CEW ED
The Honorable Stan Hagen APR 12 EBIE
Minister of Sustainzble Resource Management aNAL DISTRICT
P.0. Box 9054 | RECal NARAD
St Prov. Gov't ' -
Victoria, B.C. VEW IE2
April 6, 2002
Dear Mr. Hagen,

I am writing regarding the Crown Land Lots 10-16, District Lot 137, in Nancose Bay.
I strongly oppeose the sale of this Crown Land to “Fairminds™3536696.Canada Ine. _

Land is a very precious and finitecomtnodity- Wherlegaoy are we going to leave ouor  —
Grandchildren—- a living forest with a besgtiful Garry Gak meadow | 10 be enjoyed by
everyone, or a golf course to be cnjoyed by a privileged few?

I you are dutenumedtuseﬂhsimd,IsuggcstthahtbemldtutheR:gmmleﬁctof
Nanaima to benefit afl.

T am also gravely concerned that talks have apparently been tahng place between the..
Government ( possibly yourself) and the representatives ot owners of 3536696 Canada.
In¢. regarding the purchase of Crown Land Dhstrict Lot 137— a so ::a.Hed“M:mnmmfum
of Understanding ™

We already have a Community Apperoved Plan and an Urban Containment Buundarym
place.

A Community Forum on the propased Fairwinds -Development Concept is to be hﬂld
Monday, April 15, 2002, This is-a major change sffecting many people. Yet the deadline-
for comments on this proposat was Aprii 12, 2002. This sends a strong message of
unfairness about the whale process.

I would appreciate a reply as to your position on this matier.

Yug truly, E /

Karen Zaborniak

2621 Northwest Bay Rd.
Nanoose Bay, BC. V9P 9E7
kazadGshaw.ca

¢¢ Honourable Gordon Campbell
cc Henourable Michaet de Jong
¢e Honourable Jovee Musmay

c¢ Judith Reid

ce {eorge Holm

oe Kelly Dnmels
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From: Albert Kiridey [akifdey Srisa nat]
Bent  Thursday, Apnl 71, 2002 1643 AM
Ta: Bz, Marion

Subjact Falrwinds Propocal

Jmmmmmroﬁauummmmmmmlmmm-mhmmmm

lmhmmnummumhmlmmmmwmﬂmm.lmummwmmmuu
muum«ummmmm“L;muimmmmmhmwm

A E Krdey
%112 Rockhampion Rd.,
Manooss Bay

From: MEks Moors [mike-moorsahaw ca)

Seat:  Thursdsy, Aprié 11, 2002 7:48 FM

To: Bestatra, Marion

Subject: “Fairwinds” 3538506 Canncla Inc. Pmposal
Ta whom it /mary concem,
Ragrarding

h;l'upuﬂlubl'nllhdWTWHEEBHMMGHWMMLMW-M.DWLNHTW
m;-mmmwmhmm:wwmmudmmmm.

WCONOI uhluhnhgﬂharmimp-dmhhm:ndmmrm & of public thia
u.rhhd,uhﬂﬂmhwahmhmnMMchmmtb:nr:rp:mp:r grongs on
Robart M. Moomn

Dxonen | Moom
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From: Jim & Bev Watsen [jimbevwalson@shaw.ca]
Sent: Thursday, Aprit 11, 2002 11:10 PM

To: Bseatsira, Marion

Subject Fw. Nancose Bay - GMP

Tha original of this message was sant to RDNM..."Commsrv@rdn.be.ca"
This is a repeat to snsune you recelve it

Thank You,

Jim Watson

— Oniginal Message —

From: Jim & Bev Watson <limbevwatson@shaw.ca>
Te: <Commsrv@rdn.be.ca> :

Sent Thursday, Apdl 11, 2002 1:01 PM

Subject: Nanoose Bay - GMP

> Aftn: Mr. Gaorge Holme,
= RDN Planning Board and
> * tha RDN Ptanning Dept _
} = -
> RE: Falewinds Application for a Second Golf Course and Purchase of Fedaral
> Land. :

>

> Dear Sirs;
-]

> | am a reskient of Nanocss Bay (Fairwinds) and enjoy the outstanding
natural .
> environment here. | attended the Nanoose Placs Mealing with the Plamning
> Beard on Tuss., Apdl 2nd, 2002,

>

» Thera was an amedional ouicry from many Nanoose residents conceming tha
> above application. Typicaly thelr emotion was bullt around the

following;

> 1}Mdpamivadﬂwi'unrmntdagmdaﬁunmd

> 2} dasim for "no growth” at Nanoosa,

-

> |bem 1}abwac=anhadaaltmﬂ1bypmparphnning, allocation of

> responsibillty to imvolved parties and, most importantty,

> executionfuliiment of all snvironmental guidelines, For axample, it ls
> mybalhfﬂ:athmamufalﬂuhinmmpmmas hava

> Io equal anywhere alsa in the workd. It Is in interast,

> Including Feirwinds ownars, that any sxtension to the pragent deveioped
ama

> aqual or Improve that which already exists.

>

;Lt&m 2) unfortunately is a recurring, fypical call from the early

ents

» of undevedoped land. Early residants came for good reasons such as
> mxcallant » pristine environment, great weather patterns, atz,

;Erﬂm development Eary reskients do not have the fight to keen
005
> Bay to themselvas and/or totaily control the process or style of futurs

1

hﬂmmmmwmmmmamhgmpmmfar v
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> growth, Qther interestad parties aiso have valid input and fortunately

= thers Is @ system to accommodate this, The "Not-in-my-backyard” atitudes
> displayed on April 2nd saemed to be totally sef-garving,

=

> The future growth at Fairwinds is a glven. The issua whetherthere is an
> Exacutive-Style Qoif course on existing Fairwinds land or a PGA-Style
course
> on a larger tract, in my view, is not a large change in tha overall plan.
> It happans to need a place of new land which is the single linch-pin which
> local residants are grasping to restrain that which is inevitable over
time, -
> Perhaps today's proposal could be misch more degirable than some

lone .

> proposal in the future.
-
> An Executive-Styla coursa will mest the newds of somea local resldents.

-

> A PGA-Style course will bacome an attracion similar to the additon of

> Crawn Isle in Courtenay. It will atiract mere players, it coukd even
bacome -

> a destination for goif along with the other coursas on Vancouver lsland's
> East Coast. . Golf from Nanocee to Campbell River Iz one of Canada's
touriam

> secrels. The courses are inexpensive (In relative terms) and are of

> xcefent qually. PE| has spent many, many milions of taxpayer dollars
> o craate that Island as a golf destination. This area can do the same ot
> no cost to the taxpayer. The econamic benefits are huge o say nothing
> about how “emvironmaentally-clean” those tourist and retinea doltars arell
> .

> It Is exiremaely important to creats a distinction in the minds of a

> Nanoose residents that "no-growth” Is impossibie, but controlled growth is
> possible. With the leadership of RDN and the monsy provided by peneion
:hmdafrummucmmmaayhnﬂumpommtyhmmm

baing

> o of the beat Hny communities to one of tha fMnest,

> exquisite, totaly Iiveable, fulty serviced towns on the face of the
sarth,

™

> Please do not lat this apportunity sfip by.

>

> Yours very truly,
>

»

» James G, Watsan
-

> 2421 Andover Rd.,
> Nanoose Bay, BC.
>

» 2504687588

-
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—Original Message—

Frony: Jim & Bay Watson [maltojimbevwatson@shaw.ca)
Sent Friday, April 12, 2002 9:08 AM

To: McFariane, Florence

Subject Fairwinds Proposal for Acquisition of Crown Lands

Dear Sirs and Madams:

My nama is Baverly Watson and | reside at 2421 Andover Read, Nanoose Bay. |
have lived in the amea for a litte over 2 years.

| attended the Aprll 2nd meeting re; the Fairwinds praposal, Prior to the
meeting, ! had not made up my mind o either suppert or opposa this vanture.
| went to the meeting with an opan mind, prepared 1o Fsten to both sides.
Whatlhsard.maaumﬂsingtymsﬁadmuﬂnmmutuyﬂumumaay
resiklents against the sala/trade of land. The few speakers who supported the
endeavour wers less evident. After mulling over what | heard, it was clear
that environmantal and wild life Issues are dear tn people's hearts and
nllgla consideration has been given to the future aconomic and social growth

the area.

Future Fairwinds development is a foregone conclusion. The owned
undevelopad tand is siated for more homes and a goif course. The design,
smwmﬁmdmmmw@umummm-m

its future exdstence. ItmhmaMFﬂMﬂsmlhpwﬁm
the crown land, give Notch Hill ta the RON, and SNSUre grasn space around
Emauke.manawgatfmuruandmapmpoudhoushghaﬁabhopﬁum

Fairwinds, has aready shown that it is an anvironmentally responsible
erility, Wﬂdlifeabaundstlmughwtmam development. | fve on
the pond at the base of the cument #2 hole on the sxisting polf coursa,
During the past 2 ysars, | have ssen beaver, other, mink, muskrat and

taahdfumhemiﬁpoﬂ:ﬁmandmnmulhmmgm The water is
ufaqualitrmatsuppartsmaﬂdlihmatdepmd:mit | cannot soe
that any further golf coursa developmeant would be less.

Change is the natura of life - and lifa In Nanoose Bay will inevitably
changs over the coming years. Isupportmunnﬁonafapimnadﬂwughﬂm
devalopment, mmphtemmgmenspamandmranmafmiﬁm

1
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“environmental [3sues - as indicated by the expense, time and energy that
Fairwinds put into constructing an altemative nesting placa for a palr of
aagles whosa axisting tree had to ba taken down.

All tha land in this area was once Crown Land, Qver the years It has been
sold to private individuals, corporations and small businegses. This
practics will continue - it cannot and should not be stopped. The attitude
that *| am hare now, and you should not be” is destructive and salf serving.
Managed developrnent is the way of the futura, Status quo is the way of
stagnation, :

Granted, Fairwinds residents, both those prasent now and thase in the
future, are different In nature from many Nancosa Bay residants who meside
oulside the area. However, when one considars that many of thess taxpayers
matuhhmnihdispmablahmm.mdamandsmﬂumhpmﬂde
thern with jobs, and in contrast, they supply work for others, | fee| that

the RDN should look favourably on the impact they have on the area. My
husband and | share cur personal resourcas with a part-time gardener,
housskeeper, tawn service and window washing businasses, we usa the sarvices
of 3 local accountant, lawyer, carpenter, dentist, doctor, chiropractor,
massage therapist, and personal trainer. We shop in local stores, eat in

local restaurants, buy gas, gardening supplies and other housshold (tems.
Woe play golf, garden, boat, fish, hike and deeply appreciate the baauty and
natural resources of the area. We would not deliberately deatroy any of

this. We are happy and contented with Fairwinds as It exists. Our lite

woukd not change with or without the proposed plan for further developmant.
However, | faal sirongly that the lfe of many Nanoose/RDN residents and
service providers will change negatively without the positive sconamic

Impact of new arrivals. The contentious opposition thwarts furture community
growth,

1 have considered this submission from a resident's perspective. | have
not discussed ham, the future benefits of continued Busism in this arsa
but it goes without saying that it is vital to the growth and benefit of the
area,

Please suppart the application for ammendment to the current urban
containment plan.

Sinceraly

Beverly H. Watson
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From: Darte Edward [DarbaEa‘-vard@.hhnDaam.m]
Sent: Friday, Aprit 12, 2002 7:03 AM _

To: Marion

Subject: Request fer info re Fairwinds development
Dear Sir or Madam:

| have heard that there was & remntnmpapaunmmmmtmgardhga
davelopment pruposal related i the Fairwi=4s communily near Nanoose.
Apparently this email address was given as a source for more information on
this project.

Aslamhbaremdfnpomlblymmgakﬁuraﬁmnhnmahm
area | would be very interested In obtaining any available information,

. Can you advise me what, if any, additional information is available?
Thanks In advance.

Regards,
Ed Darts
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FLANNING DEPT
B 12 an
Regional District of Nanaimo, RECE IVED
6300 Hzmmmond Bay Read,
Nanaimo, BC, V9T 6N2
Aftention:
Mt Robert Lapham, General Manager,

I am writing regarding the crown land, lot 10-16, District Lot 137, Nanoose
—BayBC.I mvﬂymhammﬂusﬂenfﬂﬁl ceown: land to “Fairwinds™
3536696 Canada Inc.

The land in question is a beautiful living forest with a large Garry Oak
mesdow, many wild flowers, and close to the central part of Nenoose Bay. It
has easy access for everyone in Nanoose Bay 1o enjoy.

This is the fourth time Fairwinds has asked to change their “Urban
Containment Boumndary™ to include District Lot 137. Once again I believe
the answer should be NO. They still have two thirds of their land
undeveloped inside this boundary.

Fairwinds word is questionable. They have advertised for years about
having an eagle’s nest, and then sold it az a waterfront residential lot, and the
tree was then cut down by the buyer. This lot should never have been given
residential zoning in the first place, as well, the Notch Hill parkland has not
been dedicated as promised.

The Growth Managenent Plan and the Official Commuumity Plan.
mmst be changed for them to acquire DL 137. This can only be done if there
is a documented community need from the entire Nanoose community,

I would appreciate your support, as well as a reply, on this matter.

- Yours truly, / I %

Audrey Henderson
2371 Higpinson Road
Nanoose Bay BC, V9P 9823
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From: Judie Taylor [Judistayior@shaw.cal
Sant: Friday, April 12, 2002 10:56 AM

To: Beetstra, Marion

Subject: Proposed Fairwinds Devedopment Plan

Daar Sir;

We wish 1o register some input relative to this plan. As residents of
Falrwinds, we have invested subtantially in this area, and we are fully
supportiva &f continued positive development such as this plan proposes.
Fairwinds residents and Nancoss Bay residents will both benafit from the
services and quality of life thet this propazal can bring.

Yours truly,

Judﬂ!}Taybr

Don Taylor

3468 Redden Road
Nanoasa Bay , BC
VP SH4

4588-5671
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From: Joy & Martin Henniger [delas_hs@nanaimo.ark.com]
Ssnt:  Sunday, AprE 14, 2002 9:34 PM

To:  Beelstra, Masrion

Subject: crown land DL 137

WE ARE IN FAVOR OF SALE OF LAND DL 137 TO FAIRWINDS GOLF

MARTIN AND JOY HENNIGER
EMAIL delas hs@nanaima.ark.com

From:  JLsHhENanca@natscaps nst

Sent  Swiunday, Aprl 13, 2002 753 AM

Tar Baxtwirn, Marion

Subject: proposed devaloprmet of new golf coutes st Falewinda

As & realdant of the Raglooal Dietrict of Nanmimo I wish to go oo record as approving of tha
praposal submitted by *Falrwinds* 353E696 Canada Inc. to purchase Crowpn Land Lotms 10=16,
Diatrict Lot 137 to develop a golf coursa and houning in conjuncticm with a oeaw nalghbourhood
asarar plan for Fairwinda.

The devalopment of the land will take many ywars and will provids many Jobs over thoas Yeara
and scme, albeit a mmaller mumber, of jobs f{of many yeara to ccae. The subssquent spln-off for
the aconomy is beyond my reckoning but I imagine that it will be good for the ganexral mass of
pacpla. The lspact on the anvironment will ba much mors poaitiws thao wonld e YtEe mercs
conatruztion of high denaity housing with it*s concamitant aupport asrvices.

Yours truly,
Laith Nance
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From: Don & Sandm Macdonaid jdar-sandra-macGahaw. cal
Sent  Sunday, Aprtl 14, 2002 5:44 PM

Ta: Baatuira, Marion

Bubjact: Prapossd Fairwinds Devslopmant

Don Macdonald

288 Andover R, #2

Miwukmiey By, B.0.

Telaphona (Z00) 4881442

April 14, 2002
RDN Planning Dapartment
To Whom it May Concam:

Your notica in the Apeil & sdition of *The News", cutlining the Propesed Fairwinds Developmant Concept
and announcing & Community Forum on Apri 1% atiracted my attention. Within the rext day or so |
received 2 message from the Nanooss mm-mmmmdmnm in what
saemead to be fairly aggressive and critical terms, the same subjact,

Maruiaﬁve&ynwmidenthmamaﬂeumanmmr}.Imnotverymcﬁsumsumundlng
future devalopment of the Fairwinda community, and bagan to ask some questions. [ now understand that
ﬂmhidenumpuﬁmhhmopmuddw&hpmﬂﬁmmudumdﬂuﬂmmuhﬂnn.md
that NPORA is dominated by individuals who shanre that view. | alea undarstand that thoss views may well
not represent a majority opénlon In Nanoose Bay, including Fairwinds,

Three years ago, sfter investigating other potential retirement Jocations, ry wife and | visited Fairwinds (for
ﬂ’uﬁatl:im}.w:nmuuimpmadwtﬂ1trlammdcnmnwntrﬂ‘mtmbmghtarnthumam”hwday
visit. Fahwlnd:wnususupu-iortuawuﬂurbﬂﬁnnmhdmm,ﬂummmuw,

With respect to the proposal at hand, | am net suggesting that *Fairwinds can do no wrong”, of that any
development proposed by Falrwinds should be automatically approved. However, | think most peosla would

Yours truly,
Don Macdonald

. H15200%
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We will be unable to attend the 7:30 PM, April 15, 2002 meeting at Nanoose Place, in
which & discussion regarding the disposition of Crown Land D.L. 137 will take place.
Regardless, we would like our apinions and thoughes on its dispasition to be considered.

Wo are residents of Nanoose Bay, (living in the Fairwinds development for eight years and
having owned other property in the aree for over a decade), ard are concerned about the
short and long-term development of the area. One of us has worked closaly with the RDN
a3 a member of the gd hoc Committes of the Fabwinds Community Assoclation during the
development and changes mada to the prior to its final acceptance.

We felt that the Nanoase Property Owners and Residents Association {NPORA) had up to
that time prescnted a biased and one-sided view of the developmestal desires of the
residents of Nancose Bay. While it is likely that NPORA fairly represented the view of
those regidents who were its membery, it made no effort to represent the views of those
ether Nancoss Bay regidents who were neither NPORA members nor were proponents of
their views, In fact quite the reverse in true, campaigning strongly Againat anyone who did
not agree with their viewa on the development of Nanoose Bay, particularly when it came
to the Fairwind's development and/or properties awned and controlled by Fairwinda,

The simple act of subtracting the mumber of NPORA members who reprasent {for leck of a

better phrase) “the leave it alons view®, from those Nanooss Bay rosidents who have yet to

be heard from, leaves & very large number indeed. It is clear that the vocal minority,

reprosented by NPORA, would liks the RDN snd/er any other governing body to beliave

that their views are the views of the majority of Nenooss Bay residents. Nothing could be

further from the truth. We belie RA'S view is knowingly biased and fillscious
LSS It 13 Dpa

YEaed upa] the opin

No one who has lived in Nanoase Bay can deny the many and large changes that have
taken place in the Jast two decades, Yet those changes did take place —~- despite the
conicerns and blases of those carfier Inhabitants who “werg hore first”. Tt is obvigus from
the rather haphazard way in which many propertios were developed in the past, that a more
objective way of developing the ares wes needed; hence the development of the OCP, the
sustainable potable water supply, and the sanitary sewerage extension plans, replacing the
original lack of community planning, the depleting well water supply, and the collapsing
sawernge fields, Thesa werc all needed, to ensure that the requirements of the large influx
of now residents would be met in an arderly and sustainable way.



Fairwinds Develapment Concept Proposal
day 7, 2002
Page 35

-2-

Denpite the wishes of NPORA’s vocal minority, more and more people from ail across
Caruds find this area besutiful and & piace where they would like to retire or have their
families grow up. In other words, CHANGE 1S HERE, To deny that change is here or to
try “pull up the ladder”, 0 to speak, and not allow other Canadians accass to this area is
both mean-spirited and short-sighted. No matter how much the vocs!] minority may not
wish it, CHANGE 1S HERE, The pa il G

As more end more peoplé take up residence here, they will need, s stated in the OCP,
access to! professional services, food and commercial retail outlets, recreation
opportunities, schools and other educational ficilities, to name a fow of the requirements.

nr bl LY

In order to provide such an array of goods and services, & sustainable scurce of moaey is
required. That source can only come from the residents who live here, Developments like
Fairwinids, in which the housing dansity is controlled, is « good example. Most of its
residents are retired, they are reasonably wealthy, they spend & grest deal of money in the
ares, and they do not make demanda on the meager supply of jobs available In this area. In
fact the reverse ia true; their presence creates jobs. The development also includes & golf
caurse that will preserve in perpetuity, a substantial ‘groen space’, along with ponds, water
courses and walking trails. Further, all the services: slectricity, TV cable, telephones,

storm sewers, sanltary sewers, etc, are underground, making the development clearly the
most picturesque in Nanoose Bay. The RDN gets an Increase In fta nesidential tax base, the
merchants and professional benefit financially, & varicty of jobs are crested, and the areq is
developed in a very responaible manner. It is this sort of development that the vocal-

The influx of new families into the Nanoose Bay arva will not stop, and they will have to
live somewhere. Does the vocal minority of NPORA want housing teacts and sub-divisions
pasted onto the landscape? Because that is what surely will happen when the population
pressure reaches & point where all the currently svailable land is occupied.

The small woaded area known as Crown Land DL 137, would be ripe for the picking.
Having been logged off on difforent occasions already (the property was small enough to
be privately owned for many years before reverting back to the Crown), the troes are of
limited commercial value, It would make a great deal of sense for the Crown to realize an

excelient return by relsasing it to & developer,

Whether this happens this year ot in the years to come is essentially irrelevant. The influx
of new families will make it happen —- If not now then certeinly in the near future, The
vocal minarity of NPORA cannot stap them. The point is, that by rejecting the *Fairwinds
type’ of development, the vocal minority of NPORA are exposing Crown Land DL, 137 to
the very real potential of becoming s high density housing tract and/or sub-division, ora
commercial property, or & pig farm, etc., stc.

<y
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The development of Crown Land DL 137 will happen. Let's make certain it is 2

development that will pravids the residents of Nanoose Bay with the optimum in;, JORS
and TAXATION REVENUE, while providing the residents with a SUSTAINABLE

Thank you for allowing us this Opportunity to express our support of the Falrwinds
proposal for Crown Land DL 137, :

Robert B. and Barbara M. Wilberg,
Fairwinds, Nanoose Bay.

/‘5}%@ // Lfésy .
4‘?/4&?4@7
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From
The Undersigned,
Rezridunts of Nanoose Bay, 8.C.
13¢h Apeil, 2002 _
The Honourable Gorden Camphbedl,
Premiicy, Govonwoent of Britigh Cofumbia,
Victoria, 5.0
Bran Promier,

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Thelimpuﬁeu(-:m:ﬂymn,imﬁt?}hwtmideduyhumthepubﬂuﬂmmsﬂmis
mﬁnguhurhmﬂuuﬂhuyeroﬂhﬂmd, uw:ﬂalpmﬂhrm'ofﬂnuonﬁduﬁm&wmninﬁ.

4
O

e
%



Fairwinds Development Concept FProposal
Moy 7 2002
FPage 38

NANOOSE Epreizs Farw Narbers & Lorue Xhall
N 1968 A Stowart Noad

Masosse Duy, RC, VIP SE7Y
Megdang
Fax: (259) 480 2324

April 12, 2003

Manager, Develomment Services

Regiennl District of Nmmaimo

6300 Harmhond Bay Road

Namaimo B.C. V9T §N2 Fax: (250) 39%0-4143

Dexr Siry;

Rummons Muwmkhlmmmwwmummmnmmm'
expansion Proposal. Prmmunmyﬂm:limtumwu—mntmymeﬂuEﬂwuﬂthk&muﬁy
mwm.hcomamdmmufmyhuﬁﬁum;nbjuﬁmnfhw .

Wehwmldmhtb.cmnyndplﬁmuﬁlﬁﬂuﬁin
wmmeMpmmmuhMmmm
Dr.lnﬂilwufm .

* Mmmmﬂvﬂmmml
" Golf courses provide coly weak
- f}olfm:unmmﬂaﬂﬁuﬁbmﬂﬂmmmummlmmﬂwﬂmmﬁhmhﬂ

* ) b:od:m ity.
Wamvhpllnlmpuﬁrupkmﬂm!mhmllwmm:mmhwﬂuﬁmhm
visitn:hnthu-vhwhmhwwewuldlnpummnk:NmEdibluFmapmnfﬂﬁsuﬂmm

Nmmumm-w‘mmmmmmmm
phum;tummdmmhmﬂr,mmndpudﬂ&pdmmwnml
horticultaral acrivities of goif courses, mmmw&mpuhwmm
uﬂunmiunnquhﬂhmﬁnﬂjnwmﬁﬁuﬁm,mdwmmubmhﬂydmmmmw
orgacic statan snd to the wiability of cur busiyess. .

e o QL o

.Lorns F. Ebelt mhmhd“ﬂﬂi—q ‘ , qu
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Prom:  Susanna {sscomadinaiahaw.ca)
Sent: Monday, Apdl 15, 2002 11-28 AM
Ta: Deawtxirn, Muricn

Subject Crown Land DL137 at Hanooss Plaoe

thhwwhlﬂaufﬁmLmdDL13?thwm-malNMhHﬂlhmn. We prasantly enjoy our
wﬂhmhmﬂnuﬂﬂuhﬂhﬂuﬂymﬂhhhﬂﬂ, Should this sale not take place our 3oces 1o e Notch coukd be
greatly rexiriciad dus to possible houing development. Th-mlnndlnquuﬂonhmtdwdnpudhwmhrw

Yours tnudy,

Susprna Cormadina

Sheven Comadina .
mmm.mw

Shelly Skevufier
1454 Tha Outrigger Ra, Nanoces Bay

From:  Riys Hamison [rhyshamison@ehaw.ca]
Sent:  Monday, Apr 15, 2002 4:40 PN
To:  Besistra, Marin

Ce: i
' !l.lbiut_: Proposad Fuirwinds Darvsicoment Concept
e, )

mhhlnfumywﬂutrrrym-ﬂImmmwbhmwﬁwmwulmupm
GCrown Land Lot 10-18 Disirics Lot 137,

mwmmmhmmmmmmmmmmmmmmwumwl
the ROM Marnagermmnt Plan io be amended for this purpoce.
Wi do not want mere suburban styla houting in Nancoss Bay., .

