REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 13, 2001
(immediately following Hospital Board Meeting)

(Nanaimo City Council Chambers)

AGENDA
PAGES
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. DELEGATIONS
10 Len King, re Accreted Lands.
I1 Ingrid Gantner, re Rezoning Residential Lands in Cedar.
12 Ruth Rathy, re Zoning Amendment Application - Yellowpoint and Cedar Roads
- Area A,
13 Russell Dyson, Lantzville Improvement District, re water quality standards.
3. BOARD MINUTES
1421 Minutes of the regular Board meeting held on Tuesdaﬁ, January 9, 2001,
4. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
5. COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE
22 Dan Whiting, School District No. 69, re Appointment to District 69 Recreation
Commission.
23-24 Shirley Hine, City of Parksville, re Twinning Arena Facilities.
6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
7. STANDING COMMITTEE, SELECT COMMITTEE AND COMMISSION

MINUTES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7{) DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE

25-29 Minutes of the regular Development Services Commitiee meeting held January
16, 2001. (for information)

CORRESPONDENCE/COMMUNICATION

R.K. Phillips, re Nanaimo Area Land Trust Core Funding. (All Directors - One
Vote)

That the correspondence received from R. Phillips with respect to support for the
Nanaimo Area Land Trust Stewardship Centre’s Core funding appeal, be
received for information.
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Alain Magnan, Fisheries and Oceans, re Horne Lake. (All Directors - One Vote)

That the correspondence received from Fisheries and Oceans with respect to the
Horne Lake Zoning Amendment Application No. 9630, be received for
information.

Neil Banera, Ministry of Environment and Lands, re Horne Lake. (All Directors
- One Vote)

That the correspondence received from the Ministry of Environment and Lands
with respect to the proposed zoning amendment application of part of District
Lot 251 and Block 40, Alberni District, be received for information.

Glenn Gibsen, Central Vancouver Island Health Region, re Horne Lake. (All
Directors - One Voig)

That the correspondence received from the Central Vancouver Island Health
Region with respect to Amendment Application No. 9630, be received for
information.

Dorthe Jakobsen, Ministry of Energy and Mines, re Horne Lake. (All Directors -
One Vote) .

That the correspondence received from the Ministry of Energy and Mines with
respect to the proposed zoning amendment application No. 9630, be received for
information.

BUILDING INSPECTION

Section 700 Filings. (All Directors - One Vote)

That a notice be filed against the titles of the properties 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, District Lot 110, Plan 46589, Nanoose Land District, 1390 Dorcas
Point Road, Electoral Area ‘E’, owned by B. and F. Horner.;

(b) Lot A, Block 668, Plan ViS4814, Nanoose Land District, 2920 Matthew
Road, Electoral Area ‘E’, owned by H. and B. Fredheim,

(¢) Lot 3, District Lot 102, Plan VIS3905, Nanoose Land District, 1900
Delanice Way, Electoral Area 'E’, owned by T. Davidson.
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PLANNING
AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS

Zoning Amendment Application No. 9630 — Horne Lake License Holders
Association on behalf of Texada Land Corporation — Area H. (All Directors
except EA 'B' - One Vote)

That Amendment Application No. 9630 submitted by the Horne Lake Association
on behalf of Texada Land Corporation be approved, subject to completion of the
agreements and undertakings as outlined in the staff report in a form
satisfactory to the Board at the time of I* reading of the proposed amendment
bylaw.

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS

Application No. 0022 — Lapi & Johnson/Fong — 3251 Island Highway — Area A.
(All Directors except EA B' - One Vote)

That Development Permit 0022 to renovate an existing commercial use on the
property legally described as Lot 1, District Lot 2, Bright District, Plan 7407 be
approved as outlined in Schedule I and subject to the notification requirements
of the Local Government Act.

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT

Application No. 0015 — School District 68/Vincent — 1644 MacMillan Road -
Area A. (All Directors except EA 'B' - One Vote)

Delegations wishing to speak to Application No. 0015.

That Development Variance Permit Application No. 0015, submitted by David
Vincent, Agent, on behalf of School District #68 to legalize the siting of an
existing structure and vary the minimum setback requirement from 8.0 metres to
2.2 metres for the property legally described as Lot A, Section 16, Range 8 and
Section 16, Range 1, Plan 46768, be approved subject to the notification
procedures pursuant to the Local Government Act.