Wi o not want 10 sae thin spacific plasce of natursl srvimnment changad. In particular, e xrss cioms 10 Stwart Road containe
nn-nﬁ-mmhummauummmhmmm“dhhnmmmm
wmﬂmmuvmlm.m-mmmnnwmmnmmmuﬁhmm
nmummdmummm«hﬂmmmmlﬂmmmmmm
Faduration of BC Maturalists if this proposal goss: any further.

|mmmmh.muwwmmmnmmmmmmmmnm
Mhhmmnﬁd%mﬂvﬂmﬁummmmm

Thank you or your Sonsderation.
Rivys & Tty Haminon

2222 The Jb
Nenoosa Bay, BC
VoF 0Ba

2050-430-5408
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From; Shiriey Paterson [shidey{@borockies. com)

Sent:  Tumsday, Apidl 16, 2002 8:11 AM

To:  Beststra, Meron

Subjact: PROPOSED FAIRWINDS DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

Reglonal District

mmm%ummumﬁhmmmmmmm. Ve have recantly baen informed about
the Propossd F. Cwvelopment Cancepd and woulkd ke the Reglonas District 1o krow we ARE IN FAVOUR of the
proposcal, Our propacty i at 2058 DOLPHIN DRIVE NANGOSE BAY, BG VP M4

%mlﬁﬂwbhhﬂhﬁnmdﬂuufhﬂwﬂmmmmdwuﬁuuﬂﬂfhhm-mwlmmdmInihﬂt-
We can b reached at

Terry and Shifey Pateracn
812 Trall Straet

Kimbeckey, BC V1A 202
Fhorm: W [250) 427455

H (2500 427-4847
Faoc (250} 427-3544
Emait

From: Shella & M [msdunehaw.ca)

Bant  Monday, Apeil 15, 2002 3:32 FM .

To: Beataira, Marion

Subjsct Re Fairuinds proposs o purchass Crown Lot 10-18 Disirict Lot 137.and Mosch Hill swep

Dotast Sic/lindam,

We v roeidonts of Fairwinds and are pronviding commnty on the proposal presacted by Fairwrinds b prxhose and swap bds for foure
ragidanctial wid goif coorse dovelonment. i

W spport the orderdy development of Laad in Maocss. All demrographic stndlss bndleate en incTesse & popalstion in the xres sad the RN
Yo the tespoticibility to ecmure that the developeant &y masaged propecy with the inpat of reskdants,

This fopat from residents while importest, mnst be considumd skng with wll of the other planning, anvironsitsl, sconomic md technical
Tequiresmenty that i mjuitsd by the RDN, the Proviece sad ng Jopkst Fadont megoiations.

The growih b ineviable The Proviocs, s tost mmicipalities actively promots growth fhooogh sconomic dovelopmeant agencley.

As | witnessed at the poblic moeting beld on April 2ud, the oug of the mpeskers. want Thla 1a .
m:whmmumehmmmm m:mmw mn:umw:ﬂh
is carried cnt in accordasce with good plaming mansgement pesctioes.

T sxising Fuirwinds cormounaty &1 an excellent scormple of bow 2 residentisl ares can ha devilopad with pood piaming end anvircmmetal
Dkttt Practicos,

Thestv b remry o wxposct that farther developnvii: comot by mumaged squally well
Youra truly,
Sheil and Mike Dorsin
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From; Henk Bakier [henk@sundquist ca)
Sent: Tuesday, April 16, 2602 11:40 AM
To: Beetstra, Marion

Subject: comments on Fairwinds praposal

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Falrwinds
Developmant Concept. We attended tha Cormmunity Forum at Nancass Place on
April 15, 2002. Our commants are as follows:

1) Impact on Nanoosa Edibles organic farm:

We ara very concemad about the environmental Impact on Nanoosa Edibles.
This organic farm is an important part of our community and is an _
established emplayer. if this developmant jeopardizes the organic status of
Nancose Edibles then we cannot support the proposal in its current form.

2) We don't nead ancther golf course:

Green spaces should serve the entire communtty, not just one type of user
{golfers). Also, golf courses are notorfous for over-use of pesticides and
fertilizers which craate environmantal problems. -

3) Rural natura of our community:

We moved 1o this community because it has a rural atmosphere. Although we
respact the fact that many pecple anjoy the "upscale” amenitias that the
Fairwinds davelopmant provides, we prefer to see Nanoosa community remain as
rural as possible. Our OCP was daveloped with community values in mind and
should not be amended unless the majority of the cormmunity agrees.

4) Bigger ig not better;
Falrwinds already has a lot of land that they can use for residential
bullding purposes. Why do they have to acquire more?

5} Short-term va. long-term benefits;

Although a larger Fairwinds development would creats economic benedits, we
hﬂlmathmbanaﬂt:mﬂm-tmnmpﬂmdwmﬂmm-tmn benafits
of keaping ow communlty as green and foresied as possibls. We don't want
to live In & deforested community lke Eagla Point In Nanaimo or West
Vancouver that has lost all its forest lands.

B) Fairwinds receives as much as it gives:

The repragentative from Fairwinds made much of the economic banefits that
Fairwinds bringa to our community. We don't disagrae with this, but we
wmidﬂlutupnlntuuthatFa‘mﬁndsalanRECENEEmmrbauﬁhﬁum
being located In our community. In particular, Fairwinds benafits from

being located In our community's spectacular coastal, forest and fam
setling. Also, Fairwinds benefits from using the access roads such as
Doiphin Drive (that were here before Fairwinds was).

7) Was Notch Hill always aupposed to be a park?

If memory serves us comectly, the original plan for Falrwinds promised that
Notch Hill and the arsa around Enos Lake would be kept as communily
{Fairwinds) parkiand. Thhwalmnfﬂmblglﬂirummme
original developers used to gain support and obtaln g

imvastors, Suhmgmatadadhﬂh'map'ﬂmundhrmmm
that was already supposed to stay a park? And realistically, how likely is
it that Fairwings would sver develop Notch Hill? The environmental

protection censtraints, not to mention potental community outrage, would 0
suggest that the Notch will remain a green space aven if the “swap® did not v-

A
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8) The procass has been fair;

At tha Community Forum it seemad that soma speakers were suggesting that the
consultaticn process has besn flawed or even secretive. In our opinicn, the
process has been open, fair and democratic. 's unforiunate that some

pecpla don't understand the process and start to "shoot the messanger”. We
wers impressed by how non-defengively the RDN reprasentative (Mr. Lampman)
hardled these concems.

In closing, wa respect the fact that Fairwinds ts an important part of cur
community but we cannet support the proposal as it stands, We look forwand
to continued consultation on finding a balance between Falrwinds objactivas
and the naads of the community. Wa would be interasted in geeing a
compromisa propasal {scaled down version) that addresses the concerns
oullined abeve.

Also, woukd it ba possible to have information ard updatas included on the
RDN web site 50 that community membera can stay informed?

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Henk Bakiar and Barbra Sundquist
1585 Seacrast Road

Nanocse Bay, BC VOP 285
henk{Dsundauist ca

E1-H Lapham, Bob
Subject FW. Fairwinds Devesloprmant Concept Westing>

—riginal Mescage-——

From: john & hesthar [maltn:thenickancsdsumw.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, Apell 16, 2002 3:20 PM

Tog Beststra, Markon

Subject: Fairwsinis Deveiopment Concept Meeting:

T;:nmmm

T feel that having stbimded mury govermment aranged mentings the years, Last sveaings event et Fanoces withont u doobt
?ﬂmﬂnﬁumﬂuﬁ-ﬂu:rm“ - o ) o l N
a Wit onet of inedignation and offence,plesss try bn Ribary i think throngh the totl package.
:mmmwmmmwm.wmwwmmmhmﬁmqm

The prims stake holders roully moed 1 undrsiind why the citizwos Gf Naocoss Sed tue way thoy o on this ieas.
Mhna-gmbunfhl_uMw.wmwnmmmmdhmﬁmﬁmmmmmm
wwmuwumﬂ;mmmmw-mmummmmm

Illl.twlhm

Sincercty
- Jahe Mackson
2319 Arbutny Creacont
Nennoas Axy, B
YIPAG1

P

"\

4
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“OF NANAIMO
mg_sgﬁrg Holme - APR {E}

chan . Nanaimo Reglanal [Distriet

(92

6300 Hammond Bay Road { CHAIR GMCrs
Nanaimg W9T GN2 _ CAD

GMCmE GMESR

RHa. Fairwinds Develogment Concept

Oear Eif.

I want to commend you,your board and the Aegicnal Planning Dept’
for having the vision and stamina to angage in discussion, dnd -
negatiations with the Provincial-Government,Fairwinds and the
cemmunity in order to facilitate & second golf course in Nangase..

As a propecty cuwner for over 20 years (lot on Mautilus Road)

not in Falrwinds,but near Schemaer Ceve,] am well aguaintad with
the unigus character of Narmooss and is interested in maintaining
the beauty aof this erea.My wife and 1 moved here ca,3 yasars ago,
creating work for several iredes people For approx.iyear 23 we
were building opur present residencs,all the while watching our
deeam and vision coming through.

Attending thae Community Meeting Aprll 2nd.stNancoe= Placs was
important. It was gnly at the following board farum on the Growmth
Management- Flan that I realized there was an arganized cpposition
tg this proposal.

Negativity and anti developmant at any cost are still alive and
geeminoly still . gathering converts in B.C. Spezker after speaksr
dronirig on about the dire conseguences of having a sacond golf
course. Not one speakar in favour.of "this:project, aftar listening
for ovar 2 hrad wae appallaguand left the mesting.

We are facing tough times in B.C, worse than I have ever sagn in
gvar 50 years.The Province is trying tec create = more friendly
investment climate for job creaticn to counter the forest industry
downturn.l thought this was commpon knowledge, inataad wa were
treated to a spectabla of narrow-mindedness=.Where we have wildarnass
it must be =c forevar, down with development, esven the best laid

ovt eeD s3ensitive plan= wer= nok acceptable.

The new owners 6f Fairwinds have faith in this community, they ara
willing ta put thair money where their mouth is,witne=s tha pouring
in of milljons of § for the new rec. centre.They know Nanacse is a
spaclal place and whether we like it or not they will continue to
plan and wark to make Feirwind= ths premier retirament community
not only in B.C.,but for all of Canada. That is their vision.

It is 2 pity that so many people think this is tarribla.

Should Fajrwinds concept be accepted and they decide to make it a
competition golf courae, the economic spin-off for the whole Regional
District could be substantial, and it would certainly help putting
Nanaimo on the map as a destinatian Ipcation

Whistlar.and Expg 86,both gconomic engines for the whaole Fravinea
would not have happened were it not for lzaders that had a vision
and were able to withstand a strong opposition.May the board stay the
course and not be intimidated in this impartant projec pur arga.

N Yours truly
R.A.Brus 38} Nauvtiovs Ad.g

ol

QY

o

4
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From:  mike yip [rikyip@hotmal.com)
Ssat  Seturdsy, Aprf 20, 2002 8:33 FM
Te:  Beststra, Marion

Bubfect: DL 437

Desr RDN:

aod jobs ein't be a bad thing,

mmeMommhﬁﬁchuﬁ&mymmmmdmdpukwwﬂahhhﬂle
reﬁdmtammlbcﬁmFah-whdshasbemnmsdmﬁmdmlopumd expansjon into the crovwn land will reflact
ﬂnmmﬁﬁvhymﬂmﬁxt&mﬁrmﬁﬂ:ﬂhmmiﬁmdﬂm

ImFMummmwwmﬁﬂ;ﬂamﬁmﬁmﬁtyMMWMmmm
pﬁhhdﬁdnmﬁxﬁcmw[miagmfwmhummdm“mofﬁubmmmwmm

Respectfully saburitted,
Mike Yip
ROGER » J& POUNTNEY
545 DoecAS P RD
NANCoSE BAY.
Be V4P qpa
PHONE /FAX A 68 7597
AOC2 APRI_ 92
Dear Gearge Holbng

Plban forwand a cow--h, BOB LAPHAN.



Fairwinds Development Concept Propesal
My 7, 2002
Poage 43

From: Burgoyne, Linda
Sant:  Monday, Aprl 22, 2002 4:30 PM
Tos Beetsirs, Mawion; Lapham, Bob
Bubject: FYY: Falrwinds praposal to purchacs 174 acres of crown land
for your Information
—Criginal Magcaps----.
From: Carol Matcheits [mail: camons@shotmall.com]
Seniz Monclay, Aprll 22, 2002 1:01 PM
Tix Burgoyne, Linda
Subject: Falrwinds propodad tr purchase 124 acres of qrown and
To whom i sy Soncem,
| mm I favoen of e propessd purchase of the 174 acres of crown land by Fairwinds (o bulld & golf coursa, | fesel that k would ba
wary banaficied to 0l of Marvddss 1t MEny ways. | am ales in leveur of the *Notch® and Ence Lakes area becoming pamkprodeciod
ey md Daing avadable o the pube,
| have attardad 2 of tha meatings on this mulisc snd have waloxd out of both in disgust 1} appedrs thurd & lrge Tumbar of. peopie

in the anes de not want change of any kind and s very vocal in that aspect, thers are also many pecple that am in fvour bt ars
ot wooll, | & one of then .

Yours nuly
C.A Maichetis
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From: Marj. Wilkla [mwildenebty. ne]
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2002 10:23 AM
To: Beatstra, Marion
Subject: Community Comments - Fakwinds Development Concept
Prowincial [ssues:

If Fairwinds doesn't get the Crown Land, will it be used o placate the
Indians after this Treaty business is decided? | would objact to that!

FDN lasues:

If Fairwinds dossn't gat the Crown Land, will they havs a free hand &
develop the Notch and cove it with houses? THE NOTCH IS UNIQUE and
MUST be kept natural. [t is Nanooss! 've heard that the Untversity of
Victoria have field fips to R

tnstudymumllnhm,etc. not to mention the views and

wildflowers,

Faiwinds Issues:

1t cidn't ssem that Fairwingds put any effort Into parsuading the public
that their plan would be for the good of sl Nancose. They shouki have
had, at tha vary least, a MODEL of their plan, Ece the ona they had of
maungmai course, roads and housing anvisaged, showing the lakes,
gresn beits, and the new road to sugment Powder Point and Dolphin, thus
reducing traffic on the existing main roads. Any plan they must have to
protect "The Farm” could have bean included in such a model. That s,
"W The Farm Is "agal® In this rasidential area? A model of this natura
takas tima and Fairwinds should have taken the ime o have ona done
bafore approaching an obwiously negative public. After all, they must
hava knawn that this thing has already been defested 3 or 4 imes. i
they wena In too big of a rush for @ moda t be prapared, an artist's
conception of the plan wouid have halpad a tle.

Cther:

Would tha second golf course precipitate the new road to sase traffic on
Powder Point and Dolphin? If so, Fairwinds should have capitaised on
this, Whymmeyanhgnnhingtruhads no pub - no dinnes club -
and then acting surprisad when thedr plan for expansion is hot recaived
with opan anms?

| don't see haw anyone can say that Fainvinds has not put Nanoose Bay on
the map. It is a wonderful addiion to the community and the traits

they have made availabla to the public are just grand, How mafy paople
had aver had access to all that iand before the gotf course community
was built, 8o it stands to reason that mare forest will be valable for

trails if the second course is allowed.

H thara 1 8 woodiand bufter beskde both Dolphin and Powdaer Point, |

don't sea how the astabiiashad residents would ba affactad by it, or sven
be sware of e axstence.

Mar] Wikle

ek i g q"y

A stranger is & friend you've not yet met.
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From: ' Carole Barker 1 [c.barker@shaw.ca]

Sant; Tuesday, Aprl 23, 2002 10:17 AM

To: ghoime@shaw.ca; Beetsira, Marion
Subject: Fairwinds Development Concept

| would ¥e to add my comments following the Community forurn re.
Fairwinds Devaicpment Concept. -

Provincial |sgues. '

| object to the sale of Crown Land to a developer. Crown Land is owned
by the people of BC and not the private property of the prasent
govemment t& sall without the peoples consent.

| foed the Stewart Road Property is scologicalty more valuable the "the
Notzh® property and worth saving. .

RDN

Tha malority of Nanoose Residents do NOT want an expansion in urban
growth. Many of us valua local "industries” such as Nanoosa Ediblea,
safe food baing an important issue.

A second golf course |s value ta just a few, jobs for just a fow, but
would enable Fairwinds o self rore houses, A few would benefit - the
MMDE.ITYwnuIdInmabyma loas of prime land which is of benefit to
all reskiants.

A second golff course would be disastrous to Encs Lake. RDN should be
ashamed that Fairwinds was ever allowed to buy the land round the lake
and use it to water a goif course. Nanoose is not large encugh to
warmant 2 goif coursea and most residants do not want this area fo
develop into a major tourist area - wo have Parksville for that, We

- moved here for paace and tranquilllty, not urban sprawd and chemicals.

Fairwinds _
Fairwinds should use the tand it haw, not try to grab mone.

Other

Re the Notch. | am not quite a senior. | have been up the Notch - once,
and do not zea It as a prime is3ue to obtain it for a Regional Park. As
has been said, Nancose & malnly a retirement community. It is too steep
for many reskients to climb.

Why does Provincial ard local government not listen - NO means NO
Carole Barker :

1887 Rena Read, Manoose Bay, BC VGP 981
phona 488-5202
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RECEIVED
APR 23 2002

REGIQNAL DIETHIGT

RDN Nanzimo BC April 23rd, 2002

We note that you are accepting mail-in subsrissions re the proposed purchase of 174 acres of
forested crown land by Fairwinds to construct & sccond golf course. We support this proposal
and encourage Fairwinds in this expension plan.

We attended the mecting at Nanooss Place Iast Monday night and listened to the various
speakers register opposition 1o the proposal and perhaps some of the comments had some
cregibility bret in most cases it came out loud and clear that that many of th speakers own
property and are fiving in Nanooss and now they want o close out wry further development
Quite a seifsh attitade indesd We believe that the current golf course in no way detracts from
the nahyral surroundings of the conwmumity, rther it provides a blanket of green space which co-
exists nicely with the forested arcas, A retirement community has already been estahlished in
Nanooss and a second goif coarse course will provide an additional amenity for the community.

The press repovted that the meoting strongly supported oppesition to the expansion plan—this is
bot necessarily comect. It was obvicus that some of those who oppose the expansion plan had
rallied sevemnl of the speakers to apeak against it Many of us wens there t0 gain & better
wnderstanding of the Fairwinds proposal.

Submitted by

Shirley and Jin MacDonald = c_._,_.ﬂ--] “"’\Q'fd .
3581 Outrigger Rd. %%—%HG/
Nanooss BC

YOP 913
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e
RDN PLANNING DEPARTMENT . HANAIMC
we STRONGLY OPPQSE tha Fatrwinds Development Proposal for tha

following reasons -

IE Crown land MUST be sold, it should always be offered first to
Joca]l communities with priority to environmental projects. The
process ahould always bePUBLIC, OPEN & TRANBFARENT .

' _not_" “: jt is a major polluter in its
use of chamicals and machinas; it uses large amounts of invaluable
water; it attracts large numbers of vehicles adding to polilution by
axhaugt, ncise and space [7.s. road and parking] misuse.

Tha propsed "grean spaces” are largely arass long ago promisad by
Fairwinds but never ceded. Fairwinda i1s tharefore not to be
trusted. Their ststement that they intand to build nc new housing

is nonssnse: they would not invast large capiyel  sus or-  tha .
purshmge gkl iRt bupsmiiER _“ S Tt " Al PRy .- *
Buifd only the number of housss already approvad in the first

phase.

The proposal of a shopping mall 1s ipsana. It would in and of
iteelf destroy tha character of the peninsula. It is totally
innscasaary given the =shopping available in the immadiate
area; @.9., Red Qap, G:{ig Heritage Centrem, Lantzville, Parksvills,

chdgrgvn-ﬂmdgrwn . M . Wk P AP

The Jarsas propesed [7.s., around Hatch Hil1 and Encs Lnkaz are
grossly insufficient for the present, and even losse for the fuiure.
The "economic. benafits” stated are very much overestimated. A
gimple calculation will show that only a Vimited nuember of minimum
waga jobs will be provided, and inevitably, the majority of the
purchases mada by the devaloper will be made out-of-area and
largsily off-Island.

Nancose ig one of tha few areas of successful agricuiture and of
[gemi=]rural living on the Island. It i= therefors toc precicua to
be fritarsd away for the privats pofit of private distant
daviocpara. We who live hare do 8o precisely BECAUSE IT IS NOT just
1ike Nanaimo or North vancouvasr,
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“RECEIVED
APR 24 N0
REGYONAL DISTRICT l
Mr. Gearge Hadme Kot & Deb Collingwood | oI NARAIMO
Directn of Nanoose 2416 Richard Place
Chaiman of the Nmsimo Regiona) District Nanoves Bay, B.C.
6300 Hammand Bay Rosd April 20, 2002
Manaimo B.C,
VT 6M1
hm?mmmmcw
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wmnmmmﬂwmnmhu
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ﬁhmM!ﬁhhmﬁﬁuﬂh:ﬂdmﬁMnﬂpﬂmmmﬂww
the crention of the existing plan.

mmwmﬂnwm“nummhmmmmummymm
mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmam o scvend

hﬂy&unlhmymmmhpmdhﬂn}hﬁmnﬂyﬂm-huymhﬁndymﬁm
xnow how the pajaricy of the 350 retiderty in sttencance feit, § ws there and there is no passiblle wiy one
oould pot harve known: that the mnh:hhmq‘wiydﬂ-mmmnhqpuﬁﬁmmﬂm

Sincarely .-
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Pric Smith Prevident of the Msnecse Residents Association
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T RECEIVED |.
APR 240002
REGIONAL DISTRICT
of MAHARED
April 22, 2002

Mr. Bob Lapham
(yeneral Manager RDN Development Services
Regional Distrxct af Nanaimd
Dear hr Lapham

i e
St e WEELIL T o

Re: FAIRWINDS APPLICATION TO OBTAIN CROWN LAND -
Mlmumbletnattendtb:mbﬁchmrhghcldhﬂmuwthnfﬁmﬂliﬂﬂam
sendingthisl,ertu-mynutnaxpmssnnrwpponforthemmptufam:sdgulfmmst
Fairwinds. o - S
| have owned peoperty on Dotpliin Drive sinoc 1963 and carrently live in the Garry Oks . . Rt
area of Nonoose Bay. ) _ SR
Gmtt:yeuslhaveumtchadthemdemhpmdmpmimdtomwﬁaﬂnsﬂm_
been important has been the quality of the expansion. T am convinced that the Nanooss ares's -~
dmhylkshﬂwkmbmﬂof@uﬂuﬂuﬂﬂ'ﬁuﬂhﬁﬁﬂtbemmm '
" that the ecologically sensitive arcas are protected.
Thcugmrﬂswhkhlhmehﬁ:ﬂnpposhgﬂnprﬂjﬂﬂamaﬂmbhmd.mwmlh:
mmmm[mmmmj
Itwuuldappearthﬂmyuphﬁnmmﬁnaeuﬁmﬂmhmhyhnlwishmmﬂuﬂ:
aRyway. .

Yours truly

e \an) Wk

Harry W. Webster
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2347 Evanshire Crescent
Nanoose Bay, B. C.
V9P 9GT

April 23, 2002

Regiona! District of Nanaimao
Planning Department
6300 Hemmeond Bay Road
Nanaimo, B. C.
vaT
[ .nﬁ?—n—..,_ . '*-pﬂ - .——r'-_.--nr:.--.":-\...-—\_..-'l. Y P S T e ma o r—m—

Diear Sirs:

We are residents of the Fairwinds Commenity and attended the mecting at Nanooss Place
on Monday, April 15, 2002 regarding the subject development. Many of those in
attendance at the meeting were negative toward it. We believe that they wish only to
maintain the stelus quo at any cost. They tend to be very vocal.

We are in favour of this development, as we believe that it can only enhance this area of
Vancouver Island and does not pose a threat 1o the existing way of life for Nanoose Bay
residents. :

We believe that 3536696 Canada Inc. (the “Developer™), the owner of tie Fairwinds
development Jands, is a substantial company with sufficient assets and the necessary
mﬁuhmoﬂﬂndcvdopmﬂufimmmﬁ:ﬂngmdwelopedlmdsinn
responsible manner, ‘This will be a benefit to all present and future residents of Nanoose
Bay. One need only 1o look at the beautiful new recreation ceatre the Developer has built
to appreciste the quality of its endeavours. - A

Itisimpommmmugnizethatwhetherweﬁkeiturmnammmmyischmgingm
will doubtless continue to change over the years. Traditional means of em are
disappearing and aew ones must be found fo replace the jobs lost to such chenge.
Vancouver Istand residents of working age need new means of employment. The
demographics of an aging population indicate that many people will want to move fo this
ares in the foresesable futrire and they will want the recreational communities that the
Developer is able to provide. This will translate into ongoing employment for many non-
retired Nanoose Bay residents. -

We have walked through portions of both the Crown lands, which the Developer wishes Q '
~ to purchase, and Notch Hill. We believe that Noteh Hill is admirably suited to parkland 0 :
and that the Provinee is fortunate to have the opportunity to purchase it On the other v
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hand, the Crown land has litfle to distinguish it from countless other areas all over
Vancouver Island and, indeed, the Province, We believe that there Is oo valid reason why
it should not be sold to the Developer for inclusion in a fiujure golf course. We do not
believe that there will be any negative effect on Nanooss Bay residents, provided care is
taken to ensure that runoff from the golf course does not contaminate the Nancose
Edibles land. Surd}',mthmodﬂmgulfmm management technology, the integrity of
th:farmlandu:anbemsmed

A new golf course will not displace existing wildlife. We live on the first Fairwinds Goif
Course arx are surmounded and, at times, almost ovetwhelmead by a wide variety of
wildlife. '

We believe that the residengof Nangose By aré forfunate to have the opportunity to
r—Yive Tertbene el enhancer e "wmmmmmm Rt

Cl&eme 8. Gustavson

Deauna F. Gustavson

v
& o
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PLANNING DEPT

. b= 7 4 2002
1268 Seadog Road,

NntnEr,BC RECE I ¥ED
YopP o1

Mr. Robert Lapham, '
Menager, Developmental Services,
Regiomal District of Ngmimo,
§300 Hammond Bay Road,
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6M2

Dear Mr, Lapham,

B Ihmmathm&dthcmwﬂpubhcmﬂngmlmnmmm&mm
propasal to purchase the 174 ac Crown block for parposes of developing a second golf
course and additional housing lots,

The patural berty of Nanoose Bay's forested lands snd spectaculnr cosstline attracied
our family to the ares in 1938, One year later we built a cottage in Beachcomber and
today we live néarby that same property some 44 years later.

Orice sgmin T have t0 make sy voice heard in gpposing this latest proposal, In my
upmm,agolfmmmmbshlﬂ:hnﬂmﬂfmﬂndhﬁﬂﬂuﬂrmmwﬂdh&
and is easily accessible to the poblic, :

T have walkad through thé Crown Block many times over the years and know it very:
well. On two occasions I have belped dmw up hiking moaps to assist people in getting
aronmnd the block, ¥t possesses some ynique and vatnable ecological featares that would
simply not be the same if covered over by golf course fairways and private regidences,

Instesd of changing the GMF and 17CB, I recommend that Fairwinds should be
encouraged to develop the Innd they presently own,  Crown land in Nanoose is 2 precious

Wmmm e -

Yours truly,

Sydney Les
cc: Mr. George Holme, Area E Director
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Ay 'Em -
e —

- LANRLY. pEPT
if 25, 2002
04 25 3007

manw;ugmm VIA FAX (250) 390-75tBELF [ VER

Canunlhyclllnnu.ﬁhlldlhﬂnmﬁw
[PrnunadltComuityFunm,Apﬂ 13, 2002, Nanooss Place, Nancoss Bay]

RDN Wdlﬂnu_ arwinds commenced OVer ooe heath
cotmuitation mhtﬂmﬂﬂmﬂmemhmmhﬁﬁﬂrhmmm rpsciation tat “publle

mmmmmmwmmrmmmcmmmmm

Provincls] Inpges:
" The Provinca i '
. N;“n &&ﬂhm The coarate ety acting as Duyer ke Directon who are also
Provincial Ministyies mpprove of the concept; Mininry of Foreas is oppased.
mlr,mrmmbmmﬁm:fm;mnm
ey 1md represectative theceof load the commuzity 1o believe that the Provinclal Govaranant Adly

- Fwﬂ::mwnpmhgmh.thkﬂﬂmﬁh i i
ks, meponsibility for it Bawed pubBc coamitation
Fthmmgmmhuhmdhm.thMofm:
- RIN has fiiled to the %
, o hl'hnmdmu wmmmmmmﬁmmm
Plnm wﬂnh:!:gs?mmﬁ:mmﬁimh“ﬁmlaﬂ“hhm

4

" mmmmwwh i . ; promisad
commitmity o8 the Basis of L
hmmu:ﬁhm%mﬂﬂumﬁmufﬂ-ﬂmhmﬂmégumgmm

ME&MMMMM
3438 Bluekmck Drive, Nanoose Bay, B.C.
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- RECEIVED
1370 Redden Road
Nanocse Bay, BC AR 25 201
VOP 9Hd RAEGIONAL DISTRICT
22 April 2002 |
Gﬂrpﬂolme,ﬂhihﬁln
District of Nanaimo
£300 Hazumond Bay Road
Nanaime, BC
VP 6N2

Dear Mr, Holime,

T As & resident of the Nanoose Pecinsuls, in your electorat ares, T wish to advise you of my
wwwmwmmmwﬁm
137,

Wﬁlﬂlmmtoppmodmdevdopmm,pﬂglhnwduﬁ:ﬁteupiﬁmwﬂumin
which this matter was presented to the public, including myself. It would sppear thst
meﬁnpwthaim&ndgthePrmimuufBCmdmmHmmmdhﬁnddnmd
dmhﬂfnﬂmhhatupﬁdtmmgunﬂﬂwuﬁuﬂpﬁmmmmlhﬁmwiﬂl
the residents of the paninsuts. 1 find this particularly distastefil, sspecially since the
MMMWmdﬁmmﬂHMmmnﬁﬁdwm
uwﬂupmfmrmﬁwym.ltis,inmme,ﬂnmbhgm’:mulﬂufﬂma
efforts. nmﬂmpmﬂmmmmmmmm
develop the trust of the taxpayen.

MMRDNMMZAFEMMWM&&HWWMM
wmmmdmmmmwﬁm
m,lthmmmmwmmmm
ar assistance that sppears 1o have boen lavished on the Fairwinds
pmpoﬂllmdumdﬂ:u‘momynlh';huwm,lmﬂdlihmbdiﬂnthninl
.- mpcTaty Such as ouss, that theve wonld be greater cifirts in trying to address the
uprundwhhuofthadﬁmmwmﬂmimp]ymuingtnﬁaﬁm&w
tAXpaying commpanics. Tn this duy and age, most organizations are trying to adopt & more
mﬂmapprouhm;mmme;hhnwmthwﬁkgoﬂfmmnﬂ.

Ot i

Gordono Buckingham

23 (e Robert Lapham, Gencral Manager of Development Services

o

M4
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RECEIVED
APR 25 202
REGIONAL DISTRICT
Apdl 21, 2002
FA55-Stewrart Foowd-
NancosrBay , BC
VoF 0ET
Altge Mc. Bk Laphams
“RDN DevaRpitgi Services
Ninaimo, B.C7
Dexr Shrs

W wiali 1o urge your conssderation of e sfove propomal of WIEEH we sre flly sippordwi. Vidcouver Inicod &
joba. '-
ﬁhﬂhﬁﬂuﬁﬂd‘mmm”mﬂnnﬂm“mﬁﬁydbu
humhmmmkmmmmuw&mm.nmmm ."

me;mmmﬂiu:mmmanMﬁum-mmm
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From: Evelyn & Douglus Macpharson [demacphi@ahaw.ca)
Sent:  Thursday, Aprl 25, 2002 3:52 PM

Ta: Baerbrira, Marion

Subject: Suw of D.L. 137

mmhndnduumldmntlhmuthhﬂm&kwmmwuppooodhhﬂlnfD,LﬂTbFni'wi-meehpment
Corporstion.

DL 1a?muupxmwmn.n.uma'm Hokch HIE ks 8 poor trada for this propenty. Motch HUl le used »t the
prazant tima by hikers, but thers are iy akdedty pacple who fve (0 this disinict who am unetie & uss it Faiwinds obvicusly
thinas &' oo dificuk 1o devalop and want to ged id of it

Fairwinds has suppesadly installed parks (with tha axcegiion of Brickyard Bay) most of & I3 land Falwinds couldn't develop,

W have walkad miong the 12th and 13th Fairwwys—one 3 ust a road and th other s impcsadble 1o hike. Baoth wre just a sirip of
nnd and really unusabhe ah 4 park. Ther Is aiso 2 'pavk on Carmichas] Road -~ [t is a strip about 13 1t wide and then a struight
drop of rubbéa rock o Fairwinds 18th Fainway—what on warth can that be ussd for? But & iy designated Tark’ and the wea la
inchuded In .

W vots 1O et i of DL 137 and the purchass of Notch Hill,
Evebyn-and Douglas Macphetsen
Fairwinds Residenis

Evdfn&huﬂmphum
demacphlahay.cy
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Prom: Evalyn & Dougias Maspharson [damacphahaw.cal

Sent:  Friday, Apel 209, 2002 1:14 PM

Ta Bnatsira, Maron

Subject; COMMUNITY COMMENTS - FAIRWINDS DEVELOPMENT CONCEFT.

PROVINCIAL ISBUES
\We are hot In favar of the Fairwinds Devalopiment Concept snd ks applicaiion b purchass some 71 hectares of DL 137,

According to the O.C.P. Bylaw 1118 Map 4 & appaars that some 50% to 0% 4 2 forest scoxysiem with & cominart age class in
excess of 100 yanry, conierous, with broadlesf componmnt in excess of 15%. This oid forest is a significant pertion of the
mﬁniqhndhhnmh&hduﬂﬂm.nﬂummuhmm-dmmmmwmmnamnm

RDN ISSUES
W ara not In hevar of the Fainwincs Developrent Cancatrt

We wra vary mmillar with Falrwinds campeign in 1997-1993 ¥ obtain land in D.L 137 for » direct swap of the Notch Hil land. e
recalve that proposal o being an atempt, Sae this pressnt one, of cbiaining premiam nd for end they S ot want We aiso falt
or suspactad thare was &N airnoaphens of secracy and back-room deale and a hiddan sgenda. That snte campaign was
conducied by tha Fairwinds Ag Hoc Commithes on s platiorm of misinformation, deceit and fear,

Wlﬂcﬂw‘i'md.Mhhmm!ﬂhFm-hndlhw1mhrﬂlﬁhldnﬂﬁmmm0dgh
At Communities wens using the Scalt consortom snd the Ad Hoo Cammities In an stiemgt 1o procurs T D.L. 137 fand prior o
tha completion of the sale.

50 In gur thoughts the precent Falrwinds proposal bs Crigin's secand attempt & obtain kand they ferventty desim for land they do

rvot want.

i thara is no way b siop the provincial govermment from saling the land to Fairwinds it i Incumbent upon e RON io fiatly rsfuss
mmm-u.c.r..m.uwwmmmmmwmmmmm-m
uriess they give the Nok:h HR propery ko the Ragional Disinict, Tha citizena of the District should not be forced i pary for the
purchass of the Noich HI land

For some rsason the Fainwinds Development was spprovad without the very basic prerequisit of havieg a proven water supely.
In the sarly sumrmer of 1994 full crisis wabsr managsment rasirictions wan put i foroe becauss e ressnvoi wis ciosad o
running dry - - - and at that e thaoe was probebly on 450 dwallnge developed, Disaster was averisd by the District going off
sty 3nd Iapping into the well ot T Fire Hall. Yot we are st tafking sbout a development plan of 2500 single family residences,
plus commarcial centers, achooin, ghwmhes and recreational facBties. |t s abeciutely tosd ko badev that, mgardisss of addtional
water from tha Englishinar’s river sysiem, thace bs sufficiant wadsr 1o supply a projectsd sopulstion of perhapa 7500 to 10,000 and
vt populirtion canomntratad on spproxintaily 500 hectares,

Sowage Tregment Tao sur knewledge the queaton of a proper (mom than primary) sewage eatment plant has not been
addressed. Suraly the Region cannct cortierus i allow, let alone support, & devilogmant of an urben smsa of 2500 residantial
units withcut & guaraniss from the devaioper 1o bulld & swage pland with i leset secondary trastmant technology.

Information Meslings: The prasent, or at least the kast Informational mesting, method of dissaminating information la Inadequats,
Thers i nc wary the volume of informridion can be digested, and evalisted, when that information b sondined 1o 1 siide show =nd
MummmamP.R.mmmhmm.mmmmmwhhur
mufMed slanadons ol st the same me.

Al tha charky, maps, printsd infamrason shoukd be printed and distituied o those I atendance. Furthernon, speakers should
read from weittan scripts and all thoss scripts be copled and distribubad. Thare should be no informatian gheen that e not
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Page 2 of 2

mwmuwbﬂmmmmmummmmﬁHmmhmm

o Lats: Bedeve Fainsinda is using Encs Lake water o Irmigate their galf course. Gan Enas Lake provide sufficient water I
imigatn two golf courses without impernling the Lake by drestically (owaring water leveis? 'Wha ks reaponsible for the Lake watnr

Falrwirc lssuns.

- Fairwindy should not b alicwed 1o use fre hoses conseciad 19 few hydranis to wash down parking lots at bwir varous locations
8.0 the golf courses cubhouse, holel and now the community osnter

= they should damonatrate & concem lor cur iocal wikiie and not be engaged in such activites as trapping and Kling the otter for
appears they aiw akic tmpping other phimals, probably mccoons, judging from a trap on the golf course
with dog faod. | cannot Imagits wiry they would be sngaged in trapping reccoons.

i
!

d

and Dougtes Macharson
Rwddants
-d-mcphw.ﬂ_

i

Page 2 0f 2

supported by written, ar raher printsd, material distributed b the sudience prior to the commencamernt of i meating.

Ence Lake Ealews Fairwinds s using Enoa Lake waber t Imigate their golf course. Can Enas Lake provide sufficient wated 1o
irrigabs bwe goif courses without Impediling the Lakar by dresticaly lowening wiater nals? 'Who bs. easponalle for the: Lako water

Fainwireds fasues;

- Fairwinds shouid rot ba alicwsd k2 uss fire hoses conneciad b fiew hydrants 1o wash down parking lots at their varous jocations
8.7 the polif course clubhouse. hotel snd now the commenity certe

= they should demongtrate & concem for our local wikdlfe and ot be sngaged In sich activiies & trapping and idiing the otier for
spuTicua reascng. 1t wppears they are alec trapping <thr wnimals, probably raceoons, judging from a trap on e golf course
batad with dog food. | cannot bragine whry they would be sngegad in Tapping raccoons:.

and b
Eﬂ&n Dougibes. Macpharon
m-mm.n_
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Regional District of Nanaimo Planning Department April
27102

I live in Nanoose Bay in the Fairwinds Community. 1 attended the RDN
information meeting at Nanoose Place on Monday April 15 and was greatly
disturbed by the hysterics, bias and misinformation by several of the
community speakers. The animals, birds, reptiles and insects, etc. mentioned
are not nnique to the acreage in question but can be found in and around wet
areas and open land in many areas in Nanoose Bay, including the present
Fairwinds development and goif course.

It appears to be the intent of the government to sell this parcel of Crown
Land. Recently, I golfed at Cottonwood Golf Course, just sonth of the
Cassidy airport. I saw copious wild flowers blooming along the fairways and
stream and many species of birds seemed to enjoy this environment.

With a strict environmenta! code and s watchful eye to protect the Nanoose
Edible property, a golf coarse seems a piausible ose of this land. I have hiked
in the logged areas between NW Bay Road and the main highwsay and it is mot
a pretty sight! Groomed hiking trails and a golf course wonld be a much more
desirable option.

Sobmitted by Lois MacKenzie
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From: Dave & Sua Constable [seacrest@nanalme ark.com]
Bact  Tuescay, Apvi 23, 2002 §:31 PM

Ta: - Bawtatra, Marion

Subject: FAIRWINDS PROPOSAL

David J. Constable 1525 Doreas Point Road  Nanoese Bay BC VIP B4
Tel: (250) 468-T336 _Fax: (250) 458-7399 E-mafl: seacreriEmanaimo. ark.com

2002.04.22
Re; May 152 meeting nt Nancoss Flace negarding the Fairwinds Proposal
Dear RDN:

WquMmdSmCmmhh,ofhmmmmﬁﬁﬁedecfuwﬁphmﬂw
wﬂm&hmﬁﬁdmmmwmmmmFairwinc'upmpnulitsclf.funh:folluwing
resgons:

Y] th:pnli&mlprmmwfnmdhbeﬁrtmmﬁw—ucludingmbmofﬁahbﬁc.
Ifﬁu:mﬂm%mmﬂmmnummmmmﬂlm“fmmw
_mmmmwmmwmmmmmmhmmm
wthamduMmpmnemmyhﬁnbeﬁmmnﬂuhﬂpﬂnﬂmﬁmm
d:awﬂ:alhcdmybdnguham@dwhmﬂupmcmmhuapnbﬂcbodm

)] iEMt.SthaFn.umMLﬁ,fbehmpudﬂvenbmﬁﬂﬁlpmpuﬂLummdinhishmewHolmc.
luthimd:ﬁnnwhatmsupusiﬂw;ur,mhammlymmmmﬁngunallﬁcwukﬂmhadgnmiumthu
proposal itsclf?

.6 mufmmmm&mmmmmmmwmmmﬂim

MMMWWMMEMWMMMMWM,MM.

&mhhﬂﬁmkﬁ.ﬁmhmmﬂinﬂhﬂmﬂmmbﬂumwmmﬁMhm,

wmmmMmmmmmmwmdmdmmhmuﬁﬁuufmmw

volved

dy mufummmmmrmmmmmwm
' ﬁmﬁmﬂn&mﬂy,npudnﬂywhmhmcmhumbu:ofhmmmﬂmﬂhmufdoﬂmmmm
mmqﬁummmﬂzﬂmmnmmmmmﬂﬁmmmﬁ
mmmm&mm~mmmmwmmmmmm
hb&}nﬂemofﬁnpummﬂmaknxmmﬁouﬂahﬁd:hkﬂwbﬁcmﬁngsﬁmmum
WMMM,&ME.MWMMHNMMMMMMEM
mmﬂnﬁa?lthadifﬁmﬂthﬂmsmakﬂlmlmnﬁupwplehhﬁrpm‘ﬁm

lfpmpl:inﬂaﬂ:poaiﬁmsmuuﬂmdmhﬂnddﬂaofﬂhmnpﬂﬁnmmﬂuhmﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂdauf
mﬁﬁmhwmmphoemymkhwhﬂhueulf-nyhdmhmmmﬂmmhu&-ﬁhh
whhmﬂmmmmkgfuhmmhﬂﬁnmmmwmmmmm
topographical survey of the Crown land's 170 acres. The man from the Water Department of tha B.C.
gnvummthﬂminﬂudmimdﬂnbl.aphmmodatuhmtaomwyhi:idminphin&gﬁﬁ!nmduf

4729/2002
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Page 2 0f 3

usingmhtmmu“]mﬁsld".Ihemofwutﬁngmahﬂnryinapubucvmm]ymtog:hﬂnm

Angther weakness was the constant use of the passive voice, ¢.§. 2 commitics wea struck. . ., & prOCEss Waa

nitinted. .., discusslons were held. .. cvidencs was found. ..., ctc. The paszive voice allown politicians and
mavuidpmﬂmmmubiﬁqr,mb:mmbkonematmm aciive voice, g we souck a

mmnﬁm...,l{wu}mdﬂu;:mw];:mby...,mdimﬂmd.,., oxIr comnmyittes found that. .., ste.

mhwcmetpmplewhoﬁvehh&n&nd:whﬂmnpimtﬂmpmjm[mspokentthemmﬁnﬂwhuhﬂemid
that Fairwinds management can’t be trasted to keep their word,

menwmmmmmm.wmm
wmﬁnndﬁhmmﬂym@ﬂﬂnﬂmwpﬁmmmﬁqmﬁm

ﬂmmuﬂfmhrﬁ:mﬂmhemmtuﬂyﬁmﬁuedwi&Fﬁrwhdsmddmmmmﬂymwubuw
mmmmhlmMmmem.lwmmwmm
n:ihﬂahmp—mwymmtwhichmmycmntaﬁhdfmpwm&gsﬁm?},

Fairwinds should 5ot expand until they have nearly used up the limd and fots they have — imagine if you bad o
hﬂf-emptymrenndymdﬂiﬂndmm-wmldmbelwddmisim?

" Falrwinds hould not be allowed to use Crown land that is ecologically sensitive — if they should be allowed to

use Crown land at all,

pomiﬁnulwnbdtmhufnmmmdﬂnmhh.mbeﬁ:mm&mm&dwdw
pomsandmﬂumghncpﬁnﬁmmuhnd-aw.Dum'tem‘y:kwﬁdpﬂhmmtﬂbuvc!-lﬁﬁfhiﬂmdu
publitputspm?ﬁhmﬂdmﬂhi:hkem;dwpmpwmﬁrmmmﬂprmﬁm?

ﬂnmpnfthaﬂnt:h.ummﬂmsmdinhahead}rnpukummhﬁmﬂy“mm“—whyisithdng
swapped (see “§* nbove)?

ﬂtm&lmmshhomofpwiﬂnfﬁepbﬁummedemm&mmﬂmdmum

hearmy of some i omuh:gmmofthcmﬂhhlmda,“mmﬂnuﬂnmtﬁn;mp?'wﬁhntbe
mﬁmnbdn;!nﬁwurufFﬁrwinduplﬁn;ﬂuC;mlmd-mimt&ngnnit-mglmifummmf
prioeities, ian't it?

pmdhpnbhmhmmmuﬁmﬁmmbeﬁﬂofw&dﬁ._?mphofdiﬂhmmmmﬁcw
mhﬂym‘tnﬁhrwﬁmhﬁmlawmmdm&mhldﬂﬁﬂmwmm]m
mmmﬁmndmm&mhwmmﬂymhpMMMmph’smmﬂly
rent or food bill, whils at the other end missing w golf game or social event i & major issue,

'ﬁmhnﬂmdy,mghgu&mvdﬁﬂ:ﬁrmmmuﬁnﬁﬁm,

ﬁa"jannﬁmugmﬂ’hspﬂnm?ny&wﬁﬂ-ﬁm]ahvﬁﬂhm-jmﬁhhpmm
most of the jobs aro seasonal and part-time,

it’umimru:ngadythutluulpmpleinﬂ:mjubuwﬂdmtmaﬂytfﬁnrdtuphygolfathiminﬂs-m
segregation, '
mmhsmmaﬁﬂywhhudwhyfﬁmdnﬁs"nﬂ"mlmdmdmﬁugnﬁm.W:kmuﬁn&

“WTummmmmumwmmm"wmwwmmuf
dwch;mml,m’whﬁﬂd,ubchmdmhaduk.
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Page Jof 3

The anly fair and just way to determine the Public’s wishes is to have s referendum with & minimum 60% majerity (or
more, conmidering Crown land is invelved) needed to win.

The RDN Board has had the Public's trust diminished by the perception of its actions ind ite seeming to side with the
developer. If this desl goes through by any process other than the slectors] process, then demmocracy has oot been
seryed and the privileged gain wt the Poliic’s expenioe.

P]mdnmlmisimuptﬂmPubﬁc'uml:ﬁwqdchﬂ:uapﬂhy{ﬂushmtlud-ﬁm:fmﬂ:eﬁmﬂlsﬁmﬂn:mu@t
many off-guard), five bensath this soperficial politeness lies a quist but firm resolve. You, as members of the Board,
st exert maissum effort in all your sndsavouss to win back our trust snd to ahow that you truly represent the
citizemry 2nd not juat the large corporations. Only sction on your part to remedy this sitmation and perception will allow
Nmmocse Bay o becoms the unfied neighbowrhood it deserves te be — not & conglomeration of socio-sconomic nodes.

Sincerely yours,
Diavid snd Susan Conetable
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UIF NANAIMG
1268 Seadog Road, APR 2 4 201
Nanoose Bay, BC
VP 5C1 CHAIR,; Y ./ | GMt
April 22, 2062 CAO |/ cmt

GMCmS GME

Mr. George Holme
Chairman and Area E Director,
Regional District of Nanaimo, —_
6300 Hammond Bay Road,

Manaimo, BC VIT 6N2

_ DearGeorge, = e e

Once again I hiave been put on the defensive when it cores to the latest Fairwinds
proposal.

I was a member of the NPORA Parks and Greenspace Commitiee almost ten years ago
when I first encounterad the “Swap™ as it was called it then  The questionnaire that we
placed in the mailbox of every residence indicated that approximately 75% were opposed
to the Swap. This time it is an outright purchese of the Crown Block that is proposed but
with the same end result; we would lose a valusble piece of forested Iand with its unique
ecological featimes.

Crown land is a scarce commodity in the Nanoose Peninsula as it is clsewhere on the East
Coast of Vancouver Island. 'We should take steps to ensure that the Crown block stays as
& Shetterwood Forest that provides a refreshing greenspace and a home to wildlife. |
rensin to the 1a Land.

At the most recent public forum, allegations came forward concerning the way in which
this proposal emerged. The RDN and yourself came under attack for having importart
in~camera meetings, the comterit of which came to the public’s attention only days before
. . gritical decisions were to be made. You did bot have-the opporamity. 1o.address those

I found this in-camera business hard o take, George. 1 have admired your way of doing
business over the many years you have represented Area E and as Chair of the RDN.
What puzzles me most that this Feirwinds proposal seoms to bave been accepted at the
administration level without the residents of Nanoose Bay having sy input until
recently. Why was this allowed to happen?

At the April 15% Public Forum there weré at least 350 concemed people in attendance.
Here was an ideal opportunity to poll those present to find oat how they felt about the
propasal. Dianne Aussem aftempted this. Why didn’t Mr. Stanhope ask for an indication
by hands right then and there? My concermn is that not all the residents will have an

o

QT o
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opportunity for input. We have had referendums on the Ravensong Pool, the Arrowsmith
Dam, etc. Surely this issue is worthy of such atiention through a referendum.

Fmaﬂy,ﬂmr:mmmﬁmnfamnfﬁctofinmﬁtmngﬂmpummcsalenfﬂm
Crown Block. This came to the front just a day or two before the Forum. Enic Smith
briefly touched on this at the meeting I would Like clarification on this. Ia it true or not?
If it is, then that puts 8 completely different slant to the whole matter of the sale of the '
Crown Land. ' :

Yours truly,

S ¥ g L TR i i

Sydney Lee
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3427 Simmons Place, ! ﬁPH/{ g 2002
Nanoose Bay, B.C.
YoP 938 CHAIR; GMCrS
1 CAD SMDS
April 22, 2002 1 GMCmS GMES
Mr. George Hoime,
Director, Elector Ares “E” &
Chair, Regional District of Nanaimo, g
6300 Hanmnond Bay Road, P —
Nanximo, B.C. :
VOT 62
Desr Mr. Holme:

Thaprurpm of this letter iy to clearljrstatethai: myselfand a lutofn;y nalghbm lup[:;nrtﬂ:a
salo of the 70 hectares of Crown land to Fairwinds. :

Aﬁuwwhngwihﬂ:a%hﬁw:"miﬂﬁmin!uhvﬂlqupmdammmhab
children cope with the problems in their lives, it is alumdantly clear that sconomic grewth and
development is essential in this area. Employment it an essential part of keeping families happy
and together,

Whils the “side~show™ crestad by a large number of the speakers at the April 15* meeting crested
ﬂmh:pmsimﬂ:atuvmybodyhﬁammmmﬂyhaﬂmmiuﬂﬁasﬂnmdﬂumh:gedmbm

area, this is just not the case. The stlent majority understands that 3 carefully planned urban area

and another golf will provide economic growth and 2 tax base to support the overall needs
of the ontite Regiona i i

Rrch of NanAma.