FRONTAGE RELAXATION

Ken Kyler on behalf of Wayne Duncan — 1095 Splder Lake Road ~ Area H.
(All Directors except EA 'B' - One Vote)

i That the request from Ken Kyler, BCLS, on behalf of Wayne Duncan, to
amend Covenant Document No. ELOG6I937, to substitute a reconfigured
plan of subdivision as shown on the plan prepared by Ken Kyler, BCLS
and dated December 5, 2000, be approved subject to all costs associated
with the registration of the amended covenant to be paid by the applicant
and to the satisfaction of the Regional District.
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2. That the request from Ken Kyler, BCLS, on behalf of Wayne Duncan, to
relax the minimum [0% frontage requirement for the proposed Lot A,
shown on the plan of subdivision prepared by Ken Kyler and Dated
December 5, 2000, be approved.

OTHER

Nanaimo Area Land Trust Request for Annual Core Funding. (Ali Directors -
One Vote)

That NALT apply for project funding through the Grants-in-Aid program that is
available on an annual basis and that staff continue to work with NALT on
contract related services as well as other committees and projects.

Home Based Business Review, (All Directors - One Vote)

1. That the summaries of the Community Forums on the Home Based Business
Draft Strategy and written submissions from the public, be received for
information.

2. That the public consultation process as outlined in Schedule 1, be endorsed.

3. That the application to the provincial government for business licensing be
Sformally rescinded.

7(I) ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE

30-33 Minutes of the regular Environmental Services Committee meeting held January
23, 2001. (for information)

COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Derek Thompson, Ministry of Environment, Lands & Parks, re Safe Drinking
Water Plan — Information Sessions. (All Directors - One Vote)

That the correspondence received from the Ministry of Environment, Lands &
Parks with respect to the Safe Drinking Water Plan information schedule, be
received for information.

LIQUID WASTE/UTILITIES

Biosolids. (Nanaimo, Parksville, Qualicumm Beach, EA 'A’, D', 'E', 'F, 'G, 'H' -
Weighted Vote)

1 That the Regional District of Nanaimo dispose of biosolids in a landfill or
composting facility; and

2. That this maiter be reviewed in twenty-four months, during which time
staff will continue investigation of all options. '

Applications for Infrastructure Planning Grants. (All Directors - One Vote)

That the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo support the Nanoose
Peninsula Infrastructure Planning Grant applications.
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Bylaws No. 889,16 and 813.25 — Application for Inclusion in French Creek LSA
— Johnstone Road - Area G. (All Directors - One Vote)

1 That Lot 10, Plan 20609, DL 49, Nanoose Land District be included in the
French Creek Sewer Local Service Area.

2. That “Northern Community Sewer Local Service Area Amendment Bylaw
No. 889.16, 2001 " be introduced, read three times and forwarded to the
Inspector of Municipalities for approval.

3. That “French Creek Sewer Local Service Area Bylaw No. 813.25, 2001"
be introduced, read three times and forwarded to the Inspector of
Municipalities for approval.

Inclusion of Properties into French Creek LSA — Bennett Road — Area G. (All
Directors - One Vote)

That the original Board motions be amended and that as a condition of inclusion
into the FCWLSA, the developers of the two lots along Bennett Road, specifically
REM A, Plan 17074, DL 88, Nanoose Land District and North 72 REM 4,
DDG67388W & 17074, DL 88, Nanoose Land District be required to supply and
install a 200 mm dia. Water line from Miraloma Drive along Bennett Road to the
north property line of North % REM A, DD67388W & 17074, DL 88, Nanoose
Land District.

Rural On Site Sewage Disposal Area Rating System. (All Directors - One Vote)

That staff be directed to make application to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs
Jfor a planning grant of $15,000.00 to determine the best options for addressing
the on-site sewage disposal problems of Site #57 on Gabriola Island and that the
feasibility fund be made available to pay for the $5,000.00 Regional District
portion of the study.

SOLID WASTE
Solid Waste Customer Surveys. (All Directors - One Voie)

That the staff report on the Solid Waste Customer Surveys and the two solid waste
public opinion surveys, be received for information.

Non-Public Residential Water Works Systems Within the RDN. (All Directors -
One Vote)

That the staff report on non-public residential water works systems within the
Regional District of Nanaimo, be received for information.

That resolutions be forwarded to AVICC and UBCM requesting that the Province
establish standards for the operation and maintenance of any public or non-
public water utility in British Columbia and further that mandatory education
requirements be established for operators of public and non-public water systems
in BC.