The crchestrated speech by an eleven-year-old child may have a difforsit impression i
sverybody asked where he wonld find work in this area in 10 to 15 years. You must also realise
Mmﬂdnmndrapmmomybodyinﬂmmﬂmiammpmﬂbﬂity.

However, at the same time or before the enlarged, envisioned development takes place:
. Abeturum:madmthanirwindsmmmunﬁyshmﬂdhahﬁh.bymmdinngmmw
CowDﬂw.Mwnddﬁhﬁaﬂaﬁcnﬂmhﬂndmmﬁmruﬂ:ﬁhDﬂphin
Drive, which wers never designed for their current use.
* Designate the green spaces dlong Dolphin add Enos Lakes with proper trail aecéss, © " *-
»  Protect the upper, South-east side of Notch Hill

Thank you for taking my thoughts ints consideration,
Sincerely, :

) ~
é .Ej. A;r

Ce. Judith Reid, MLA. 101-191 East Jansen, Parksville, B.C, V9P 2T9

o

A
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KPR 2 5 LU 41”11 16, 2002
The Editer '
The Link Community News [CHAIR _£S GMCrS ) 4
P.0. Box 159 ?“%':!%m.s— s
Nancose Bay, BC V9P 919

Dear Editor:

I

T would like to provide some information refated to the ohgoing “Fairwinds Proposal™
debate that wili hopefully provide some context from a broad ecosystems perspective. 1
bope I can help ensure that the decisions made about this are done so with some
understanding of the ecological issues. So far I have not really heard anyone discuss the

values of the Crown forest patch from a wider regional perspective.

T'll start by briefly describing the ecological zone in which the Manoose Bay area is
located. Forest ecologists have classified the province into fourteen ecological zones.
These zanes are large geographic areas that share similar climates and vegetation. They
are termed biogecclimatic zones, which as the nams implies, consider and ¢lassify the
biology, geography and climate of an area. The Nanoose Bay ares is within the Coastal
Douglas-fir Biogeoclimatic Zone (CDF). This zone encompasses a narrow strip of [and
along the East Coast of Vancouver [sland from Denman Isiand south to Victoria,
including the Gulf Islands. The CDF is also found on the mainland afong the Sunshine
Coast in the Powell River and Halfmoon Bay areas and includes the Richmond to White
Rock area [In its natural state, this zone is dominated by Douglas-fir forest. Sheltered by
the rainshadow of the Vancouver [sland and Olympic mountains it enjoys probably the
finest climate in Canada. The long dry summers are a major factor in its ecology.

In the drier and rocky arcas the CDF contains a unique and sersitive group of
parkland/woodland ecosystems collectively called Saanich ecosystems. They are
characterized by Garry oak and arbutus treeg, found no where else in Canada. This area
is the northern limit of these more southern tree species. The Garry cak parkland
ecosystem is probably the most unique in the zone and contains a number of rare and
endangered plant species. It also contains probably the most endangered plant |

community in the province,

The CDF is the most beavily developed biogeoclimatic zone in the province and thus if is
also the most threatened. This is primarily due to suburbanization resulting from the fact
that most of it is privately owned. Approximately 30% of the original forest land base
has been converted to alternative non-forest uses (malls, parking lots, housing, farms,
golf courses, etc.). Much of the remaining portion has been industrialized (short rotation
management) and fragmented. Also because of private ownership, this zone is the least
protected. At a time when approximately 13% of the province’s landbase is in protectad
areas, only about 2% of the CDF is represented in our parks system. Fortunately this
percentage has increased recently due to land purchases and park creation on Saltspring
and Saturna islands.
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The CDF is also the most extensively logged zone - the history of the forest industry in
BC started here. Very little unharvested old growth remains. That which remains is
contained in a few remuant scattered patches; only about §.1% (~1000 ha) remains and of
that only about 150 ha is within designated parks. The original old growth Douglas-fir
forests that were here were one of the most incredible forasts in the world. Itis
unfortunate that our predecessors could not have had more foresight.

Many of these cut forests have grown back, however, and have reached a inature stage
{2pprox. 9500 ha ~100 years old). Although not as biologjcally rich as old growth, they
still provide vital habitat that is important o maintain. These forests are also scattered
across the landscape in small patches that are on average only 7 ha in size. Only 15 of
them are larger than 100 ha, most of which are in Victoria's watershed. Much of it
occurs on private land and will continue to be lost to urban development and forest

-hacvesting. MMWMt DL 137 arpathat is in
question, is one of these older forest arsas. It is significarit from a regional biodiversity
perspective because it is a larger patch (~70 ha). The fact that it is still public land
provides an opportunity to maintain a fairly large patch of forest land within our
community. This area has also been identified as a sensitive ecogystem by the Ministry
of Environment, Lands and Parks (now called the Ministry of Water, Land and Air
Protection).

Although the focus of this letter has beer on the Crown forest land, I'd be remiss if [ did
not acknowledge the values of the Notch Hill lands. This area contains some significant
older forest and wonderfol Garry oak meadows. It has also been identified as containing
sensitive ecosystems. [ am sure that most will agree that it contains values worthy of
park statzs. Contrary to the message at the recent public meeting, many of the residents
in the area are in fact stli fit enough to hike to the top. It also attracts many visitors.

1 conclude with a statement from a Ministry of Environment, Lands and Park’s brochure:
“If the remaining older foresis disappear, we will have lost a critical part of the natural
and cultueal heritage of this region.™ A heritage that [ am sure our descendants will be
thenkful that we had the foresight to maintain,

R AP L CV e 1 S
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George Holmes, Director, Electoral Area F, Regiona! District of Nanaimo

Mark Hallam, Regional Manager, Development and Marketng Div., Vancouver
Island Region, Land and Water BC

David Bob, Chief, Nanoose First Naﬁnns
Allistar MecLean, Manager, “Fairwinds"
Douglas Pearce, Chairman, 3536696 Canada Inc,

- Beverly Topping, President, Origin Adult Communities Inc.

------ T, L e b T T e ke

Eric Smith, President, Nanoose Propetty Dmers and Rmdmits?&séumauon
(Gail Adrienne, Executive Directot, Nanaimo Area Land Trust
Jill Thomgpson, Vancouver Island Forest Coordinator, Sierra Club

Pierre d'Estrube, President, Garry Oak Meadows Preservation Society
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;- April 23, 2002

Regioaa! District of Nanaima «s BY FAX, ONLY @ 280-300-4183 =
300 Hammond Bay Road

Nanalme, BC VIT §N2

* Altrl, Wegional District Boand

1% DearStrs/Mesdames:
Re:  Regional Growth Management Flan Consaltation

[ have been asked by Diane Pertson, 1 member of an ad hoc committes concerned with the
o development of Crown land near Nancose Bay, to comment on your recent consultation process
: arcund the Raglonsl Growth Mansgement Plan (the "Groerth Managsment Plan*) for the Reglonal
- District of Nanairno (the “Reglonal District*). | have pot been retained by Ms. Pertson or the ad hoc
committes beyend wrlting this Lerter.

Y Thetollowing are the facts as | undecstand them:

N 1. mtneﬂmmmhabunmiuﬁmﬂhmtﬂm,mdhumndm

AV a series of public reviews reganding it, ovar tha past several monthy;

S -3 One propesed change in the Growth Management Plan would sex some Crown Land in the

Nanoose Bay area which enrently falls within tha Forest Land Reserve nedesignated in a

: manney ailowing for its eventual development {the “Nancose Bay amendment™}. It is only

* - - necendy that the public learmed that there are sctive discussions on privatising and

developing the land in question, ard that these proposed changes to the Growth
Managemrent Plan weie apparently in response ta that proposal;

k5 Thee Iserature distributed In relation 1o, and the advertisements for, the Growth
Hmmmﬁmmnnmdiﬂﬂnnﬂmdﬂnﬁmmdmmmuﬂmhyuum

mmm“dmmﬁmywwmmmmmm te the
Forest Land Ressrvs wat provided; '

4. By the time the proposed Nanocse Bay Amendment becam+ publicly known, the
opportunity for public consultation in regard to the Growth Management Plan was virtually
aver, However, due to a high ievel of concem whien the Nanoose Bay Amendment beame
Phblicly known, the Reglonal District hetd a hastlly calied *community update” on the
Amsndment. This "updats® had pot been scheduled In the Consuttation Plan;

L Because of public concern surrounding the potential for development raised by the Nanooss
Pay Amendment and the ongolng discussions on development in the Nanoost area, a publlc
masting was held on Monday, Aprdl 15, 2002, after the end of the consuleation period: and

&, First and Sacond reading of the new Growth Macagement Plen ace scheduled for May 14th.

o

vy
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If these facts are not cotrect, this could affect the comments mada follewing.

First, it appears that the Nanoose nay Amendment i3 In response to & specific developmaen: prnpma!
not before the Regtonal Distyict Board. A Reglonal Geowth Strategy should map out the general
trends and growth strategy mamru. and not respand on 2 pisce-meal Basis to proposed
developments. It would ba more apgropriate to deal with any such proposed development with
necessary amendments or rezonings once a formal proposal hizs been made. To do otherwise makes
it difficult for either tha public or the Board to consider the matter apptopriately.

Second, serious guestions are ralsed By the failure of the Raglonal District to give public notice of
the Nanoose Bay Amendments, partifulazly given the fact that davelopment in the area I3 3 ’
contzoversial proposal. As you know, under 5. 855 of the Local Govenumant Act, the Board is required
ta provide opportunities for consultetion with parsons it belleves will be affected by the Growts
Management Plan and to develop a donsultation plan which ensures broad consultatlon on the:
Flan. Public notlee of the key features of the Growth Management Plan, and especlally of area:
likely to be affected, would appear to'be eysential to meaningful public consultation. While thare
wis last miinute notice given to residents of the Nanoose Bay area that the Nznoose Bay
Amendment was induoded in the Growth Mansgement Plan, this merely unscores the fact that
public consultation on this point should have cccurred sarlier and threughout the consultation
proces, _

Third, ] 2 advised that there 15 a repost that Regional District staff kept the Nanoose Bay
' Amendment, and the possibllity of development of that ares, confidential at the request of The
provincial government, 1 would appieciate confinmation of whether there were any requests for
contidentiality made by any party. If there was a decision to keep portions of the Growth
Managemnent Flan silent or confidential, this decision would kesp inforsnation from the public
which wag required to meaningfully comment on the Grerrth Management Plan and would be
entleety mnmry to the Infentlon u[ section 855, notwithatanding any request from the provincial
govemment.

Itru.ﬂﬂutmwmalnuulnumungmﬂumnnpwmmmrpubuﬂnmvmmtmdm .
enusure that lts Growth Management Plan accuzately reflects fhie views of its citizens. To this end, |
suggest that you conside; revisiting the publie consultation strategy used, Rased on the abave
cOncerns, | suggest that jt would be reasotiable to reapen the public consultation process, at lesst in
rclation to the Nanaose Bay Amendment, to ensure that the views of the public have been fully
anvassed.

[f addition, | would encourage you to rfiect on why the Nanoose Bay Amendment Is being
considered as part of a general review of the Growth Management Plan. It would appear to be nore
appropriate tor consider this in the context of 2 speclﬂcpmpqsﬂ.

Sincerely,
WE;T COAST ENVIRONMENTAL LAW

Stiz‘fl.rwyu
. - [Hane Pertson
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Attachment No. 3
Comment Form and Summarized Input of Comments
Community Comments

Fairwinds Development Concept
Presented at the Community Forum, April 15, 2002, Nanoose Place- Nanoose Bay, BC

Following the presentation of information and public comments at the Community Forum, what issues
need to be considered in the review of this proposal?

Provincial Issues:

RDN Issues:
Fairwinds Issues:
Other:
{pleuse use reverse for additional commenis)
Optional Information:
MName: Address

Please drop off your *Community Comments’ sheet in the box provided, or mail, fax, email or hand
deliver your comments by April 26, 2002 to:

Regional District of Nanaimo Planning Department §30{) Hammond Bay Road Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2
phone: 250-390-6510 fax: 250-3%0-7511 email:planning@rdn.bc.ca

-%EGIONAL £ BRITISH
=01:11§111$§n% FAIRWINDS % COLUMBIA Q’é?
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. Provincial Issues
1. Does the projact mest provineial standards, a1, ?

2. What are the economic benefits/detractions?
3. Follow the guidelines for such prospects.

Positive actions for job creation. Very few people currently enjoy land proposed for second golf course. Local tax
base will increase big time!

This Government will da anything to generate development.

Why is this 70 acres being taken ;:ut of the Forest Reserve?

Ensure that a fair price is paid for land, Encourage economic devajopment in area, for benefit of iocal residents and
sutrounding arez employment oppertunities, and financial benefi to all the residents. Preservation of ecological
areas.

Opposed. Keep Crown land as s,

This is a bad business deai for BC.

Keep the Crown Land as is. This is 2 very sensitve area.

Is someone in a conflict of interest here?

The forestland and agricultural land reserves should continue to be governed strictly.

In the words of Joni Mitche!l's song, written i the sixties, “Pave Paradise and put up a parking lot, cut down
ail the trees and if you want to see’em You have 16 go to @ Tree Museum™ Trees give off oxypgen,

The retention of Crown Land for public use and habitat pratection is much more important than another
golf course for 2 privileged few.,

No exchange of Crown land for another golf course. Protection of green space and wildlife habitat.

We have only fragments of east coast forest in existence, in public ownership. The ecology is rare. This
community DISAPPROVES OF SELLING THIS FOREST. Notch Hill is a separate issue. DO NOT BE
BLACKMAILED,

Is it a fair deal? A useless tract traded for a most desirable piot of land? Nota good deal for the public,
Da not remove DL137 from the forestland reserve,

Proposal is a win-win situation for province Nanaimeo District and Fairwinds and Nanoose Bay
community.

Province should correct the “conflict of interest” that exists regarding private companies (origin) and
Crown Corporation (Fairwinds) being on the same Boards. It is not right that a Crown Corporation
(bcIMG) should be proposing to “Buy” Crown Land for a golf course against the majority of public
desires.

The province must be aware that there is a conflict of interest and act accordingly. The province can aisa 0
not overlook the fact that the majority would want to keep the Crown land, #is has been proven over v ?

and over.

&
%
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Do not sell Crown land.

The provincial government should not be working with private comparnies to override Communiky
wishes. Do not sell DL137. _

Do not sell Crown Land,

Conflict of mterest. There appears to be more going on “behind closed doors” than the public is aware of.
Disclose ail.

There appears to be political interference from the highest levels of government, e, & Minister of MSRM.
The Ministry of Forest and Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection do not support this proposal, yat
Land and Water BC present this like there is consensus within government - there is not,

FLR land needs to be freed up - there are thousands of acres of land available for park on the south side
of the Island Highway.

Proceed o facilitate the sale of the Crown Lang to Fairwinds, the area desperately needs the economic
development.

Istrongly desire that DL 137 be left as is - a hatural green space and nature preserve.

The 70 hectares of Crown Land should be left alone. It is of far more vaiue as it is to the comtmunity. Is
there a conflict of interest between 3536696 Canada Inc. and the Provincial Government as asked?

There is a conflict of interest since the Crown Land is being purchased by a Crown Corporation in order
to tum: it into a housing development. The need for one side to get the highest price in the public interest
and the other to get the lowest price in the interest of its performance as a government investor of fust
funds, is an intra-government conflict.

It appears that the BC Government Corporation and the mumnbered company that is behind Fairwinds are
in a conflict of interest. Also, it is deceitful of the Government tn have closed door meetings with the
people only who stand to benefit the most and to offer Crown Land for sale without consultation of all
parties, ie, First Nations, ete. Why are ¥ou so blatantly opposed to any subdivision in Nancose except
Fairwinds? Nanoose needs affordable housing lots for young families to get a start. To be able to create
your goals for a vibrant mix for the community, not just an area for the wealthy, be more “up front” with
the rest of the community. Closed-door meetings do not inspire trust in big development! Besides, as I
have stated before, use up what you have first before ¥ou ask for more easy access lands. Part of
development sometimes requires extra expense to develop hard to access aress, but you asked for that

eriginally property you have, 50 deal with that first. Q
Many residents of Nanoose believe there is a conglict of interest between the BC Government Corporation 0
and the directors of the company that owns Fairwinds. Q? &
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The retention of Crown land for Ppublic use and habitat protection is much more important than ansther
BUIf course for a privileged few.

Parks need cleaning up. I offered my help. The answer I received, “Don’t touch the park.” The answer |
got was, “We don't need your help, I like it the way itis.” It is a firetrap.

No exchange of Crown Land for another golf course. Protection of green space and wildlife habifat,

There is hardly any Crown Land left on the east coast of Vancouver Island. Save it for future generations
to enjoy. .

Sale of Crown Land for yet another golf course and urban sprawl - not a good thing
Sale of limited forest lands for a development. What will be left for our fitture generations?

Tam very concerned about government officials Iining their pockets in this conflict of interest deal. To be
Biving away taxpayers’ land to a company directed by government is criminal,

Maintain forested, ecologically sensitive areas,

-Protection of endangered species in Garry Oak woodlands on "the Notch™ and in the Crown land,
DL137.

~Protection of existing farmiand from golf course chemical run-off, pasticularly the existing organic farm,
“Nanoose Edibles”.

-Protection of natyral environment — the green space provided by Douglas Fir Coastr] ECOsyitem.

Protection of endangered species in the Garry Oak Woodland on the “Noteh” and on the Crown land
DL137. Protection of existing organir farmland from the golf course chemical runoff. Protection of
hatural environment,

Please be advised that the Nanoose Bay Parks and Open Space Advisory Committee passed the following rasolution
&t its regular mesting held April 22, 2002 at the Nanoosze Library Hall, Nancose Road:
That the Fairwinds proposal adversely impacts upon the parks and open spaces of Nanoose Bay and will
result in the expansion of the Urban Comtainmeny
Boundary and therefore the Commitres is not in favour of it.

Much of Nanoose identifies the Crown Land as “woodlot”. Please let Ministry of Forests keep it as
woodlot. Trees grow back once they're harvested - I's not a bad thing! Very concerned with water
1s5u€sS - a5 2 wooded area the groundwater can be protected. Put it into woodlot before it can be claimed
by First Nations. Logged and not re-planted, but not properly managed as forest resource,

We sweated blood to get a Growth Mzanagement Plan and OCP accepted. You have to respect our interests apd hatp
LS retain the rural atmosphers. Why was so much of this kept behind closed door?

The majority of Nancase residents value the Crown lands as FLR or forested lands, far more than having
them developed in an urbarn fashion for economic gain.

<
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-Strong opposition to extending the urban contginment boundary. This will not maintain the rural ness of Nanoose.
The leap from FLR to “urban residential® is tog greal a stept Residents feel swongiy that forested land remain
forested, not developed into another golf course/subdivision.

Ensure that Enos Lake and surrounding perimeters are protected environmentgally,

Stand by their statement that any rezoring and approval of the planned {("huge”) Neighbourhood Cen
must pass public consultations before being approved. Make sure Fairwinds adheres to their '
commitment to be environmentally prudent and responsible.

The Province should review and abide by the conflict of interest guidelines o avoid any real or perceived
conflict of mterest in this development concept.

The RDN should adhers to the RDN Growth Management Plan - Urbag Containment Boundary (1JBC) guidelines
and not consider this or any other application to expand the UBC. The RDN shouid also distance itself from this
devel-::-p_mﬂnr concept to remeve the perception of support.

Make cleater the policy for land use along the east coast of Vanceuver Island and the commitment to
preventing a sprawl of deveicpment t occur. The RGMP addresses this, it is true, but its worthless if
every application to alter it is granted.

Over and above the process for the possible sale of the Notch to “tha public”, and sale by “the public” of DL137,
speli pow the time frame for putting in place the infrastructure for the whola project...(water, sewer, treatment plant,
roads) for this pivotai development. The need for ad access and exactly where # wil] be provided frightens
Tesidents just as much as the proposal. '

Remnoval of the land from the forest lands is destroving the possibility of a diverse eronomy. Sensite
areas are net protected when they are turned into or are bordering on golf courses or houging sprawi.

This proposal is not in compliance with the Nanoose OCP and is ignoring ths vision of the GMP to curl urban,
sprawl — before any land is moved inside of the UCB we should be shown that there is a need — 600 of 2500 aver 15
years does ot show a great need a Présent.

I am surprised that the RON would aven consider this proposal again, They knaw the peopie bere do not want it
The province appears to be placing economic issues bafore environmentai and secial issnes with respect
to the disposal of Crown lands.

At this meeting the RDN did not appear ta be objective ragarding the Fairwinds proposal. The letter from Stan
Hagen was particularly digconcerting.

need the money for health and balancing the budget. However, selling off Nanhoose's Crown lands
shouldn’t be a pricrity for them.

I don’t know why the RDN is even considering the Fairwinds’ proposal. In ray opinjion George Holme 15 not
represepting the majority of the Nanoose resjdents. We were ot informed of this Fairwinds Dev. Concept until the

I'n afraid the Senior Government will simply sell all available Crown Land to the highest bidder and
they simply don’t cars about enyi nment, wildlife, and the concerns of ordinary citizens about water

supply, desecration of environment, wildlife, etc. Q?

<
¥

The RDN is going against all their principles in even considering the iatest Famrwinds proposal!  Check the Growth
Management Plan Review, i.e. Goal 1 - [ssue 1.]: Issue 1:4. The biggest item is water. This is a particalarly dry

<
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area in the summer, The aquifer might dry up. How can we sustzin anothsr golf course? Why destroy the natirrai
habitat of such a lovely region which is really unigue? Why do we have to Justify our reasons again and again?

Nanoose residents ars getting very unhappy at repeatedly having to fight the RDN, Mr. Holme is supposed to
fepresent the residents and the RDN staff work for us. You have forgotten this,

Deal with the issue of Fairwinds previons commitment of giving control of Nateh Hill to the EDN. Stant listening to
the residents of Nanoose.

Valuation of the Provincia! land vs the Fairwinds Notch. Our land should not be sold to private
enterprise for less than market value based upon the ultimate development on said land.

The Notch value to the <ommunity is limted to a narrow segment of the residents and visitors, The Provineial land
s far more valuable to the bulk of the residents as a park thay the Notch,

We are writing to respond to the recent proposal by the owners of Fairwinds regarding changes to the Ofcial
Community Plan for Nanoose Bay.

Just to be clear from the outset, we admit we do not have full information, so we would first like to outline ouy
limited understanding of this {ssue,

We understand the proposal is that Fairwinds would sell to the public a portion of their presant holdings, and the
public would sell to Fairwinds a section of Crown land, with the expectation that a second golf course would be built
as part of an amended development plan. Specifically, the lands known community ag “Notch Hill” would be
dedicated permanently as parkland, wiiile the szarics g0 is that this land would remain in public ownership and in itz
curreat use indefinitely. We also understand that this proposal is not particularly novel; it has been made at laast
three times before and the starus quo Was maintiined each time the issue was decided.

We have thought a great deal about this matter, being newer to the community than many of our neigbbours,
However, it ssemed svident very quickly that for many of us, tha length of our cesidencs was unimportant compared
to the reasons why wa all chose to live here. We have not conducted an official i*oll, But we can tell you our
impressicn of the neighbourkood based on our brief eXpericnce,

Peopie choose o live here because of the natyral landscapes and wildlife, the fine weather, and the character of its
developraent. The nanral landscapes inciude beaver ponds, sak meadows, rocky biuffs, and beny thickets. The
wildlifs includs otter, beaver, taccoon, rabhbit, bear, deq, eagle, towhee, chickades, frog, snake and bar. The

privacy and wiidlife Labitat. People enjoy the quiet of the neighbourhood compared to other more fraditionally
urban areas of their experience. Because there are o sireetlamps. we ail enjoy being able to see the Milky Way and
the Aurora Borealls, especially on a moonless night. As residents of Nanoose Bay, we may not agree with the
current Official Community Plan for our neighbourhood, but we support it neveartheless because it is all that we have
to protect the values which we share. Where do the proponents of the current proposal live? My wife and T have not
met any in our neighbourhood.

in the debate surrounding this proposal, Proponents often suggest that there are many sighificant economic benéfit
from development generally, and from this concept for Nanoose Bay in particular, They mention a broader tax base,
better utilization of setvices, shori-term employment in construction and long-teem employment in goif course
operation and services, However, Nanoose Bay residents demand fewer sarvices than othey typically urban areas, so
a “broader tax base” while beneficial, is not particularly necessary to offset growth in demand. As for “better

residential zone in Nanoose Bay discourages property offences which would create demands for poli9ce services.
Wherever houses are built, short-term construction Jobs will result when they are built, but they will not be built
until property owners feel confident enough m their economy to make such an investment, My wife and I do not

supporters have any merit. These benefits, if indeed real, wiil be manifest whether or eat this proposal praceeds.

o

umderstand enough about polf courses to judge whether employment creation claims of the proponents and their qv Iy
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Are thers: gther, less tangible benefits of this development which should bs considered? For example, will the
values of our neighbourhood be enbanced by this development in any way? My wife and ] are not professional
briclogists {although I am an award-winning restoration ecologist), but it seems ohvious that any kind of
development will necessanly alienate natural landscapes from potential wildlife habita. My wife and T are noe
urban planners {although I have studiad the subject at university), but it seerus based on the rest of the Fairwings
development, that probably two-thirds ot more of the area will be converted 1o roads, sidewalks, driveways, patias,
buildings and outbuildings, fawns, and gardens foll of exotic plants {with extraordinary rutrition and water
demands). It is doubtfui that any development will increase wildiifa values, 30 perhaps the habitat igsue js merely a
question of which altemnative provides the best potentia] outcome.

Where is the need for this proposed development? Vancouver Island already has a pood number of inferesting and
challenging goif courses, toany of which sre much undentijized throughout the winter momths, While golfing
enthusiasts and the proposai Praponents would suggest that winter weather is unsuitahle for play, we would counter
that if public land is to he permanently alienated for privats and exclusive use, it will bacome permanently
lnsuitable for other more benign uses, such as hiking, wildlife viewing, and quiet conternplation at all times of the
year. Rather than expand the choice of golf conrses gn Vanconyer Island, the goling community shoyld ba
encouraged to rake betier pse of the facilites aiready in piace. For example, waiting {ists for tee-off times in
Januwary woudd be evidencs of fuller utilization, and the need for development of additional facilities, Aspon-
golfing residents of Nanoose, we are not vet impressed with the urgency of the need for yet anoiher polf course in
our neighbouthood, or anywhers else for thar matier. Ifthere is any need for another golf course here, it resides
merely in the percaptions of golfing enthusiasts and coTporate investors, which are obvicusly biased and based
entirely on pscuniary self-interest.

Io a similar fashion, this development will not respend 0 any need for sdditional housin g inventory. If anything, a
greater supply of bousing is needed at the lower end of the price range, and closer to the urban center of the region.

neighbourhood, there would be increasing downward prassure on existing lot prices, and current owners (investors
and taxpayers} might be less liicely to sell at such lower prices, and doubtless some of these itog would remain
imdeveloped, If there is any need for additional hausing lots hers, it resides merely in the perceptions of
construction workers and corporate investors, which are obviously biased apd based entirely on pecuniary self:
mterast. :

As far as we are concerped, therefore, the proponents have fajled 10 justify the needs for either a second Eelf course
o additional housing lots in this neighbourhood. It is certain that most of the natural landscapes and features of the
subject lands will be Pemmanently altered or obliterated and that development activities and golf course operations
will jeopardize valuable public resources {e.z. open space, watar quality} for the mdefinite futurs, with ymrold
consequences to future peneration of all species,

development of its current heldings. Even with this plar in place, significant sensitive ecosystems will either be
destrayed by development, or irmeparably degraded by the combination of patkland designation and provision of
public access for insensitive uges sych a3 off read cycling, poaching and dumping, We find it tragically ironic that

The currant, publicly-approved, Official Community Plan aiready allows the proponent considerable latitude for Qv?‘y
\




Felrwingy Devejopment Concept Proposal
May 7, 2002
Page 90

the very qualities which attract new residents to this area will be |ost ag development Process, amd that elecizd
officials and public servants are BOCOUTAZIng and facilitating this senseless destruction over vociferous and
prelonged protests Fom the public.

In particular, isagree with the ohjective of this EFOUp to secure public acvess to parkland, In EYETY cass where
the public has been provided access to nanral parklands, such access has been sbused by adfacent property owners
and other mdividuais for activities such as offroad cycling, camping and poaching. We cannot support any group
ot agency which conducts such activities or contributes to their potenitial. We fee] that some parkland, dedicaied (o

center for use on the woodland trails, Such activity not only degrades trail quality and jeopardizes the safety of
other trail users, it viglates the Spirit of the zoning language, exposes sensitive napyra) freas to degradation, and
further demonsirates Fairwinds contempt for all things natural. By publicly endersing the principle of public gecess
to parkland without qualification, NPORA coniributes to the degradation angd destruction of such protected areas,

To summarize, the proponents of this propasal have failed to justify any need for another poif course or additional
building iots. The current owners of Fairwinds bave open and unrepentant contempt for the natural features and
wildlife of the commimity, and have consistently failed o respond appropriately to expressed public concerns in this
arza. In the sbsence of any demonsirated need for this develapment to proceed, and in light of the past behaviour of
the proponents and their allies toward the jand and community residents, and in consideration ofthe fact that 5
publicly-approved development plan already exists, we must register our complete and undqualified rajectisg of the

RDN Issues

. 'What are the benefits — do they outweigh the negatives in termns of the whole commumity?
Z. Don'tlet a vocal graup of nay Sayers highjack what could ba a beneficial project.

Being able to promote “Notch Hill™ Park will be very beneficial to island residents and tourists alike!
It looks like you pint your foot in it

Why were we not informed of this process before now? It seems that this whele scheme has been dope behind the
backs of the Nanoose residents. Water quality — already poor and insufficient quantity — where are ¥ou guing 1o get
more? *ROADS The road (Dolphin Drive) is already very dangerous and deteriorating. ‘There are na shaulders gr
sidewalks for walking or cycling. The “loop” road through Fairwinds is a route of chojce for cycling tours and
walkathons as weil as z lerge mumber of local residents, Already it is very risky — without exira large trocks and
trafiie,

Belance bias of organized oppositian, with support of less voca] residents. Coansider overall benefit.

Surface water management and countrol,

We do not want another £olf course, Leave our last beantiful natral Crown land alone, We have paid taxes in this
area for 21 years and previous years in Nanaimo ares and are appalled at this proposal

The quality of water in Fairwinds, taste, and in particular, the $trong smell and colour. va
< ‘;9/

Keep the noted as parklands.
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You should be fired — all of you - for a sleazy, backroom deal

The neighbourhood plan of the 80°s should he given consideration with regard to the “Notch Hili®. Contain urban
sprawl,

You haven't followed your nwn'pulicies and procedures, You are not listening to the mafority of Nanoose Bay
residents,

The present plan to continue urbap sprawi should remain at its present state,

The RDN should listen to the mafority opinion of the Nanoose Bay residents and, to our personal knowledge, they
are 0ot noted for doing se. Perhaps this is a good time to prove otherwise,

The RDN should be more supportive for the wishes of the residents who have nurned down this proposal before,
The majority of residenis do not wan to trade Crown Land for a golf course,

Residents of Nanoose have rejected this proposal i the Past, nothing has changed. No isno! Electag
representatives fake notige] :

We want to keep the land wild, We have said NO to development severa] times. The Notch is a separate issue. We
are angry that the people we elect to Trepresent us do not understand how the community feels about this issue.

Is the RDN working in concert with the developer contrary to the wishes of the Fublic? Seems o,
We do NOT need another goif course. There are six within 30 tinntes drive,

Nanaimo is considered to be a “depressed” area. We need development to stmulate the economy and create jobs for
young people in the RDN area

RDN should “back-off” Supporting this proposal and stop it now!! Also, RDN shonld Put presare on Fairwinds to
creats the Notch as a park {5 otiginally promized) at np cost to taxpayers.

Would it not be goed for the RDN tg win back the trash of People or do they not care? We do not live ina
dietatorship or are we going this way. Any why not remind Fairwinds that the Notch had beeg promised to be kept

This land shovld be mrmed into a wilderness park.

The RDN cannot change UCE hecause of pressure from big business and government. Itis the RDN"3 job ta serve
its community, Alse - you MUST held Fairwinds to jts Promise to preserye the Noteh, We owe Fairwinds

nothing!!
This land shouid be mrned inio 3 wilderness park.

“Credibility”. You have made it clear through the meeting that You support this golf course, Your process is sadly
lacking, The OCP hag aiready been signed, sealed and delivered. End of story.

You need to work on your credibility; it appears that honesty and full disclosure is lacking; it seems that thers are
Plans/negotiations in the background that we have not been apprised of — the perception is not good. Previous plans
and promises made by the RDN do ot seem tg hold. I dislike the procsss; the publiz meeting process iz
unsatisfactory; o feedback or discussion from the panei — the lack of TEsponse to various allegations leads one to
believe they are ail fact — there s no assurence that the public will, will be setiously considered — there doss not
&ppear to be an end to this process — no finality, The information Provided by the panel at the Pubiic meeting was
incomplets and contrived, It concecns me that the RDN directors and staff are facilitating changes to Combun ity
plans simply becavse the.iocat land baron wants to do some more developing, 1 would like to give the RDN the
benefit of doubt, but the more I learn about this i $eems purposefil. G

We need a large park (the Notch) in this are, Q?
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Stop “Nodes & Noduies™. [ am tired of special interest groups such as “Nanoose Ratepayers Associaton” telling the
rest of us how to live on gurown property. Everyone in this group is from “someplace eise™ now they would prefer
1o one else to be hege,

The RDN should NOT Support removal of Crown Land (Dist Lot 137). The Famrwinds urban botmdary shonld pot
be extended until there is absoiute need such 4s preat population increase in the area Fairwinds dedication of
parkland allocations, includieg part of Noich Hill. shoyld be enforced,

Ifthis trade proceeds, thers should be a mimimuin of 20 feet for a buffer zone between curtent properties and any
new Fairwinds developments. This inchides lats or Eolf courses,

Proceed to put Schooner Cove Diive througit before there is ar accident o Dolphir Drive. This road was noi
designed for the traffic that is using it.

Make sure Schooner Cover Drive s extended back 1o Stewart Road. Acquire top 10-15 acres of Notch Hill for
Bepional Park,

The proposal entirely fails to meet the necessary criteria wmder the Urban Coatainment and F rmge Management
Implementation Agreement, nesded tg permit relocation of the Urbag Containment Boundary,

How can Director Holme say to the newspaper that ke still wanis to vote for the Fairwinds proposal after Tnassive
opposition to the land purchase and SWaD, saying he does not think that there is sufficient opposition, After
receiving a petftion with almost 600 PeODie saying no, it fs tme ta listan, N> means NO!

We are at a loss to understapd wiiy the RDN will not allow a handful of Nanoose residents to be included on the
sewer plans, which would allow the creation of perhaps 20-25 extra lots in Nanoose? Because the OCP wants 1o

Preserve “green space™? Yet you support the removal of 170 acres of Crown Land 1o be developed., Why is there »
different standard of fairness applied to different proposals? We recejye a blagket NO while Fairwinds is given

‘The RDN shouid be more supportive for the wishes of the residents who bave tumed down this roposal before,
The majority of residents do not want to trade Crown Land for a goif course,

Residents of Nanoose have rejected this proposal in the past. Nothing has changed. No is No Elected
representatives take note]!

The Nancose Peninsula is crowded encugh. With the addition of 1900 mare Fairwinds hormes, it wiil be
overcrowded. We need as much wild parts 35 we can pet.

The community has its “tree bugging” orientation and does got want another poif conrse.
What are the needs and wishes of the commumity? Are they being reflected in the decision making process,

I strongly object to RDN making 2 decizion that jg Ignoring the wishes of the community, aiso for deciding that the
petitioners — over 500 — dan’t know what they're talking about. This community says no leud and clear,

No changes to the cumrent (3CP.
-Containment of ugly urbag sprawl, such as exists in North Nagaime,
-Protection of ground water frop golf course run-off GQ
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No more urban sprawl. Fairwinds plans to increase it. Protection of ground water from golf course run-off. We
need pood drinking water. Preservation of rural mtegrity — many of us came to live a ruraj envirgnment,

Flease be advised that the Nanoose Bay Parks and Open Space Advisory Committee passed the following resolution
at its regular meeting held April 22, 2602 at the Nanooge Library Hall, Nanoose Road: o _

That the Fairwinds propesal adversely impects upon the parks and open spaces of Nanoose Bay and wilf
result in the expansion of the Urban Contaimment

Boundary and therefore the Commitise is not i favour of it

The minutes of the meesting also show that Mr. G. Holme (Director EA ‘F”) removed himseif at 7:37 pm
from the discussion and the vote, and rejoined the meeting at 7:35 pm following the vote.

The Comnmitiee would like this formal response 16 be included when you are considering the submission received g3
part of the Regionai District’s consultation process,

We sweated blood to get a Growth Management Plan and OCP aceepted. You have to respect our interests and help
us retzin the rural atmosphere. Why was so much of this kept behind closed door?

-Sirong opposition to extending the urban containment boundary, This will not maintain the riral nees of Nanoose,
The leap from FLR to “urban residential™ js 1aq great a step! Residents fiel strongly that forested jand remain
forested, not developed mto another goif course/subdivision,

Ensure that public consultations are made before rezoning and approvai of any development of neighbourhood
center,

The RDN should adhere to the RDN Growth Management Plan — Urbag Containment Boundary (UBC) gurdelines
and not consider this or any other application 1o expand the UBC, The RDN should alse distance itse|f from this
development concept to remove the perception of suppert.

Over and above the process for the possible sale of the Noteh to “the public”, and sale by “the pubiic” of DL.137,
speli now the time frame for putting in piace tha infrastructure for the wihole project. .. (water, sewer, treatment plant,
roads} for this pivotal development. The peed for road access and exactly where it will be provided frightens
tesidents just as rmuch as the proposal.

This proposal is not in compliance with the Nanoose OCP and is ignoting the vision of the GMP to curh urban
sprawl — before any land is moved mside of the UCH we should be shown that there is a need — 600 0f 2500 over 15
years dots not show 4 great need at present.

I amn surprised that the RIN would evep consider this proposal again. They kaow the peeple here do not want it Al
this meeting the RDN did not Bppear to be abjective regarding the Fairwinds proposal. The letter from Stan Hapgen
was particularly disconcerting, '

The RDN is going against ail their principles in even considering the latest Fairwinds proposal!  Check the Growth
Management Plan Review, L.s, Goal ] - [squs L.1: Issue I:4, The biggest item is water. This is a partieutarly dry
area in the summer. The aquifer might dryup. How can we sustain another £olf cowrse? Why destroy the natural
habitat of such & lovely region which is really unique? Why do we have to justify our reasons again and again?

Nanoose residents are getting very unhappy at repeatedly having to fight the RDN. My, Holroe is supposed to @
represent the residents and the RON staff work for yus, You have forgotien this. 0

Deal with the issue of Fajrwinds previous commitment of giving control of Nuteh Hill to the REDN. Start listening tQ i
the residents of Nanoose, o
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The Notch valus to the community is limited to a narrow segment of the residents and visitors. The Proviecial land
is far more valuable to the bulk of the residents as a park than the Notch.

We are writing to respond to the recent propesal by the gwners of Fairwinds regarding changes to the Official
Community Plan for Nanoose Bay, _ o

Just to be clear from the outset, we admit we do not have full infermation, so we would first like to outiine our
limited understanding of this fasye.

We understand the proposal is that Fairwingds would sell to the public a portion of their present holdings, and the
public would sall to Fairwinds a section of Crown land, with the expectation that a second golf course would be bl
a3 part of an amended development plen, Specifically, the lands known comnrunity as “Noteh Hill” would be
dedicated permanently as parkland, while the status g is that this land would remain in public ownership and in its
current use indefinitely. We also understand that this proposal is not particularly novel; it has been made af least
three times before and the siams guo Wwas maintained each time the issue was decided. '

We have thonght a great deal about thi matter, being newer to the cominunity than many of our nejghbarys,
However, it seemed evident very guickly that for many of us, the length of our residence was wnimportant compared
to the reasons why we ail chose to ljve here, We have not conducted an official poll, but we can tell you our
impression of the neighbowrhaod based on our brief experience. -

People choose to live here because of the aaturai landscapes and wildlife, the fine weather, and the character of jis
development. The natural landseapes include beaver ponds, oak meadows, rocky bluffs, and berry thickets, The
wildlife includs otter, beaver, raccoon, rabbit, bear, deet, eagle, towhes, chickadee, frog, snake and bat, The
weather marches by in four distingt easons, but even with lots of snow on the ground, people get out to waik,
Hoines are built on larger lots, in part due to the Steeper terrain, which allows retention of vegetation for both

the durora Borealts, especially on a moonless night. As residents of Nanoose Bay, ws may not agrea with the
current Official Community Plan for our neighbourhood, but we support it nevertheless becanse it is all that we have
to protect the valves which we share. Where do the Propovents of the current proposal live? My wife and I have not
met any in our neighbourhood.

in the debare surroundmg this proposal, proponents often sugpest that there are many significant economic benefits
from development generally, and from this concept for Nanoose Bay in particuiar. They mention a broader tax base,
better utilization of services, short-teren empioyment in construction and long-term smpicyment in polf course
operation and services. However, Nanoose Bay residents demand fewer services than other typizally urban areas, so

Wherever houses are built, short-term construction jobs wiil result when they are built, but they will not be builr
until property owners feel confident encugh in their economy to make such an investment. My wife and I d not
understand enough about goif courses to Judge whether employment creation cleitns of the proponents and their
Supporters have any merit. These benefits, if indeed real, wiii be manifest whether or not this proposal procesds.

Are there gther, less tangible begefit of this development which shoyid be considered? For example, will the
values of our neighbiourhood be enhanced by this development {n any way? My wife and  are not professional
biolegists (although I am an award-winning restoration ecologist), but it seems abvious that any kind of
development will necessarily alisnate natural landscapes from potantial wildlife hahitat. My wiik and I are not
urban planners (although I have studied the subfect at university), but it seems based on the rest of the Fafrwinds

Thera is one item iu the current proposal which heavily tips the scale in favour of maintaining the status gup:; Q
another golf course. While a5 mueh as two-thirds of the land base will be permanently aliepated from its nanral
state ip residentiat development, development of 2 golf course alienates nearty 190 percent of the land. To these
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Where is the need for this proposed devslopment? Vancouver Island already has 5 good nymber of interesting gnd
challenging golf courses, many of which are much undentilized throughout the winter months, While golfing
emthusiasts and the proposal proponents would suggest that wirnter weather is unsuitzble for play, we would counter
that if public Jand is to be permanently slienated for private and exclusive use, it will becoms permanently
unsttitzble for other more benign uses, such as hiking, wildlife viewing, snd quiet contemp/lation at ail times of the
year. Rather than expand the choice of golf courses on Vancouver Island, the golfing community shouid be

Jamuary would be svidence of fuller utilization, and the need far development of additional facilities, As non-
golfing residents of Manoose, we are not yet impressed with the urgency of the need for yet another poif conrse in
our neighbourhood, or snywhere else for that matter. If there is any need for another Eolf course here, it resides

merely in the perceptions of golfing enthusiasts and corporate investors, which are obviorsly bissed and based
entirely on pecuniary self-interest.

I 3 simiiar fashion, this development will not respond to any need for additional housin g inventory, If anything, a
greater supply of housing is nesded at the Iower end of the price range, and closer to the urban center of the region.
Higher-priced housing is needed at the lower end of the price range, and closer to the urban center of the region.
Higher-priced housing far from the center of town does not address this need at all. Oge need only walk around the
current Fairwinds devalopment to be struck with the obvious fact that much land, already accessible and serviced,
remains uhdeveloped for hovsing. According to local rea] estate agents, fot prices within the current development
have remained stabie or declined in recent years. Should additianal lots suddenly become available in this
neighbourhood, there would be increasing downward pressure on existing lot prices, and crrent owners (investors
and tawpayers) might be less likely to seil at such lower prices, and doubtless some of these ltos would remain
undeveloped. If there is any need for additonai housing lots here, it resides merely in the perceptions of
Genstruction workers and corporate investors, which are obvicusiy biased and based entirely on pecimiary self-
interest.

As far as we are concerned, therefore, the proponents have failed to justify the needs for either a second golf course
or additional housing lots o this neighbourkood. It is certain that most of the natural landscapes and features of the
subject lands will be permanently altered or obliterated and that development activities and golf course operations
wiil jeopardize valuable public resources (e.g. open space, water quaiity) for the indefinite firture, with untold
consequences to future generation of all species.

development of its current holdings. Even tvith this plag in place, signifieant sensitive ecosystems will cither be
destroved by development, or irreparably degraded by the combination of parkland designation and provision of
public access for insensitive usss such as off road cycling, poaching and dumping, 'We find jt tragically ironic that
the very qualities which attract new residents to this area will be lost as development process, and that elacted
oificials and public servants are ercouraging and facilitating this senseless destruction over vociferous and

the public has been provided access to nagmal parklands, such access has been abused by adjacent property owners *
and other individuals for activities such as off-road cycling, camping and poaching. We cannpt SUppoTt any group o
or agency which conducts such activities or coniributes o their potential. We feel that some parkland, dedicated to ;

the public good, should remain inaccessible to preserve in perpetuity those qualities which rendar it worthy of V'
protection in the first place. I particular, we &re concerned about the continued viability of thde beaver ponds, Q g}'
lakeshore biuff vegetations, and Garry oak meadows which remain unprotected areas within the current Fairwinds
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property. The remainder of undeveloped land in the Fairwinds community is zoned for residential development, yet
today Faitwinds is intending to use these areas for commercial purpases by renting hicycles at their new recreation
center for use on the woodland mails. Such activity not only degrades trail guality and jeopardizes the safety of
other trail users, it violates the spirit of the Zoming language, exposes sensitive natural areas to degradation, and
further demoustrates Fairwinds contsmpt for all things natural. By publicly endorsing the principle of public access
to parkland without qualification, NPORA contributes to the degradation and destruction of such protscted Areas,
and makes {ts membership unwitting parmers with Fairwinds in destraying the unique natural character of our
comImunity,

To summarize, the proponents of this proposal have failed to justify any need for another golf course or additional
building lots. The carrent owners of Fafrwinds have oper and unrepentant contsmpt for the namral features and
wildlife of the commueniry, and have consistently failed to respond appropriately to exprassed public concerns in thiz
area. Tn the absence of any demonstrated need for this development to proceed, and in light of the past behaviour of
the proponents and their 4llies toward the land and tommunity residents, and in considsration of the fet that a
pubiicly-approved development plan glready exists, we must register our complete and unqualified rejection of the
CurTent proposal.

Fairﬁilids Issues
L. Address environmental concerns in reasonable way.

2. Ensure clear information is available a5 needed,
3. Clearly outline economic benefits (Boed start ko date).

Second golf course will enable them to sell more units quicker and therefore bringing to the area Imany more peopie
e support local businesses,

I Iike your development but maybe ¥ou should develop the land you have first.

Finish S¢hooner Cove Deive — abselutely gecessary. The present road is already overloaded and dangerous.
Concerns re: water supply ~ Present water supply and pressure and quality of water is already poor. What is going
to be done about these two issues?

No way should Fairwinds get its claws on our crown lands, For the final time, NO! Clear enough?

Balancing sound planning in accordance with RON objectives, under no growth, no change, “nimby” attitude of
lecal residents.

Surface water management and contrgl,

We strongly suggest, before any mare development, that the road promised be built beyond the end of Schooner
Cove Dirive,

Use present property before asking for more,

You are trying to rade 4 rock of no developmental value for Crown Land. Nice deal I'm Sure your mvestors arg
Pleased.

The contamment boundary shouid not be enlarged,

Fairwinds has not lived up to commitments it made in the past with respect to parks, I was at those public hearings
m the 1940s.

No need to destroy forest to develop ancther golf course at the taxpayers’ expense.

the Crown land, We live in Fairwinds, but are against the proposal.

It is mty vnderstanding that Fairwinds has enaugh undeveleped land to build another polf course without pumhasin&vqp/

&
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Fairwinds has a large area of undeveloped land which should be developed before they are allowed to expand. They
bave also shown disrespect for habitat and wildlife in the area such a5 eagles, otters, beaver and geese.

A golf course is not green space. Fairwinds hag demonstrated its lack of respect for wildlife, i.e. otter killing, geese
killing, beaver killing! They cannot be tusted.

Plenty of land still in the urban boundary. Develop that — not QUR FOREST. Housing is not selling in the current
development. The use of the lake to water the golf course is putrageous.

I'm not against developments, this or most others, but why should prub[ic land be put te this developer’s use when 20
muoch of the present development still waits developmeni.

Money = develop what you already own before you ask for more land.

Back off this proposal for pood!! The majority of the public in Manoose do not want it, as indicated on April 15 at
public meeting, .

Are you not aware that people will be just as tenacious and fight vou for the Crown Land again and again, 0 give
up.

Thiz area is becoming overcrowdad.

We like vou as vou are. Fairwinds is a beautiful development but is plenty big enough now for such a small
peninsula. Stop using the Notch as a blackmailing tool.

This ares is becoming overcrowded.

Drisclosire has broken promises in the past. The netch should oot be held ransom. No credibility. Nothing in it for
the loeals. Large corporation v, the ewuers. Very sad that you have caused such discontent among homeowners —
what ather property do you own?

Again, there is planning and negotiation in the background that the public iz not being told abaut. Make pood on old
promises- even if ownership has changed. The environmental concessions around Enos Lake, etc. are too stingy,

Fairwinds developa property in a responsible way — I trust them to develap a 2° golf course and to be sensitive to
environmental issues.

We encourage and welcome the 2™ polf course. We enconrage and welcome good development. We already have
more than enough green space and parks.

Fairwinds should iry to be a better corporate citizen. There is a distinct impression that non-Fairwinds residents are
second class citizens in the minds of their corporate dirsctors.

Make sure there are areas left on the Crown Land for trails and access to streams and lakes. Cottines cleaning up as
has heen done in the last few weels (stll 2 ways to go). A few park benches would be nice in selected ateas. One
on Andover to watch the swans would be nice,

Make sure Fairwinds provides extaaded trail system around golf courses and waterways and lakes.
Let Fairwinds develop the Notch if they need more lots.
Development your existing land before you go after the peeple of BC. I'want the Crown Land leR as it is.

The role of the RDN and BCIMC in presenting employees of Origin Adult Community Ine. as if they were actual 0
parties to the proposed agreement, when clearly they are not, call into question how there can be such a thing as a v &/

'!!I

"Fairwinds [zsue
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Fairwinds has a large zrea of yndeveloped land which should be developed before they are allowed to expand. They
have alzo showa a disrespect for habitat and wildlife in the area, such as eagles, otters, beaver and geese.