RDN Board Agenda
February 13, 2001
Page 6

7.(I11) CORPORATE & COMMUNITY SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE

34-37 Minutes of the regular Development Services Committee meeting held February
6, 2001. (for information)

COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Brenda Jager, re Resignation from Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation
Commission. (All Directors - One Vote)

That the correspondence received from Brenda Jager with respect to her
resignation from the Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission, be
received for information.

ADMINISTRATION
Agenda Distribution Policy.
(All Directors - One Vote)
1. That amended Policy No. A1.2 be adopted.
(All Directors - Weighted Vote)

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw
No. 944.02, 2001 be introduced and read three times.

(All Directors - 2/3)

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw
No. 944.02, 2001 be adopied.

Crime Prevention Function. (All Directors - One Vote)

1. That the Board establish a regional community policing function to provide
on going funding to community policing organizations in Electoral Areas 4,
BCDEFG&E&H

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Crime Prevention Establishment
Bylaw No. 1233, 2001 " be introduced and read three times, be forwarded
to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval, and proceed to counter
petition to obtain elector consent.

3. That an invitation be sent to the RCMP Parksville Qualicum Detachment to
appear before the Board and advise the RDN on the advantages and
disadvantages of their crime prevention program.

Emergency Management Agreement. (All Directors - Weighted Vote)
That the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo and the Councils of the City

of Nanaimo, the City of Parksville and the Town of Qualicum Beach enter into the
Emergency Management Agreement.
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Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission — Amendment Bylaw No,
1208.01.
(All Directors - One Vote)

1 That the “Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission Amendment
Bylaw No. 1208.01, 2001 be introduced and given three readings.

(All Directors - 2/3)
2. That the “Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission Amendment
Bylaw No. 1208.01, 2001 having received three readings, be adopted.
FINANCE
Year 2001 Parcel Tax Rolls.
(All Directors - One Vote)

1 That “Regional District of Nanaimo Assessment Roll Preparation Bylaw
No. 1232, 2001 be introduced for first three readings.

(Al Directors - 2/3)
2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Assessment Roll Preparation Bylaw
No. 1232, 2001, having received three readings, be adopted and
Jforwarded to the Surveyor of Taxes.
RECREATION AND PARKS
Little Qualicumn River Watershed Assessment. (All Directors - One Vote)

That the staff report on a watershed assessment for the Little Qualicum River be
received for information.

TRANSIT

Transit Business Plan Update — Terms of Reference. (Nanaimo, Parksville,
Qualicum Beach, EA 'A', 'D', 'E', 'G', 'H' - Weighted Vote)

That the Transit Business Plan Update for the Regional District of Nanaimo
Terms of Reference be approved.

COMMISSION, ADVISORY & SELECT COMMITTEE
District 69 Recreation Commission. (All Directors - One Vote)

That the minutes of the District 69 Recreation Commission meeting held January
18, 2001, be received for information.
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District 69 Recreation Commission. {(All Directors - One Vote)

That the District 69 Recreation Commission’s recommendation to the Board of
the Regional District of Nanaimo that all recreation functions of the Regional
District of Nanaimo that impinge on District 69 be included in the mandate of the
District 69 Recreation Commission: Arena, Parks — Regional Parks in District 69
and Electoral Area Parks, Recreation and Greenspaces Advisory Committees,
Pool, Recreation Programs and Trails in District 69, be received for information
and that staff and the Board representative clarify these points with the
Commission at their next meeting.

Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission. (All Directors - One Vote)

That the minutes of the Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission
meeting held January 22, 2001 be received for information.

7.1V) EXECUTIVE STANDING COMMITTEE

Board Remuneration Bylaw. (From the February 6, 2001 Executive Committee
Meeting) (All Directors - One Vote)

1.

That “Regional District of Nanaimo Board and Committee Member
Remuneration, Expenses and Benefits Bylaw No. 1078, 1997" be amended as
Sfollows:

That the following definition for “Public Information Meeting”" be added under
Section 2:

“Public Information Meeting” means a meeting scheduled pursuant to
the “Coordinated Public Consultation/Communication Framework
2000 Policy.

That the words “or other levels of government” be added to Section 5(b)(vii).

That the word “attended” be replaced by the word "chaired” under Section 3 of
Schedule ‘A’ next to-the heading “Committee Vice Chairperson”.