A golf course is not green space, Fairwinds has demonstrated its lack of respect for wildlife, 1. ®. oiter killing, geese
killing, beaver killing? They cahnot be trasted

One polf course is enough. 1300 acres is enough. 2500 bames is enouvgh. Leave the green places alone.
Fairwinds residents feel their property values will rise. 1 disagree - 70% of present owning is undeveloped — how
wii] more availabie lotz lead to increase i value.

Are profits meore important than the best interests of the community?

Fairwinds has proved to be manipulative and dishonest, reneging oo prior agresments.  This presentation wag
distorted. They continually act in their own interest in this as cther incidents that prove a wanton disregard for the
counenities” interests. They creaie a divided commuuity, neighbour against neighbour. We all donate to charity
that's np excuse. This proposal is of very little benefit to us and buge economical benefit to Fairwinds and
govemment officials personally who are directors of the company.

Another golf course not nesded. Focus sbould be on current property holdings. Wo development on the Notch,

Concenirate on developing area they have accumulated é]read}f, but recognizing the mportance of maintaining a
greenway corridor from Notch Hill to the Crown Land for benefit of their residents and athers,

“Megotiate with RDN for Worch Hill to becorne a park, and this conld be considered as their allotment of school and
parks land.

Needs to concentrate on developing their own areas, leaving a greenway cormidor from Wotch Hill to the Crown land
DLI137 for their residents and others. Fairwinds shonld give Notch Hill to the RDN for their allotment of park and
school land

Plenze be advised that the Nanooze Bay Parks and Oper Space Advisory Committes passed the following resclution
at itz repnlar meeting held April 22, 2002 at the Nanoose Library Hall, Nanoose Road:
Thet the Fairwinds proposal adversely impacts upon the paris and apen spaces of Nanaoseﬁay and will
result in the exparsion of the Urban Coriainmeni
Boundary and therefore the Committes is not in_fevour of it,

The minutes of the meeting alse show that Mr. G. Holime (Director EA ‘F”) removed himself ar 7:32 pm
from the discussion and the vote, and rejoined the meeting at 7:35 pm following the vote. '

The Committee would like this formal response to be included when you ate considering the submigsion received as
part of the Regional District’s consultation process.

Don't be greedy — Nanoose more than just the peninsula. How will a second golf course offzet those of us on wells?
Mr. McLean — what makes you think a forast, well managed with sustainable harvesting will not be attractive. [
refer to your comments in the local paper, Do you need some sanitized portal to Fairwinds?

-Contamination of groundwater sources. A second golf course with residential houses on the Crown land parcel
would threaten local wells.

Fairwinds should develop the property they cutrently own, before considering additional property that would be less

expensive to develop and penerate a higher szles valve for lots swrounding a second golf cowrse. It is my

vnderstanding that a s#cond golf course was includsd n the original {19308} proposal and I believe that they should

make good on the promige mads in that criginal development concept. What happened to this second golf course?

The developers have in the past also indicated that they are net generating sufficient revenue from the existing goif

sourse. Do it make any business sensa to justify developing a second goif course to lose more meney? The hidden

ageuda appears to be 2 scheme to develop and sell higher priced lots, around a yet to be built golf course, on tand v
that is less expensive to develop. This or similar development concepts have been, on at least three previous Q t}
occations, prasented to the community and on all occasions the community has expressed their clesr objection to

this kind of development concept. As the first speaker indicated what part of NO don't they anderstand,
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If there fs really no other optor, or alternative, for their future build out, Fatrwinds should maybe woa! (win over) -
Nangose Community to sée this, and try to counter the perception of coercion on us to aceept their proposal, What
concessions, if any, can Fafrwinds make to marry their second golf course with Nanoose Parks and Open Spaces
plan for parks and trails? o

With the development of the Fairwinds to date, what pereentage of land has been tumed into parks (RDIV or
provincial) as all other subdivizions have to do — golf courses are not parks or public land.

Fairwinds has only developed 1/3 of the land they have now — they do net need anymore.

Fairwinds just doesn’t give up. They aiso didn’t make a great case regarding benefits io the communiny.
The lands in question should be leff in their pristiﬁe condition for furure penerations to enjoy.

No = ta the purchase of Crown Land by Fairwinds. Ne further expansion.

Fairwinds existing houndaries and plan is Jarge enough - stop the additional “land grab”.

The Notch area is a difficnlt and costly housing dewlupmeut area. Fairwinds® real interest in obtaining the
Provincial land is strangly profit ofented.

We are writing to respond to the recent proposal by the owners of Fairwinds reparding changes to the Official
Community Plan for Manoose Bay.

Just to be clear from the outset, we admit we do not have full information, so we would frst like to ouline our
limited understanding of this issue.

We understand the proposal is that Fairwinds would szl te the public a portion of their present holdings, and the
public would sell to Fairwinds 2 section of Crown land, with the expectation that a second golf course would be built
as part of &n amended development plan. Specifically, the lands known community as “Notch Hill* would be
dedicated permanently as parkland, while the siates quo is that this land would remain in public ownership and in its
clurrent use indefinitely. 'We alse understand that thiz proposal is not particularly novel; it has been made at least
three times before and the satts geo was maintained each time the issue was decided.

We have thought a great deal about this matter, being newet to the communiry than many of our neighbours,
However, it seemed evident very quickly that for many of us, the length of our residence was animportant compared
to the reasons why we all chose to live here. We have not conducted an official poll, but we can tell you our
imprassion of the neighbourhood based on cur brief experience.

People choose to live here becanse of the natural landscapss and wildlife, the fine weather, and the character of its -
development The natural landscapes inclonde beaver ponds, cak meadows, rocky bluffs, and berry thickets, The
wildlift include otter, beaver, raccoon, rabbit, bear, deer, eagle, towhee, chickadee, fog, snake and bat, The
weather marches by {n four distinet seasons, but even with lots of snow on the ground, peopls et out 1o walk,
Homes are built on larger Tots, in part due to the stespar terrain, which allows retention of vegetation for both
privacy and wildlife babitat. People enjoy the quiet of the neighbourkood compared to other more traditionally
urban areas of their experience. Becanse there are no sireeilamps, we all enjoy heing able to sze the Miiky Way and
the dsrora Borealis, sspecially om a moonless night, As residents of Nanoose Bay, we may not agree with the
current Official Community Plan for our neighbourhood, but we support it nevertheless because it is all that we have
te protect the valnes which we share. Where do the proponants of the current proposal live? My wife and I have not
met any in our neighbourhood,

[n the debate surrounding this proposal, proponents often suppest that there are many significant economic benefits

from development genem'lly, and ffom this concept for Nanoose Bay in particular, They mention a broader tax base,

better utilization of services, short-term employment in construction and long-tenn employment in golf course

operation and services. However, Manoose Bay rasidents demand fewer services than other typically urbar areas, so

a “broader tax base” while beneficial, is not particnlarly necessary to offset growth in demand. As for “better ?
utlization™ of services, Nanoose residents 2long Dolphin Drive in particular enjoy and prefer their street without

public transit service; our volunteer fire department does a marvelons job, and the relatively remots location of Lha
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residential zone in Nanoose Bay discourages property offences which would create demands for poli®ee services.
Wherever houses are bailt, short-tern construction jobs will result when they are built, but they will not ba built
wti! property owners feel confident enough in their economy to malce such an mvestment. My wife and I do not
understand enough about golf courses to judge whether empioyment creation claims of the proponents and their
supporters have any merft. These benefits, If indeed real, will be manifest whether ot not this proposal proceeds.

Are there other, Jess tanpible benefits of this development which should be considered? For example, wili the
values of our neighbourhaod be enhanced by this development in any way? My wife and I are not professional
biologists (although I am an award-winning restoration ecologist), but it sesma obvios that any kind of
development will necessarily alienate natural landscapes from potential wildlife habitat. My wife and [ are not
urban planners {although T have studied the subject at university), but it seems based on the rest of the Fatrwinds
development, that probably two-thirds or more of the area will be converted to roads, sidewalks, driveways, pating,
buildings and outbuildings, lawns, and gardens firll of exotic plants (with extraprdinary nutrition and water
demands). It is doubtful that any development will increase wildlife values, so perhaps the habitat {ssue is merely a
question of which alternative provides the best potentiat cutcame.

There is one item in the current proposal which heavily tips the scale in favour of maintaining the stafus guo:
another golf course. While as much as two-thirds of the Jand base will be permanently alienated from its natural
state in Tesideatial development, development of a golf course alienates nearly 100 percent of the land. To those
who would believe the claims of the proponents that as puch as 20 percent of the land base would remain as public
green space, we would suggest that the current Fairwinds Golf Course be viewed a8 a good example of how
ridiculous and unfounded such a belief is in fact. Furthermore, management of hurf grasses for golf requires regular
applications of garden chemicals to fertilize the grass and kill weeds, as well as inigation to maintain an arbitrary
cubtural aesthetic through the drier summer period. Not only would this development place greater sirain on already
Limited water resources, it would potentially add harmful chemicals to surface nmoff and the grovmdwater table,
with untold consequences downstream for future genecations to come. Inshort, one need only observe how
Fairwinds has utterly failed to accommeodate its natural and cultural envirenmenis to conclude that more of the same
would likely result fom this proposed development. .

Where iz the need for this proposed development? Vancouver Island already has a good number of interesting and
challenging golf courses, many of which are much inderutilized throughout the winter menths. While golfing
enthusiasts and the proposal proponents would suggest that winter weather is unsuitable for play, we would counter
that if public land is to be penmanently alienated for private and exclusive use, it will become permanently
unsuitable for other mote benign uses, such as hiking, wildlife viewing, and quiet contemplation at all times of the
year. Rather than expand the choice of golf courses on Vancouver Island, the golfing community should be
encomraged to make better use of the facilities already in place. For example, waiting lists for tee-off times in
January would be evidence of fuller utilization, and the need for development of additional facilities. As non-
golfing residents of Nanoose, we are not yet impressed with the nrgency of the need for yet apother golf course in
our neighbourhood, or anywhere glse for that matter, If there is any need for another golf course here, it resides
merely in the perceptions of golfing enthusiasts and corporate investors, which are cbviously biased and based
entirely on pecuniary self-intersst.

In a similar fashion, this development will not respond to any need for additional housing inventory. If anything, a
greater supply of housing is needed at the lower end of the price range, and closer to the urban center of the region.
Higher-priced housing is needed at the lower end of the price range, and closer to the urban center of the region.
Higher-priced housing far from the center of town does not address this need at ali. One need only walk around the
current Fairwinds development to be struck with the obvious fact that much land, already accessible and serviced,
remajns undeveloped for housing. According to local real estate agents, lot prices within the current development
have remained stable or declined in recent vears. Should additional lots suddenly become available in this
neighbourhoad, thars would be increasing downward pressure on existing lot prices, and current owners (investors
and taxpayers) might he less likely to seil at such lower prices, and doubtless some of these Itos would remain
undeveloped. If thete is any need for additional housing lots here, it resides mesely in the perceptions of
construction workers and corporate investors, which are abvigusly biased and baged entirely on pecuniary self- Q

interest. 0

As far as we are concerned, therefore, the proponents have failed to justify the needs for either a secend golf course v
or additional heusing lots in this neighbourhood. It is certain that most of the natural landscapes and features of theQ .39-
subject lands will be permanently aitered or ebliterated and that development activities and golf course operations
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will jeopardize valuable public Teseurces (e.E. open space, water quality} for the indefinite fature, with untold
consequences to future peneration of all species.

The current, publicly-approved, Official Community Plan already allows the proponent considerable latitade for
development of its current holdings. Even with this plan in place, significant sensitive ecosystems will either be
destroyed by development, or irreparably degraded by the combination of parkland designation and provision of
public access for insensitive nses such as off road cycling, peaching and dumping. We find it tragically ironie that
the very qualities which attract new residents to this area will be lost as development process, and that elected
officials and public servants are encouraging and facilitating this senseless destruction over vociferous and
prolenged protests from the pubilic. '

Finally, we would like to add that while we are residents of Nanoose, we are not membets of the Nanoogs Property
Owaers and Residents Association becauss we do not feel that this organization accurately represents our concems.
In particular, we disagree with the objective of this group to secure public access to parkland. In every case where
the public has been provided access to natural parklands, such access has been abuged by adjacent property owners
and other individuals for activities sach as off-road cycling, camping and poaching. We cannot support any group
or agency which conducts such activities or contributes to their potential. We fee] that some parkland, dedicated to
the public good, should remain inaccessible to preserve in perpetuity those qualities which render it worthy of
protection in the first place. In particular, we are concerned about the continued viability of thede beaver ponds,
lakeshore bhef vegetations, and Garry cak meadows which remain unprotected areas within the current Fairwinds
property. The remainder of undeveloped land in the Fairwinds community is zoned for residential development, yet
today Fairwinds is intending to use these areas for commercial purposes by renting hicycles at their new recreation
center for use on the woodland trails. Such activity not only degrades trail quality and jeopardizes the safety of
other trail users, it violates the spirit of the zoning language, exposes sensitive natural areas to degradation, and
further demonstrates Fairwinds contempt for all things natural. By publicly endorsing the principle of public access
to parkland without qualification, NPORA contributes ta the degradation and destruction of such protected areas,
and makes its membership unwitting parmers with Fairwinds in destroying the unique namral character of ur
community.

To summarize, the proponents of thiz proposal have failed to justify any need for another golf course or additional
building lots. The crrent owners of Fairwinds have open and unrepentant contempt for the natural features and
wildlife of the community, and have consistzptly failed to respond appropristely to expressed public concerns in this
area, In the absence of my demonstrated need for this development to procesd, and in light of the past behaviour of
the proponents and their allies toward the land and community residents, and in consideration ofthe fact that 2
publicly-approved development plan already exists, we must register our complete and undqualified rejection of the
current proposal.

{Orther Issues

This propesal has benefit for the whole RDN not just Nanoose. Perhaps opening meetings in Parksville and
Qualicwun, etc. would be mere fair. This {5 a “hot issue” in this community and has been for 10 years. Ireally doubt
many people can be cbjective — witness the tone of some presentations last night Yet, the proposal has merit as do
some of the environmental concerns. A balance is needed which I think Fairwinds has tried to address. If other
valid concerns are identified, I would be interssted in Fairwinds response. Overall, I am supportive of the proposal.

Positive project all round — a wealth generator for all parties invelved — let’s get on with the approval process.

Our water supply en Beachcomber has been getting worse year by year. How would constantly watering an even
larger golf course affect it? Is Enos Lake enough?

Developers will always push for more — short o vision, long en profit margins. Protected areas fragmented. Ove
golf course is encugh for one community. New development will not preserve the rural imiqueness of Nanoose Bay
area. Forested areas disappearing at an alarming rate. Golf course only provides usage for small percentage af
population. Pratection of Notch Hill should not hinge on approval of this new development. It 15 baing held ransom

paltry amount and ineffective to protect sensitive areas and wildlife. Tourism is more atiracted to wilderness aress

until we comply with all the developers’ demands. Suggested (proposed) protected areas comprise 8.2 hectares - a Qv rﬁ/

than t golf courses and urban sprawl.
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P'm 14 and I want to keep the beautiful forest and wildlife instead of 2 ma)! and golf course.

Not stated at meeting but Fairwinds needs issue resolved at early stage to permit development of a new, rational and
practical plan for the future of “their” lands. :

Save some wildlife on Notch Hill end destroy most natural wildlife on forestry land for new golf course,

I totaily oppose this proposition and will atiend every meeting/raily, etc. until this proposition has been laid to reat,
Thank you.

These are important questions that need attention immediately.

No mare golf courses — Keep our Crown lands.

No to Fairwinds Development,

Opposed to all proposals presented.

We do not need another golf course in Nancose. We do need o preserve the forestland that we have so lirtle of.

There i ho mention of anything for the children of this area. Tam tired of catering to the retired population who
continue to drain vur resources and live off the fat of the land.

! am opposed to changes in our Community Plan.

Forested land is not “empty” land just waiting to be developed! The forest is an Integral part of the ecology bere,
We need to save the Crown Land and leave it as is!

I am gpposed to changing the urban containment bowndary, I am appalled at the RDNs pro-active approach to this
issuz. We need the Crown Land io remain a forest — gothing is more beneficial to the residents of Nanoose Bay than
preserving this valuzble resource/ecosystem/wildlife habitat.

T have fived here for 38 years. I have seen a lot of development here. The Jarger part of the peninsula was forested —
now we're rying desperately to preserve a portion of the small chunk left! Flease maintain the rural integrity of the
Manoose peninsula.

I am 'I-"'I'.'rj" much opposed to any Boundary changes and to the give away of our Crown Land, the last parkland in our
community.

This forest is priceless.
Trees absorh carbon dioxide and give out oxygen and we cannot afford to lose any more frees.
Fairwinds — keep the Notch — keep the Crown lands for all the residents of Nanoose Bay.

How many of these forms may 1 fili gut? How do vou think this type of respenss is of any value when it is 50
OQPEN TO ABUSE? This blatant disregard for our OCP makes me cynical.

The process is flawed. NRD and the Developer together presenting to the Minister gives the appearance of 2 “done
deal”. Is #? )

Financially, Nanoose Bay would henefit from an expanded Fairwinds, but is it necessary so soon? As residents
since the mid-seventies, we l‘hnru%lht and hoped that land boundaries had been settled, for 2 while at least. Listening
tty comments presented on the 15, Edible Farms had the most practical concern. Otherwise, it seemed that one of
the chief complaints wes the fact that 5 lost of negotiating had taken place without the knowledge or consent of
residents. If atracting tourists is desired, how about a better hotel?

We support Fairwinds application to buy the Crawn Land.

g

4
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At future meetings you need a strong chairperson who will restrict each speaker to the allotted time limit of 5
minutes. The April 15" meeting was sidelined by individuals speaking for 10 plus minutes. What they had to say
could have been done in 5 minntes or less as they repeated themselves time and time again.

The Provinee/RDN shoutd dedicate the Crown Land (DL137} as green space forever, Not to be logzed or developed
in mmy way!

Would it tiot be a chance to hand onto a piece of land (Crown land DL137) while there is a chance, instead of
planning for wall-to-wall houses? We had some unspoiled green space, we are not a city and even they have their

hig parks.
[ am opposed to this plan.
I am cpposed to this plan.

1 strongly oppose this development. We already have one golf course. Why not preserve both the D.L. and the
Notch and keep Nanoose Bay/Fairwinds as is, as the people expect it to be,

This is 2 classic case ofa big developer and big government vs. the people.
We need the economic bepefit of 2 2™ golf course. Not everyone in Manoose is retired. Char kids need jobs to get
through college. The FLR land is not particularly unique, Notch Hill would make a mmuch befter park site. Thank

Yol

April 15" was an excelient opportunity to hear the community’s opinions. Please add mine to votes against
extending Fairwinds Urban Boundary to inciude Lot 137 Crown Land.

I would prefer that the district lot be placed into a park to aid in preservation of the Gary Oak ecosystem: Jtisa
reasonably large block that is basically undisturbed, with no roads intruding. A housing and golf course
development here will forever change the character of the Nanoose peninsula.

In the Nanoose area there are many beach access areas that are totally overgrown with brambles and not clearly
marked as public areas. [t would be nice to see this addressed as these areas were designed for public use.

We do not need another golf course in our region. DL137 as 2 nature preserve is far more irnportant.
As others have said, what part of NO do younot understand?
! would tike to see Lot 137 kept as Crown Land as a natural forest, It would be a terrible shame to lose this reasure.

This entire proposal is a scandal from top to bottors, and has been scandatously conducted throughout the months
preceding April 15%, 2002! :

Listen ta the concerns of others such a5 Manaose Edibles Organic Farms. Another golf course in that area will keach
chemicals into their property. Now is it the RDN's intention to ruin other businesses to satisfy “‘big money” again!

Is it the RON’s intention to create a commmunity for the wealth only? We need some affordable lots in Nanoose.

I would liks to see the roads safe to walk on, [had five rides {(word illegible) on furn. The drains are running down
io the ocean and thers is fungus in places that have it. -

Fairwinds - keep the Notch — keep the Crewn lands for all the residents of Nanoose Bay. _ i

There is no need for another golf course. There is a need to preserve green space in perpetuity for ALL the residents 0
of Nanoose,

Being faced with 2 vittaal “fait accompli” does not help in relations with government officials. The needs of the Q 'ﬁ'}/
comnnnity should be considered,
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Vore disclosure of information would have made this whole issue more acceptable to the residents. Major decisions
were made that will impact our lives and we were pot aware of this happening.

The main reagon for my concern is the destruction of one of the last hits of public forest in the ares. We moved here
berause of the nahiral beauty in this area. A golf course is not natural, and it is not publie green space. The Motch
can be protected in other ways.

Fairwinds seems to be less interested in the natural world then the rest of us. They were very quick to kill off the
rare and unigque river otters saying they had permission and had to ‘protect’ their patrons and employees. But I
suspect that many of the residents who live clese to the shoreline were as ghocked and disappoimted a5 we were.
Those beautifil creatures have inhabited this area since any of us and have yet to harm anyone.

Getting permission doss not make it okay — this disregard for the natural world.
-Say “NO” to any swap of Crown Land for the “Noteh™,
“Buy the “Notch™ if cannot be acquired through DCC.

Say a permanent “NO” to any swap of the Crown land DL137 for the Notch, - Buy the Notch if it cannot be acquired
through DCCs. . :

Please be advised that the Nanoose Bay Parks and Open Space Advisory Committes passed the following resolution
ai its regular meeting held April 22, 2002 at the Nanoose Library Hall, Nanoose Road:
That the Fairwinds propesal adversely impacts upon the parks and open spaces of Nanoose Bay and will
rasult i the expansion of the Urban Containment
Boundary and therefore the Committee Is not In favour of it.

The minutes of the meeting also show that Mr. G. Holme (Director EA °F7) removed himself at 7:32 pm
from the discussion and the vote, and rejoined the meeting at 7:35 pm following the vote.

The Committes would like this formal response to be included when you are considering the submission received as
part of the Regional District’s consultation process.

 fear that another golf course subdivision discourages younger families and warking families moving to Nanpose,
gkewing the demographics. We peed a community from young to old of all income brackeis. I alsa do oot believe
that the remaiming Crown land lots to the north of Stewart Road are best managed by RDN/First Mations for
community forest, What does the RDN know about feresry? It would be a nice park though. As for the Notch,
Enos Lake, ete. = its private land so obviously the owners can dictate what occurs there. But Crown Land is Pubiic.

Keep it that way.

This community cannot deny every proposal brought before it, or Fairwinds will ightfully just go ahead at some
point to maximize its investment. I suppart the proposal as the best for all.

At last, after three rejections by the Nancose public, it appears that all the elements are right for the go ahead to
declare the Notch a Park area, [ wholeheartedly support the proposal. It makes economical sense for this area.

1. The desirability of encouraging “sdult-orientated” communities, which are not seen by myself and others as the
best, ar as our preferred, type of community should Fairwinds become aduit orientated. This would greatly
influence my opinion of them. I would rather see Nanoose develop its tourist potential for economi¢ growth
before it ties its growth to well off, privileged, minorities. Historically those type of communities place a heavy
hurden on governmant services such as health care, transport needs, pelicing; they use more of the availabla
services than is retamed by them to the local economy in the form of jobs, income disposal in stores, leisure
apportunities.

2. Thareal “gresnness” of Fiarwinds. 1 am not persuaded of this. The workshep on greenways concept

umderlined that wide roads wers unnecessary in a majnly residential area. 'bqv?y

LFH]

Fairwinds bas aiready purchased land adjacent to the forest Jands and is negotiating on another large piece to
waterfropt - urban sprawl at its finest. Ask the peopls of Nanoese what they want.
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The 170 acres of provincial land would make a much better park than Notch Hill. My wife and I may never pet up
Notch Hill again - too steep.

I do not support the land swap. The Netch and this Crown land should be protected. The RDN should have been
giving the community their options for achieving these goals.

There is no transit here which [ think should have at least one trip out and back for our senior citizens who do not
wish to drive anymeore.

{ think Fairwinds shouldn’t monopolize the whole of Nanoose for their own so-called “needs”. They should develap
what they have and forget the golf course. There 1so’t enough water. Are they going to drain Lake Enos?

Our household oppeses expansion of existing Fairwind bdundzries.
Tt is Bard to believe that an additional golf course is in the public interest to the residents of the Nanoose area.
We are totally opposed to any amendment in the OCP relating toa second golf course at Fairwinds!!

We arz writing to respond to the recent proposal by the owners of Fairwinds regarding changes to the Offieial
Community Plan for Nanoose Bay.

Just ta be clear from the outset, we admit we do not have full information, so we would fost ke to cutling our
Iimited understanding of this issue.

We upderstand the proposal fs that Fairwinds would sell to the public a purtion of their present holdings, and the
public would sell to Fairwinds a section of Crown land, with the expectation that a second golf course would be built
as part of an amended development plan. Specifically, the lands kmown community as “Notch Hill” would be
dedicated perroanently as parkland, while the stafus guo is that this land would remain in public ownership and in its
current use indefinitely. We 2lso understand that this proposal is net particularly nevel; it has been made at least
three times before and the satus guo was maintained each time the issue was decided. -

We have thought a great deal about this maiter, being newer to the community than many of cur neighbours.
However, it seemed evident very quickly that for many of us, the length of our residence was unimportant compared
to the reasons why we all chose to live here. 'We have et conducted an official poll, but we can tell you our
impression of the neighbourhood based on our brief experfence.

People choose to live hers because of the natura! landscapes and wildlife, the fine weathet, and the character of its
development. The natural landscapes include beaver ponds, oak meadows, rocky bluffs, and berry thickets. The
wildlife include otter, beaver, tTacooon, rabbit, bear, deer, eagle, towhes, chickadee, frog, snake and bat. The
weather marches by in four distinet seasons, but even with lots of snow on the ground, people get cut to walk.
Hores are built on larger lots, in part due to the steeper terrain, which allows retention of vegetation for both
privacy and wildlife habitat. People enjoy the quiet of the neighbourheod compared to other more traditionally
wrban dreas of their experience. Because there are no streetlamps, we all enjoy being able to see the Milky Way and
the Aurora Borealis, especially on a moonless night. As residents of Nancose Bay, we may not agree with the
current Official Commnity Plan for our neighbourkood, but we support it nevertheless becanse it is all that we have
to protect the values which we share. Where do the proponents of the current proposal live? My wife and | have not
met any in our neighbourhood.

In the debate sarounding this proposal, propouents often suggest that there are many significant economic benefits

fram development generally, and from this concept for Nanopse Bay in particular. They tneption 2 broader tax bhase,

bettar utilization of services, short-term employment in construction and long-term employment in goif course

operation and services. However, Nanooss Bay residents demand fewer services than other fypically urban areas, so

a “hroader tax base” while beneficial, is not particnlarly necessary to offset growth in demand. As for “better

atilization™ of services, Nanoose residents along Dolphin Drive in particular enjoy and prefer their street without Q
public transit service; our volunteer fire department does & marvelous job, angd the relatively remots location of the 0
residential zone in Nanoose Bay discourages property offences which would create demands for poli9cs services. ?
Wherever houses are built, short-term construction jobs will result when they are built, but they will not be built

until property owners feel confident enough in their economy to make such an investment. Wy wife and { do oot ‘ﬁ/
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understand enough about goif courses to judge whether employment creation claimg of the proponents and their
supporters have any merit. These benefits, if indeed real, wili be manifest whether or not this proposal proceeds.

Are there other, less tangible benefits of this development which should e considered? For example, will the
values of our neighbourhood be enhanced by this development in any way? My wife and I are not professional
hiologists (although T am an award-winning restoration ecologist), but it seems obvious that any kind of
development will necessarily alienate natural landscapes from potential wildlife habitat. My wife and I are not
wrban planners (although I have studied the subject at university}), but it seems based on the rest of the Fairwingds
development, that probably two-thirds or more of the area will be converted to roads, sidewalks, driveways, patios,
buildings and ovtbuildings, lawns, and gardens firll of exotic plants {with extracrdinary nutrition and water
demands). Tt is doubtful that any development will increase wildlife values, so perhaps the habitat izsue is merely 2
question of which alternative provides the best potential ontcome.

There is ome item in the current proposal which heavily tips the scale in favour of maintaining the siafus que:
another golf course. While as much as two-thirds of the land hase will be permanently alienated from its hatural
state i residential development, development of a golf course alienates nearly 100 percent of the land. To those
who would beliave the claims of the proponents that as much as. 20 percent of the land base would remain a3 public
green space, we would suggest that the current Fairwinds Galf Course be viswed as a good example of how
ridientous and unfounded such a belief is in fact. Furthermore, management of tarf grasses for golf requires regular
applications of garden chemicals to fertilize the grass and kilt weeds, as well as irrigation to maintain an arbitrary
cultural agsthetic through the drier summer period. Mot only would this development place greater strain on already
lintited watsr resources, it would potentially add harmfirl chemicals to surface runoff and the groundwater table,
with mtald consequences downstream for firture generations to come. In short, cne need only observe how
Fairwinds has wtterly failed to accommodate fis natural and culturai environments to comelede that more of the same
would likely result from this propesed development.

Where is the need for this proposed development? Vancouver Island already has & good aurnber of interesting and
challenging golf courses, many of which are much underutilized throughout the winter months, While golhng
enthustasts and the proposal proponents would suggest that winter weather is unsuitable for play, we would counter
that if public Jand is to be permanently alienated for private and exclusive use, it will hecome permanently
utisuitable for other more bermign uses, such as hiking, wildlife viewing, and quist contemplation at all times of the
vear. Rather than expand the choice of golf courses on Vancouver Island, the polfing commumity should be
encouraged to make better use of the facilities already in place. For example, waiting fists for tee-off thmes in
Jaruary would be evidence of faller utilization, and the need for development of additional fecilities. As non-
golfing residents of Nanoose, we are not yet impressed with the urgency of the need for yet another golf course in
our neighbeurhood, or anywhere else for that matrer. If there is any need for another golf course here, it resides
merely in the perceptions of golfing enthusiasts and corporate investors, which are obvicusly biased and based
entirely on pecuniary self-interest.

In a similar fashion, this development will pot respond to any need for addftional housing inventery. If anything, a
greater supply of housing is needed at the lower end of the price tange, and closer to the urban center of the region.
Higher-priced housing is needed at the lower end of the price range, and closer to the urban center of the region.
Higher-priced housing far from the center of town does not address this need at all. One need only walk aroumnd the
current Fairwinds development to be struck with the obvious fact that much Jand, already accessible and serviced,
remains undeveloped for housing. According to local real estate agents, lot prices within the current development
have remained stable or declined in recent years. Should additional lots suddenly become available in this
neighbourhood, thers would be increasing downward pressure on existing lot prices, and cirrent owners (investors
and taxpayers) might be less likely to sell at such lower prices, and doubtless some of these Ites would remain
mdeveloped. If there is any need for additional housing lots here, it resides merely in the perceptions of
construction workers and corporate investors, which are obvicusly biased and based entirely on pecuniary self-
intersst.

or additional housing lets in this neighbourhood. It is certain that most of the natural landscapes and features of the
subject lands will be permanentiy altered or obliterated and that development activities and golf course operations
will jeopardize valuable public resources {e.g. open space, water quality) for the indefinite fiuture, with unteld v ‘)9/

As far as we are concerned, therefore, the proponents have failed to justify the needs for either a second golf course ‘

consequences to future generation of all species. Q
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The current, publicly-approved, Official Community Plan already allows the proponent considerable latitude for
development of its current-holdings. Even with this plan in place, significant sensitive ecosystems will either ba
destroyed by development, or rreparably degraded by the comhination of parkland designation and provision of
public access for insensitive uses such as off road cycling, poaching and dumping. We find it tragically ironic that
the very qualities which attract new residents to this.area will be lost as development process, and that elected
officials and public servants are encouraging and facilitating this senseless destruction aver yociferpus and
prolonged protests from the public.

Finally, we would like to add that while we are residents of Nangose, we are not members of the Nanooss Property
Owners and Residents Agsociation becanse we do not feel that this organization accurately represents our COncerns.
In particular, we disagree with the objective of this group to secure public access to parkland. In every case where
the public has been provided access to natural parklands, such aceess has been abused by adjacent property owners
and other individusals for activities such as off-road cycling, camping and poaching. We cannot support apy group
or agency which conducts such activities or contributes to their potential. We feel that some parkland, dedicated to
the public good, should remain inaccessible to preserve in perpetuity those qualities which render it worthy of
protection in the first place. In particular, we are concemned about the continued viability of thde beaver ponds,
lakeshare bluff vegetations, and Garry cak meadows which remain unprotected areas within the current Fairwinds
property. The remainder of undeveleped land n the Fairwinds community is zoned for rezidential development, yet
taday Fairwinds is intending to use these areas for commercial purposes by renting bicycies at their new recreation
canter for use on the woodland trails. Such activity not only degrades trail guality and jeopardizes the safety of
other trail users, it violates the spirit of the zoning language, exposes sensitive natural areas fo dagradation, and
farther demonstrates Fairwinds contempt for all things ratural. By publicly endorsing the prmaiple of public access
to parkland without qualification, NPORA contributes to the degradation and destruction of such protected sreas,
and makes its membership unwitting partmers with Fairwinds in destroying the unique naturzl character of our

community,

To summarize, the proponents of this proposal have failed to justify any need for another golf course or additional
building lots. The current owners of Fairwinds bave open and nnrepentant contempt fior the natural features and
wildlife of the community, and have consistently failed ta respond approptiately to expreased public concerns m this
area. In the aheence of any demonstrated need for this development to proceed, and in light of the past behaviour of
the propenents and their allies toward the land and community residents, and In consideration of the fact that a
publicly-approved development pian already exists, we must register our complete and unquatified rejection of the
current proposal.
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Attachment No. 4

SLANRIRG DEPT
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May 3, 2002

Mr. Bob Lapham

General Manager, Development Services
- District of Manaimo

6300 Hammeond Bay Road

Nanaimo, BC

VBT EN2

Dear Bob,
Re: Growth Managsment Plan Review Application - Lots 10-16, DL137, Plan 3986

Further to our application in the Regional Growth Management Plan Review pmnass
to have the above lands Included nito the cumrant Fairwinds Wrban Contalnment, |
Mmmm&ammmmmmmmﬁon at this ime,

1 would ke 1o thank you and your employees for their professional assistance |
through this procass and Jook forward fo working with your offica in the future.

Yours truly,

 Allstair McLean
General Manager

AN/arn

Pairwinds Comoonity & Resort
Diwision 318 pfay Carada Tne
34171 Fairwindg Drive, Manooss By, Britith Cahumbia, Caneds VIF $E4 Phone 150,468 7954 Fax 230.488.9040 Frmadl mfedfuirminds heca

Q¥
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gl DISTRICT MEMORANDUM
gihmad OF NANAIMO

TO: Neil Connelly DATE: May 8, 2002
General Manager, Community Services

FROM: Christina Thomas - ' FILE: £780 30
Senior Planner, Commmmity Scrvices

SUBJECT: GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW
UPDATED REGIONAL GROWTH STRATEGY - BYLAW 1309

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to consider a revised, updated, regional growth strategy bylaw for 1" and 2™
reading and advancement to public hearing.

BACKGROUND

The Regional Board initiated the Growth Management Plan Review in January of 2001 with the approval
of Terms of Raference for the project. Since that time the first three phasges of the four-phase project have
been compieted. Most recently, the third phase of the project was cornpleted with the submission of the
report' to the Board on April 30, 2002 that documents public feedback about possibie changes to the
Growth Management Plan prepared by the RETHINK GROUF. The focus of the fourth phase of the
project is the development and official consideration of an updated regional growth strategy bylaw.

A revised, updated regional growth strategy bylaw is provided for the Board’s consideration {separate
enclosure). The following sections provide a summary of the revised regional prowth strategy:

Goal 1: Urban Containment

= Tt re-affirns the existing overall Jand use strategy to contain and concentrate new development mto
Urhan Areas inside Urban Containment Boundaries (IJCBs} and te limit development outside the
UCB. Specifically, the strategy retais its proactive endorsement of servicing land presently
designated as Urban Areas and Present Status Lands for the purpose of enabling new development. It
restricts the provision of services to land desipnated as Resowrce Lands and Open space or Rural
Residential by only permitting the provision of services to these areas where there is an
environmenta] or public health threat and the provision of the service will pot enable new
development that would otherwise not be permitted.

« It re-atfirms the location of the curremt UCE, with only three relatively minor adjustments. The
adjustments mclude a change to the UCB adjacent to the Town of Qualicum Beach to mclude 2
property isolated by the Laburnum Road alignment decision, a change to melude three parcels of land
inside the Dunsmuir Village UCB to respond to a mapping error, and 2 change to exclude land that is
in the Forest Land Reserve and not committed to village uses outside the UCB for the Qualicum Bay

! The repart, titled Growth Manacement Plan Review: Phase 111 Public Feedback (April 2002}, is available for 0

pubiic teview on the RDN web site and at the RDN Administration Building, ?
T
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Village Centre. With regard to the changes to the UCR around the Qualicum Bay Village it should be
moted that some land in the FIR and ALR will remain inside the UCE, given that the provineial
government has granted its approval of non-forestry and non-agricultural uscs on these lands and the
huildings and structures on the propertics confirm that commitment for the long term {(1.e. seniors
housing complex, Lighthouse Commmmity Cenire, improvement district building).

s No changes to the UCB are being proposed i the Deep Bay or Fafrwinds areas. As the Board s
aware, there was substantial public opposition to UCB changes in hoth of these areas in Fhase III of
the project.

»  The revised regional growth strategy does not propose to include District Lots [2 and 42 and Block
607 inzide the UCE as requested by the City of Parkswille. It should be noted that most of theseé lands
are in the ALR (approximately 100 out of 125 hectares}, and that approximately half the land 18 in
Electoral Area ( with the other half in the City of Parksville. It is sugpested that the decision
regarding which, if any, of the lands should be imeluded inside the UCE be determined according to
the process and criteria of the Urban Containment and Fringe Area Management Implementation
Agreement. This Apreement, between the RDN, the City of Nanaimo, the City of Parksville and the
Town of Qualicum Beach, allows the Regional Board to make amendments to the UCB at variance to
the regional growth sirategy, in between reviews of the regional growth strategy. Pursuant to this
Agreement, two of the parcel areas that the City would like inside the UCB (DL 12 and DL 42} would
need to he excluded from the ALR prior to a UCB adjustment to include the parcels inside the UCE.
The Intergovernmental Advisory Committee and the Land Reserve Commusston concur with this
approach to the City of Parksville TICE change request.

Goal 2: Nodal Structire

»  The modal development concept is te-affirmed, with enly minor amendments to the key policy
regarding nodal development, to provide clearer dirgetion regarding the ¢lements of a node.

s Policies that direct the study of new town development and provide for the comsideration. of &
destination alpine resort linked to Mount Arrowsmith have been deemed to be premature and have
consequently been eliminated. Tt should be noted, however, that the regional growth strategy includes
a new provision to support the censideration of destination resorts in the region if such a development
is deemed appropriate by a community through an official community plan amendment.

Goal 3: Rural Integrity

» 1t fully allocates decision making regarding whether land should be in the Agniculture Land Reserve
and the Forest Land Reserve to the Province. Showld the Province exclude land from the ALR or
FLR, the RDN would determine the appropriate use of the land through its official community plan
and zoning processes.

Tt reaffirms the planming direction for the lands designated as Present Status Lands in Lantzville. The
maximum level of development advocated for these lands shall continue to be the maximum as stated
in the current QCP (i.e. 7.5 units per hectare). The name of the land use designation, however, has
been changed from Present Status Lands to Sub-Urban Lands to better reflect the planned firhire of
these lands. As the Board is aware, the feedback received in Phase I indicates there is no clear
direction to provide for increased {i.e. Urban Area inside a UCB) or decreased (i.e. Rural Residential)
development on these lands. Furthermore, a land use degignation change from Present Status Lands to
an Urban Area inside a UCB would aflow the OCP to be amended to mncrease the level of
development supported on these lands to a level greater than 7.5 units per hectare, consequently
resulting in 4 level of development on these lands that is inconsistent with the capital plans for
servicing and that the wastewater management facilities are not intended to handle.

s |t establishes a more specific strategy to promote and encourage the retention of large rural holdings
on land designatéd as Resource Lands, i response to mtergovernmental Advisory Comrmittes OQ

Q¥
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comcern about the absence of specific direction on this matter. Specifically, the regional growth
strategy proposes that the RDN and member municipalities investigate the ideal and practical
minimum parcel sizes for land in this designation. In the inferim, the regional growth strategy
proposes that the minimum parcel sizes of land in this designation not be reduced below the minimum
parcel size estgblished by the OCPs in place at the date of adoption of the sirategy.

Goal 4 Environmental Protection

It provides clearer direction regarding what the RDN will do in regards to environmental protection
relative to the toles and responsibilities of the federal apd provincial government and non-
governmental organizations. '

Goal 5: Improved Maﬁﬂig:

It recognizes the automobile as the primary form of transportation n the region, and provides for a
limmited, but slightly more proactive role for the RDN in improving regional mobility. Specifically, it
provides support for the RDN to take an advocacy role to help improve mobility within the reggon and
between the region and other regions. It also provides for the RDN to take on a public education role
to inform the pubiic of the potential impacts of various forms of transportation.

Goal 6: Vibrant and Sustainable Ecanomy

Tt Te-affitms the RDN’s role in economic development as one that focuses on the provision of
information about economic development opportunities in the region, in partnership with the member
municipalities and economic development authorities.

Tt provides new opportunities for the consideration of destination resort nodes m the region.

It inereases the amount of land available for industrial uses by designating as Industrial Areas
approximately a dozen parcels {approximately 24 hectares) that are slready in the established
industrial areas of Cassidy and South Wellington and are recognized by the Electoral Area A OCP as
being lands suitable for industrial use but not presently designated Industrial by the regional prowth
strategy.

Tt provides increased certainty for residents and operators regarding the desired location of aggregate
resource development sites by stating that the appropriate location for large-scale aggregate resowce
development is on land designated as Resource Lands.

Goal 7: Efficient Servicing

Tt establishes greater flexibility for the RDN to determine which lands designated by the strategy as
Rural Residential or Resource Lands and Open Space should be serviced to address environmental or
public health threats, rather than relying upon the Mimstry of Health to define such areas using their
limited data.

Tt provides support for the provision of services to land designated as Industrial Areas, at the
landowner's cost, for the purpose of reducing the environmental and public health nisks associated
with industrial uses, so long as the industrial use is consistent with the gpplicable official community
plan.

Tt mandates the development and update of capital plans to meet the servicing needs of the projected
population for services that are delivered regionally. '

Goal 8: Cooperation Among Jurisdictions

It provides clarity and reaffirms the role of the Intergovernmental Advisory Committes in the
development and implementation of the regionmal growth strategy, consistent with the Local

Government Act.
%t establishes consistent requirements for regional context statements it OCPs for mumicipal and

Q
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electoral arcas.

x [t establishes suppart for working with the private sector and non-profit groups to implement the
strategy.

« Tt establishes a method of coordinating RDN and First Nations planmng.

General

» Tt has been substantially shortened to only include the most pertinent material, focusing on the
policies and land use designation maps and not the guidelines.

» Tt is staff’s inention to have the content of the regional growth strategy presented m a more visually
appealing way when it is brought forward to the Regiondl Board for consideration of 3" reading and
adoption {i.e. design, layout, graphics, pictures, etc.).

The revised regional growth strategy includes relatively few changes-to the “Map of Land Use
Designations” and the *Urban Containment Boundary Maps® contained in the strategy. Attachment 1
provides information about specific changes to the Maps. These changes reflect the policy changes
described above. o

The Regional Board deferred several applications regarding the exclusion of land from the Agriculturs
Land Reserve or the Forest Land Reserve to the Growih Management Flan Review. Attachment 2
provides information regarding the relationship between the revised regional growth strategy bylaw and
these applications. The respense to each referral is reflected in the policy changes described above.

As a part of the Growth Management Plan Review individuals were invited to subinit specific suggested
changes to the Plan. The Regional Ihstrict received 28 property specific suggested changes by the
deadline of November 3, 2001, Attachment 3 provides infonmation abaut these suggestions and how the
revised regional growth strategy has been adjusted {or not) to respond to them, .

ALTERNATIVES
1. To grant the revised regional growth strategy bylaw 1% and 2™ reading and advance it to public
hearing.

2 To direct staff to make amendments to the bylaw for the Board's consideration, prior to granting =
and 2* reading.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The Community Services 2002 Budget provides the budgetary requirements to complete the project as
defined by the Terms of Reference for the project. Any additional smdy or public consultation not
included in the Terros of Reference would require the allocation of additional resources.

PUBLIC CONSTLTATION IMPLICATIONS

Phases I, I and HI
Public consultation has been an integral part of the Growth Management Plan Review.

Every household in the region was sent three Regional Perspectives newslefters over the course of the
ptoject to provide information about the project, changes under consideration, public events, and the
range of opporhmities available to provide feedback about the project and possible changes to the Plan.

The RDN has maintained a special web site for the project. It includes complete copies of all the techmeal
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reports cormpleted, information about public events, Regional Perspectives newsletters about the project,
detailed information about policy changes under consideration, and the resulis of public feedback.

The RDN establiched and maintained a project mailing list of individuals wishing to be updated about the
project via direct mail. Members of the mmailing list were sent approximately & updates regarding the
project, as new mformation became available. '

The RDN conducted public events as a part of each phase of the project. Three specialized workshops
were conducted in the first phase, four workshops were conducted in the second phase, and four
workshops and a Board Forum were conducted in the third phase.

The majotity of the public that participated in the project fall into two categories: mdividuals that want
specific changes to the swategy to engble a greater lavel of development of their land, and individuals that
were concarned about 2 development proposal for their area (specifically, the Fairwinds and Deep Bay

proposals).

The revised regicnal growth strategy bylaw provides a balanced response to public feedback received
through the project, Board direction received to date, and technical information obtained m the project.

Phase IV

Public consultation remains an nteeral part of the project in the fourth phase. Should the Board grant the

revised regional growth strategy bylaw 1* and 2" reading:

e the Board's consideration of the bylaw will be widely advertised;

+ the bylaw will be made available to the public at the RDN offices and through the RDN web site;

»  two information sessions will be conducted to present the bylaw to the public and to answer questions
the public may have about the bylaw (June 12" and 13");

s+ a public hearing will be conducted to provide the ‘official’ opportunily for the public to register its
perspectives regarding the bylaw (June 19" and 20%). :

The Board is able to make changes to the revised regional growth strategy bylaw at third reading, as it

deemms appropriate, based on input received through the public hearing process.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

The revised regional growth strategy bylaw has been prepared il consultation with the Intergovernmentzl
Advisory Committee (IAC). The IAC met 10 times since the project was initiated in January of 2001, to
review, discuss and provide guidance regarding the preparation of techmical reperts, to review public
feedback, and to review and discuss specific changes to the regional growth strategy. The Board has
received minutes for all of these meetings as a part of the Regular Board Agendas in 2001 and 2002,

The IAC meetings of February 6" and May 1% indicate that the IAC has some concerms regarding some of
the poteptial Tevisions to the regional growth strategy. Specifically, the IAC is comcerned about the
direction the strategy provides regarding the maximum density of development supported on lands
designated ag Resource Lands, citing that smaller parcel sizes of land with this designation will reduce the
resource use viability of the lands and introduce conflicting residential lands uses into the arca. The
revised regional growth strategy bylaw prowided for the Board's consideration responds to the concem
regarding development potential of Resource Lands by supporting a study of idesl and practical minimum
parcel sizes for land with this designation and, in the interim, regtricting the minimum permitted parce!
size of these lands to that supported by official community plans. It is staff’s assessment that the revised
regional growth strategy bylaw provided for the Board’s consideration balances the 1AC’s concerns with
public feedback and Board direction received to date. The LAC is scheduled to review the revised regional
srowth strategy bylaw that the Board has granted 1* and 2 reading at its meeting in June. The Board
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could make further adjustments to the regional growth strategy at 3" reading to respond to IAC comments
if it deems appropriate. -

After a revised regional growth strategy bylaw is granted 1% and 2™ reading and the public hearing has
heen conducted for the bylaw, the bylaw must be referred to the three adjacent regional districts and the 3
member municipalities for consideration of acceptance. The jurisdictions must be provided a maximum of
120 days to respond to the referral. The Repional Board may net consider adoption of the bylaw until all
of the jurisdictions have accepted the bylaw by resolution, or the 120-day referral period passes and no
regponse is received from jurisdictions. _

SUMMARY _ _

A revised, updated regional growth strategy bylaw {Bylaw 1309} is provided for the Board’'s
consideration of 1% and 2™ reading and advancement to public hearng, as a part of the fourth and final
phase of the Growth Management Plan Review Project. The bylaw was prepared as a result of the first
three phases of the Project. :

The project was undertaken m response 1o a Lacal Government Act requirement for Regional Districts
with a regional growth strategy to consider whether amendments need to be made to the strategy once
every five years. The revised bylaw provided for the Board’s consideration for the most part re-affirms
the current strategy, with some key refinements, 35 deseribed above.

It is recommended that the Regional Board grant the revised regional prowth strategy bylaw (Bylaw
1309y 1* and 2™ reading and advance the Bylaw to public heating. After the public hearing the bylaw will

he referred to the member municipalities and adjacent regional disiricts for acceptance. Once these parties
accept the bylaw the Regional Board can consider the bylaw for 3" reading and adaption.

RECOMMENDATION

1. That “Regicnal District of Nanaimo Regional Growth Strategy Bylaw No. 1309, 2002” be granted 1
and 2™ reading.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Regional Growth Strategy Bylaw No. 1309, 2002” proceed to
public hearing,

3. That the holding of the public hearing with respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo Regional
Growth Strategy Bylaw No. 1309, 2002 be delegated 1o the Board Chair Director George Holme and
the Board Deputy Chair Directer Larry McNabb, or their alternates.

C e Lommd X2

Report Writer Ge ger Cﬂnﬂhﬁ%ﬂﬂ

-

Cxﬁfﬂnncm'rence
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ATTACHMENT 1
MAP CHANGES
FPraperty Area/Jurisdiction Current Regianal Praposed Regional
Growth Strategy Growth Strategy
Diesignation Designation
Farce]l Z {DDEZ392T), Extension Village area of Resource Lands and Open | Rural Residential
Section 13, Range 1 &  « | Electoral Area C Spacc '
Section 12/13, Rapge 2
Lot &, Plan 8196, Except Dunsmmir Village area of Faral Residential Usbax Area inside
Plan VIP&5473, DL 19, Flectoral Area H (mapping UCE '
Newcastle LD erar] e
Lot 1, VIP65473, DL 19, Dunsrnir ¥illage area of Rural Residential TUrban Area inside
Newcastle LD Electoral Area H {mapping UCB
&ITOE)
Lot 2, VIP65473, DL 19, Dunsmuir Yillage arca of Rural Residential Lirban Area inside
Newcastle LD Electoral Area H (mapping, UCE
| eroor)
Lot A, VIP 71752, DL 10, | Town of Qualicmm Beach Rural Eestdential Urban Area inside
Newgastle LD (Laburtum Road alighment) LUCR
That part of Remmainder Lot | Qualicum Bay Yillage in Resource Lands inside Resource Lands
DL 32 west of the railway | Electoral Area H (mapping UCE gutside UCE
{VIP63808), Neweastle LD | errar, land in FLE)
Lot 1, Plan 47847, DL 32, | Qualicum Bay Village in Resource Lands inside Urhan Area inside
Newcastle LD Electeral Area H (mapping UCB UCB
error, land in FLE & ATR but
long tetm commitments have
been made to the properties
with provincial govermment
approval)
Lot L, Blan 42674, DL 32, | Qualienm Bay Village in Resource Lands inside Urban Area inside
Newcasile LT Electors] Ares H {mapping UCE UCE
errot, land in FLE but long
term commitments have been
made to the propertiss with
provincial povernment
approval)
Lot A, Plan 45846, DL 32, | Qualicum Bay Village m Reseurce Lands inside Urban Area inside
Mewcastle LT Electoral Arvea H {mapping 1ICB UCE
errer, , land in FLE. & ALR but
long tern Commitments have
been made {0 the properties
with provincizl government
appraval)
Lot A, VIP6RES (Raileay | Qualicum Bay Village in Resource Lands mside [fiban Area inside
portion within UCB) Electoral Area H (mapping {CE UCE
- £IT0r)
Lot G, Plan 20913, PL 12, | Electoral Area G adjacent to the | Rural Residential Resowee Lands
Nanoose LT} City of Parksville (mapping
: correction)

Q¥
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MAP CHANGES (cont.)
il FProperiy Arca/Turisdiction Current Regional Proposed Regional b
Growth Strategy Growth Sirategy
Designation Dresighation

ot D, Plan 30913, DL 12, | Electoral Area G adjacent to the Bural Residential Resource Eands
Nanpase LT ity of Parksville {mapping

correction}
LotE, Plan 30913, DL 12, | Electoral Area G adjacent to the Rurzl Besidential Resource Lands
Nancose LD City of Parksville {mapping

gorrection) : - :
Lot F, Plan 30913, DL 12, | Electoral Area {3 adjacent to the § Rimal Residential Resource Lands
Plan 30913 City of Parksvills (mapping

corregion)
Lot 2, Plan 1895, DL 12, Electoral Area G adjacent to the | Rural Residental Resmmce Lands
Nanoose I.D City of Parksville (mapping

correction} _
Lot 3, Plan 1805, T/L 32, Electaral Area {5 adjacent to the | Rural Residential Eesource Lands
Nanoose LD City of Parksville {mapping

catrection)
Lot 4, Flap 1893, DL 12, Electoral Area (3 adjacent to fhe ° Rural Residential Rasource Lands
Nanoase LT City of Parksville {mapping

coITection)
Lot 5, Plan 1985, DL 12, Electeral Area G adjacent to the | Rural Residential EResource Lands
Manooze LD City of Parksville (mapping

correction)
Lot 5, Flan 1983, L 12, Flectoral Atea {3 adjacent to the | Rural Residential Besource Lands
Manpose LI City of Parksville {mapping

correction)
Lot 1, Plan 7407, DL 2, Cassidy industrial area of Faral Residential Industrial Area
Bright LT Elegtoral Area A
Lot 2, Plan 7407, DL 2, Cassidy industrial area of Baural Eezidential Industrial Area
Broght LD Electorz] Atca A |
Lot 3, Plan 7407, DL 2, Cassidy industrial area of Rural Bestdental Industial Area
Bright LD Electoral Area A
Lot 4, Plan 74467, DL 2, Cassidy industrial rea of Fural Residential Industrial Area
Brght [ Electoral Area A
Lot 5, Plan 7407 DL 2, Cassidy industrial area of Rural Residential Industrial Area
Bright LD Electoral Area A
Lot 20, Plan 3244, Section | South Wellington industrial Rural Besidental Industrial Area
15, Range 6, Cranberry area of Electoral Area 4
Digtrict )
Lot 19, Plan 9244, Secdon | South Wellingron mdusirial Rural Besidential Industrial Area

{ 15, Bange 6, Cranberry area of Electoral Area A

Diatrict
Lot 18, Plan 9244, Section | South Wellington industrial Rural Residential Industriat Area
14, Bange &, Cranbetry arta of Electoral Area A
Dhstrict
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MAP CHANGES (cont.)
T Property Area/Turisdiction Current Regional Pruposed Regional |
: Growih Strategy " Growth Strategy
Diesignation Designation

Lot 17, Plan 9244, Secdon | South Wellington industrial Rural Residential Indusirial Area
14, Range 9, Cranberry area of Electoral Arca A
Dristrict
Lot 16, Plan 9244, Section | Souwth Wellington industrial Bural Residential Industrial Area
i4, Range 6, Cranberry area of Blectoral Area A '
District . o
Farts of Secoon 14 & 135, South Wellington industrial Fural Fesidential Indnatrial Area
Range 6 East of Nanaime — | area of Electoral Area A '
Ladysmith Road on Plan 1
O 2921 Except Flan
7057 & 7832
Parcel A (DD3926891) Lot | Seuth Wellinpton industrial Rural Residential Indusirtal Area
1, Plan 7832, Section 14, area of Electoral Area A
Range §, Cranberry Drstrict )
Lot A, Plan 7057, Section Sonth Wellington industrial Roural Residential Industrizl Area
14, Range 6, CranberTy area of Electoral Ares A
Cistrict I
Remainder Lot 1, Plan south Wellington industrial Rurat Residential Industrial Area
12009, Section 13, Range area of Electoral Area A
6, Cranberry District
Lot I, Plan 17274, Section | Scuth Wellington industrial Rural Fesidential Induzrial Area
13, Range 6, Cranberry area of Electoral Area A :
Dhstrict
Lot 1, Plan 19938, Section | South Wellington industrial Rural Residential Indusirial Area
12, Range 6, Cranberry | area of Electoral Area A
District
Eot 1, Plan 22021, Section | South Wellington industrial Rural Residentinl Todustrial Area
13, Range 6, Cranberry area of Electoral Area A
District '
Lot 3, Plan 3133, Lying South Wellington indusinial Rural Residential Industrial Area
within Section 11, Except ared of Electoral Area A .
percel 11018
Parcel B {DDE420N), South Wellington industrial Rural Residential Industrial Area

| Section 11, Range 7, area of Electoral Area A
Except Flan 3372 RW
Part of Lot 5 that is not in Inside UCB around Towm of Rural Residential Urhan Area
the ALR, Plan 2047, DL Cpalicum Beach, northwest
78, Neweastle LD side,
Part of Lot 13 that is not in | Inside UJCB around Tawn of Resource Lands and Open | Urban Area
the ATR, Plan 2047, DL Cuzlicum Beach, northrarest Space
78, Mewcastle LD side,
Lot 1, Plan 22297 DI 73, | Inside UCB arcimd Town of Rural Residential Urban Area
Newcastle LD COnualicum Beach, northweat

side,

A4
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MAF CHANGES (cont.)
Property AreafTurisdiction Current Regionai Proposed Regjunal_u_'
Growth Strategy - Growth Strategy
Designation Designation
Lot 1, Plan 23215, L 78, Inside UCE arownd Town of Raral Besidentiaf Lirban Area
Newcaztie LD Oualicurn Beach, northwest
. side.
Lat 2, Plan 23219, DE 78, | Inside UCB around Town of Rurail Residential Urban Area
Newzastle LD - 4 Qualicum Beach, northwest
side. :
Lot 3, Plan 2047, DL 73, Inzide UICE around Town of Resource Lands and Cpen | Urban Area
Newtastle LD Chmalicum Beach, northwest Space '
side.
Lot 12, Plan 2047, DL 78, Inside B arenmd Town of Resource Lands and Open | Urhan Area
Newcastle LD Qualicum Beach, northwest Space
side.
West ¥ of Lot 4, Plan Inside UCE around Town of Resource Lands and Open | Urhan Area T
2047, DL T8, Newcastle Qualicum Beach, northwast Space
ID aide.
Lot 9, Plan 2047, DL 73, Inside UCB around Town of Rural Residential Urhban Arsa
Newcastl= LD Cualicum Beach, north wast
side
Lot 1, Plan 39063, DL 74, Inside IJCE around Town of Pural Residential Urban Area
Newcastle LI Cualicum Beach, nonh west
gide
Lot 2, Plan 39043, DL 78, Tnside 'CE around Town of Rural Residential Urban Ares
Newcasile LD Cualicum Beach, north west
side
Lot 7, Plan 2212, DL 73, Inside TICB around Town of Rural Residential Urhan Area
MNewecastle LI Cualictm Beach, north west
b side
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: ATTACHMENT 2:
APPLICATIONS REFERRED TO GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW

The Board referred several applications recetved by the Development Services Department to the Growth
Management Plan Review. These applications include applications 1o excinde land from the Agriculture
Land Reserve and o exclude land from the Forest Land Reserve, The applications were referred to the |
Growth Management Plan Review either because the application is inconsistent with the current Growth
Maragement Plan policy, or because it was thonght that the Growth Management Plan Review would
provide a broader perspective as it relates to the application. The following table provides information
about the applications referred to the Growth Management Plan Review and how the revised Tegional

growth strategy bylaw provided for the Board’s consideration addresses the referred applications:

MNawe of Land Subject te | Type of Application How Revised Regional Growth
Applicant Application Strategy Bylaw Addresses the
fAgent Application
Waosk/Cowie Lot G, Disriet Lot | Applicatioa to Land Beserve Revised RGS establishes a new method
12, Nanoose Land | Commission to exclude land for RDN involvement in decision
Distriet, Plan 30313 | gopy the Apriculhmre Land making about applications to exelude
(365 M Exlow View | Reserve. The application land Frem the Agricuiture Land Reserve,
Ei?bf estora tequires a Board resolutien of | Applications to temove land from the
support for the proposed ALR will be referred directly to the Land
exclusion. Beserve Commission for their decizion
on the matter, The RDN will decide the
appropriate nse of the [and once the land
is remwved from the ALR through its
OCP and rezoning processes.
Law/ Lot 1, Section 10, Application to Land Reserve Az above, )
Devereaux Range 3 and of Cormmission to exclnde land
Section [1, Ranges | fom the Agricuiture Land
%;‘:ﬁ L_i_ E’Eﬁ Reserve, The application
(Godirey Raad, requires & Board reselution of
Electoral Area C) support for the proposed
exclusion
Fowler That part of Lot L, Application to Land Reserve As above.
E;’;’:‘;;L:;dl‘“' Cormmission (o exclude land
Neweastle Disinicts, from the Agricuiture Land
Plan 2273, Lyimg ta Reserve, The application
E";- Nm ﬂ;i a el requires a2 Board resolotion of
[45s ] h)
and Pcrp-:ndi?ulzrl}f stppert for the propased
Distant O77 Feet from | Excluston.
the Mortherly
Bomdary of Sasd Lot
L. (Near ¥irgnia
Road, Copmbs, BC,
| Etectaral Area Fy
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APPLICATIONS REFERRED TO GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW {cont}

Name of Land Subject to | Type of Application Haw Revised Regional Growth
Applicant Application Strategy Bylaw Addresses the

JAgent Application

Harmilion Lot Z, Section (2, Applicanon to Land Reserve RGS land use designation changed from
{Wessex R}_ﬁgﬁ;&:‘:mm Comnigsion to exclugds land Resource Lands and Open Space to
Enterprises) Sectioms 12 & 13, from the Forest Land Reserve. | Rural Residential, consistent with OCP

Range 2, (DDKRI9IY,
[in the Extenyicn area
nf Electoral Area O3

provisions. Revised RGS establishes a
new method for RDN involveraent in
decision making abeout applications to
exclude land from the Forest Land
Reserve. Applications to remove land
from the FLE. will be referred directly to
the Land Reserve Commussion for their
decision o the matter. The DN will
decide the appropriate use of the land
once the [and is removed from the FLE
through its OCF and rezoning processes.
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SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN SUBMITTED BY
INDIVIDTAL PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS AS A PART OF THE GROWTH

MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW
No. | Property Suggested Change Relationship Between Sugzested
Change and Revised Regional
Growth Sirategy (RGS) Bylaw
1 Legal: Lot 2, Plan 7532, Change land use designation *  Reviged RGS designates
Section 14, Range & irom Roral Residential o srbject property as Industrial
Street address: Fielding Industrial - Area,
Poad
Electoral Area: A
2 Legal: Lot B, Plan 34575, Change land use desigration from | = Revised RGS retains Rugal
D1, 78, Nanoose Dristriet Rura] Residentia] to Usban Ares Besidential desipnation.
Sireet address: Powder and pur land inside Urban
Point Road and Anchar Contzginment Boundary,
Way
Electora] Area: E
3 Legal: Lots 1-13 Chapge tand use designation from | #  Revised RGS retaing Rural
Street Address: Flamingo Eural Eesidential to Urban Area, Residential Tand use
Dirive Support the provision of designation, but supparts the
Electoral Area: G COMITuNity sewer service 1o the provision of services to these
land, lands to address
environmental or public
health threats as defined by
the RDN, instead of relying
upoit the Mimisty of Health
to identify situation that meet
their definition of “public
health hazard™. Services will
not be provided to enable the
development of new parcels
less than ] ha,
4 Legal: not provided Support the provision of *  Revised RGS supperts the
Street Address; Flamingo coDUMUNItY sewert service ko the Frovision of services 1o these
Dmive to Surfside Road arca land. lands to addrass
Electoral Area: G envirpnintal or public
health threats as defined by
the RDN, instead of relying
upon the Ministry of Health
to identify sitpation that meet
their definition of “public
health hazard”. Sarvices will |
eot be provided o enable the
development of new parcels
less than | ha,

<
LC 2
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SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN SUBMITTED BY

INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS AS A PART OF THE GROWTH

MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW (cont.)

| Relationship Between Snggested

Mo, | Preperty | Suggested Change
Change and Revised Regional
Growth Strategy {RGS) Bylaw
5 Legal: Parcef Z Chaunge land use designation from »  Revised RGS designates
(DDEA3923), Section 13, Willage Centre and Resource land as Rural Eesidential.
Range 1 and Seetion 12413, Lands and Open Space to Village This designation iz~
Range 2 Centre, : consistent with the Area C
Street Address: not OCP, whereas a Village
provided Cenire designation wrogld be
Elgctoral Area: C meonsistent with the OCP.
8. Legal: Plan 445R, DL 22, Lhange land use designation from + Revized RGS retaing Rural
Manoose Land District, that Rural Residendal to an Trban P.esidential designation.
part outlined in red Area within an Urhan Revized R3S aupports the
Sireet address: 1610 Containment Bowmdary, or provision of services te these
Morthwest Bay Road sopport the provisico of services lands to address
Electoral Area: E to enable development to the full environmental or public
extent of current zoning. health threats as defined by
tke RDN, instead of relying
upaa the Ministry of Health
to identity sitvation that
meet thefr definition of
“public health hazard”.
Services will netbe
provided to enable the
developmment of new parcels
less than 1 ha,
7 Legal: District Lot 68, To change the land use designation | ¢ Revised RGS retzins Rural
Manoose District, Except frem Rrral Residential to Urban Eesidential designation.
amgnded Parcel A thereof Area within the {Jtban Revised RGS supports the

and except those parts in
Plan 3940, 26680, 27026,
27376 and 30341

Sircet address: 1200
Morthwest Bay Road
Electoral area: £

Containment Beundary, or support
the provision of services to enable
development to the full extent of
CUITEN Zoning,

provision of services to these
lands to address
environmenial or public
health threats as defined by
the RN, instead of relying
upon the Mintsicy of Health
0 identify situation that meet
their definition of “publc
health hazard™, Services will
nat be provided to enable the
development of new parcels
less than 1 ha,

<% ':
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ATTACHMENT 3

SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN SUBMITTED BY

INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESTDENTS AS A PART OF THE GROWTH
MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW (cont.)

No. | Property Suggested Change Retationship Between Suggested
Change and Revised Reginnal
Growth Strategy (RGS) Bylaw

3 Legal: District Lot42, Roll | « To change the land use designation | = Revised RGS retains
Mo. 332500, Land Title HNo. of the property from Resonrce Besowrcs Lands designation,
EG143083 Lands and Open Space/Rural ad the 1and is in the ALR
Strcet Address: 2704 Residential to an Urban Azca, and
Shelly Road to put the land nside the Urhan
Municipality; City af Containmem Boundary.

Parksville

a Legal: Lot A, District Lot * Tochange the land use designation | » Revised RGS retains
12, Plan 50452 of the property from Resource Resource Lands designation,
Street Address: 410 Blower Lands and Cpen Space/Rugal as the land 5 in the ATR
Municipality: City of Besidential to an Urban Area, and
Parksville to put the fand inside the Urban

Containment Boundary.

10 | Legal: DL 22 fthe long * Tochange the GMP lind nse *  Revised RGS retains Rura)
harrow lots) and DLES designation from Rural Residentai Kesidential designation.
Strect Address; Northwest oy am Urban Atea within the Uthan Revised RGS supports the
Bay, Temricn Roads, Bay Comtainment Boundary, or support provision of services to these
Drive, Gracyn Drive the provision of services to enakle lands to address
Electoral Area: B development to the fill extent of enviTonmental o pubiic .

CUITERE Zo0ing, Liealth threats as defined by
the RON, instead of relying
upon the Ministry of Health
to dentify situation that meet
their definition of “public
heaith hazard™. Services wiil
not be provided to enable the
development of new parcels

L less than 1 ha.

11 Legal: Lot 2. Plan # To change the land use designation | &  Revised RGS retains Rural
VIPG9734, District Lot 131, from Rimal Residential to an Uthan Residential designation.
Manonose Thstrict Area within the Urban
Sireet address: Doiphin Containment Boundary.

Drive ’
Electoral Areq: E

12. | Legal: Lot 3, Plan *  To change the land use *  Revised RGS retains Rural
VIF69734, District Lot 131, desipgnation firin Rural Residental designation.
-Nanoose Distnict Residential to ap Urban Area
Street address: Dolphin within the Urban Contsinment
Drive Boundary.

1 Electoral Azea: B

Q¥
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WTH MANAGEMENT PLAN SUBMITTED BY

INDIVIDUAL FROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS AS A PART OF THE GROWTH
MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW (cont,)

| Ne. | Property - Suggested Change Relationship Between Suggested
Charge and Revised Regional
| Growth Straregy (RGS) Bylaw

13 | Legal: Lot 4, Plan ¢ To change the land use *  Revised RGS retaing Rural
VIP69734, Ihstrict Lot 131, designation from Rural - Residential designation
Nangose MHstrict ' Residential to an Urban Area '
Street address: Dolphin within the Urban Conminment
Drive Boundary.-

Electoral Area: B

14 | Legal: Lot 5, Plan s Tochange the land use * Revised RGS retains Rural
YIP69734, District Lot 131, designation from Rural Residentisl designation
Nanoose District Residential to an Urban Ares
Street address: Doiphin withip the Urban Contajnment
Dirive Boundary.

Electoral Area: B : .

15 [ Legal: Lot 1, Plan 14212, *  Tochange the land nge *  Revised RGS romine Ryral
District Lot 78, NManoose designation from Rural Residentiai Residential designation
District, except Plan 28203 1 an Urban Area within the Urban
Sireet address: Qakleaf Conrainment Boundary.,

Dmve
Elecioral Area: E

16 | Lot 1, Plan VIP68734, |« To change the land use #  Revised RGS retins Rural
Dstrict Lot 131, Nanoose destgnation from Rural Residental Residential designation
District w0 an Urban Atea within the [rban
Street Address: Stewart and Contaimment Boundary,

Davenham Roads
Electoral arza: B :

17 | Lot4, Plan 11219, Distriet Change land use designation from *  Hevised RGS retains Rural
Lot 22, Nanoose Land Bura| Residential to an Urban Area Residential designation,
District within an Urban Conrainment
Sireet address; Boundary, or support the PTovision
Electoral Ares: B of services o epable developroent

to the full extent of corrent zoning
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN SUBMITTED BY
SIDENTS AS A PART OF THE GROWTH

MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW (cont)

Suggested Change

Relationship Between Suggested ]

- Na. | Property
Change and Revised Regivnal
Gruwth Strategy (RGS) Bylaw
18 | Allland outside the Urban *  Change RGS to enable all *  Revised RGS continues 1o
Corntainment Boundary properties that are provided restrict pew development on
services outside the UCR or lands outside the UCB or not
Present Status Lands designation to designated Sub-Urban Area
be able to developed to full extent so that no new development
of their current zoning. Services of parcels less than | ha
are required to develop to the full resuits where services are
extent of the current zoning. provided ta land ontside the
UCER or land not designated
22 Sub-Urhan Area, If
fervices wera provided to all
lands designated Rural
Residential by the GMP to
enable the additional
development permitted by the
Zoming of these lands the
development potential of
these lands would potentially
increase from 2265 possible
NEW umits to 46353 possible
new units, There are currently
6327 units in fhig area
12 ! Legal description: 117 *  Change land use designation from * Revised RGS retains
hectare development site Resource Lands and Open Space Resource Lands and Open
comptising several parcels am] Rural Residential to a land use Space and Rural Residential
iocated at Boat Harbour, designation that allows for the land use designations, but
Cedar, BC developrent of a residential golf provides policy that supperts
Elerioral Area: A SoUrse CoOmmnity, or allow this the consideration of
sort of development an the existing destination resort nodes at the
land use designations. Comnmnity plan level,
20| Legal degeription: Lot 3, *  Change the GMP land gse *  Revised RGS retains existing
Distriet Lot 42, Napoosc designation forn Resource Lands Resource Lands and Open
Dhistict and Open Space to an Urban Are Space land use designation,
Sireet address: 359 within the Urhan Containment
Martindale Road Boundary,
Municipality: Parksville
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SCGGESTED CHANGES TO THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN SUBMITTED BY
INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS AS A PART OF THE GROWTH
MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW (cont.)

' Suggestad Change

No. | Property Relatienship Between Suggested
Change and Revised Regional
Growth Stratery (RGS) Bylaw
21 | Legal dezcription: Block B | Change land nse designation from *  Revised RS retains Rural
of Lot 7, Nanoose District, Rural Residential to an Urban Area Residential designation, .
Plan 1347 ' within an Urban Containment Revised RGS supports the
Street address: 2482 Raland Boundary, or support the prosision provision of services to these
Road of services to eoable development lands vo addeess
Electoral Area: E to the full extent of current zoning environmental or public
health threats as defined by
the RDN, instead of relying
upon the Ministry of Health to
tdentify sitnation that meeat
their definition of “public
heaith hazard™. Services wili
not be provided to enable the
development of new parcels
| _ less than 1 ha
22 | Lepal descrption: Lot T of To change the GME land use *  Revised RS retaing
Sections 4,5,6 and 7, designation for the portion of the Resource Lands and Open
Cranberry Diistrict, Flan property used by the South Pit Spaces land nse desipnation.
131 68, Except Parcel A from Resource Lands and Open Indsirial development
(DD B1346-N} and Fxcept &paces to industriail; or to change Temains a type of- .
Plan 30645 the general description of the GMP development not Permitted on
Sireet address: Nanaimo land use designation Resource land with this designation.
River Road Lands and Open Spaces by Industrial development
Electoral Area: A & C broadening it to permit other contimtes o be supported
commercial‘fndusirial uses when ouly on those lands
an agpgregale aperation is designated Industrial Area.
concluded
23 | Legal description: District To change the land use designation | * Revised RGS retins Rural
Lot 78, 813-R, Plan 42927 From Raral Residential to Urban Residential designation.
Street address: 2780 Powder Area within the Urban Revised RGS supports the
Point Road Containment Boundary, or suppart provision of services to these
Electoral Area: E the provision of services to enable lands to address
development to the fufl extent of environments] or puhlic
current zoning, heajth threats as defined by
the EDN, instead of relying
upon the Ministry of Health to
identify situation that meet
their definition of “public
health hazard”. Services will
oot be provided to enable the
development of new parceis
less than 1 ha
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SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN SUBMITTED BY
INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY OWNERS AND RESIDENTS AS A PART OF THE GROWTH
MANAGEMENT PLAN REVIEW (cont.)

No, | Property Suppested Change Relatiopship Between Suggesied
Change and Revised Regional
Growth Strategy (RGS) Bylaw

24 | Legal description: Lot 2, * Tochange the land use desighation | » Revised R{3S retains
Plan 37425, District Lot 26, from Resource Lands and Open Resmoce Lands and Open
Wellington Land District Space to 3 land use desigpation Spaces desighation.

Street address: Mary Ellen that permits-a regional shopping

Dove centre (i.e. 2n Urban Atrea within

Electoral Area: D the Urban Containment
Boundary).

25 | Legal description: Lots 18- | e Tochange the Jand use designation | Revised RGS retains
16, District Lot 137, Plan from Beseurcs Lands and Open Fesoutee Lands and Open
3956 Space to an Utban Axea within the Spaces land use desiphation,
Streer address: Utban Containment Boundary. The land remains outside the
Electoral Area: E Urban Containment

Boundary.

26 ! Legal description: Lat A, s Tochange the GMP land nse + Revised RGS retains
Dhisirict Lot 590, Newcast]e designation from Resource Lands Resource Lands and Open
Diztrict, Plan ¥VIP70009 and Open Space to 2 land nse Space designation.

Street address: Thospe designation where commercial use

Eoad and Horne Lake Road is supported (i e, Urban Area ingida

Electoral area: H Urban Containment Bowndary), or
support comtriercial uges on land
designated as Resource Lands and
{Open Space.

27 | Legal description: Lat B, s  To change the GAP land use * Revised RGS reizins
District Lot 90, Newcastle dezsipration from Resource Lands Resource Lands and Open
District, Flan VIP70000 and Open Space 1o a land vse Space designation.

Street address: Thorpe designation where comrmercial use
Road and Horne Lake Road 1= supperted (i.e. Urban Area inside
Electoral area: H Lirban Containment Boundary) or
support commercial uses on land
designated as Resource Lands and
{Upen Space..
28 | Legal: Lot A, Plan 45340, &  Tochange the land use designation | »  Revised RGS retains Resource

D11 and 26, Mewcastin
District apd Lot B, Plan
38643, DL 86, Newcastle
District

frum Resource Lands and Open
Spaee and Rural Residential to a
Village Centre within an Urban
Area within an Urban Containment

Lands and Cpen Spaces and
Ruoral Residential land use
designatigns. The landowner
could apply to amend the QCP

Street address: Gainsherg Boundary. for the purpose of enabling the
+Road, Chrome Point Road, deveinpment of a destination
and Island Highway resort node, if it wishes to
Electoral Area: H propose this sort of
development on the land
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