That the following headings be added to Section 3 of Schedule ‘A":
“Public Information Meeting $60 per meeting attended”
“Executive Committee Meeting $60 per meeting attended”

That the words “‘The current rate for 1999 is 30.38 per kilometer” be deleted
from Section 2 of Schedule ‘B’

(All Directors - One Vote)
That "Regional District of Nanaimo Board and Committee Member

Remuneration, Fxpenses and Benefits Amendment Bylaw No. 1078.03, 2001" be
introduced and read three times.
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(4l Divectors - 2/3)

3. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Board and Committee Member
Remuneration, Expenses and Benefits Amendment Bylaw No. 1078.03, 2001" be
adopted.

7.V) COMMISSION

7.(VI) SCHEDULED STANDING, ADVISORY STANDING AND SELECT

42--43

44-45

46-56

57-124

10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

COMMITTEE
Performance Review Committee. (All Directors - One Vote)

Minutes of the Performance Review Committee meeting held January 24, 2001.
(for information)

Intergovernmental Advisory Committee. (All Directors - One Vote)

Minutes of the Intergovernmental Advisory Committee meeting held January 25,
2001, (for information)

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT

Englishman River OCP Text and Map Amendment Bylaw No. 814.06 - San
Pareil Coastal Properties Development Permit Area - Area G.

Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.267 - Accreted Lands.
ADDENDUM
BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS OR COMMUNICATIONS
NEW BUSINESS
BOARD INFORMATION (Separate enclosure on blue paper)
ADJOURNMENT

IN CAMERA



February 5, 2001

Request from Mr. Len King, 248-8265 to speak as a delegation at the February 13" Board Meeting.

Re San Pariel - Accretion



February 6, 2001

Regional District of Nanaimo via fax f390-4163
6300 Hammond Bay Road

Lantzville, 3.C.

Attention: Linda

Re: RDN Board Mccting February 13, 2001

Ingrid Gantner wishes to he put on the agenda for the above noted meeting to speak
to (he board members with regards Lo the application [or rezoning residential lands in

Cedar.

I am sending this fax on her behalf.
Thanking you,

D. Burnetl



Burgoyne, Linda

From: Beetstra, Marion -

Sent:  Wednesday, February 07, 2001 8:21 AM
To: Burgoyne, Linda

Subject: FW. ncid rezoning

----- Original Message-----

From: Donna Wilson [mailto:diwilso@home.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 06, 2001 7:06 PM

Ta: planning@rdn.bc.ca

Subject: ncid rezoning

1 Ruth Rathy wouid like to speak on feb 13 reguarding the rezoning for a proposed firehall in Cedar? thank you

277101

o
'\

N



LANTZVILLE

IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT
7192 LANTZVILLE ROAD
PO BOX 100, LANTZVILLE B.C.VOR 2HO
PHONE: 390-4006 FAX: 390-5188

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO! FROM;
Maureen Pearse Russell Dyson, Administeator
COMPANY: ' DATE:
Regional District of Nanaimo T 02/07/01
BAX NUMEEBR: TOTAL NO, OB PAGES INCLUDING COVER:
3904163 1
RE:
Regular Meeting of the Board of the
Regional District of Nanaimo,

Ouneent UOrorpreview DO rereasg commenT [ PLREASE RBPLY [J PLEASE RECYCLE

NOTES/COMMRENTS:

Please include my name on the list of presenters at the Regular Meeting of the
Board of the Regjonal District of Nanaimo, February 13, 2001. I have been asked
to make a presentation on behalf of the Board of Trustees of the Lantzville
Itmptovement District tegarding a recommendation of the Environmental Services
Committee conceming water system standards.

"The Lantzville Improvement District supports the recommendation for higher
standards for water quality. The Board of Trustees requests that the Regional
Board suppott an initiative for provincial / federal infrastructure grants to be
available for all local governments to address water quality issues.

In my presentation I will outline this issue and the specific action the regional
board may take to support improved watet quality for rural water systems.

Thank you for your assistance

o

",QUALITY SBRVICES AT AN AFFQRDABRLE PRICE" v
Q 9/



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD
OF THE REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO HELD ON
TUESDAY, JANUARY 9, 2001, AT 7:30 PM IN THE

Present:

Also in Attendance:

DELEGATIONS

NANAIMO CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

Director G. Holme
Director L. Elliott

Director B. Sperling |

Director E. Hamilton
Director D. Haime
Director J. McLean
Director J. Stanhope

Director R. Quittenton '

Director J. Macdonald

Director T. Westbroek.

Director D. Rispin
Director G. Korpan
Director T. Krall
Director L. Mc¢Nabb
Director B, Holdom

N. Connelly
J. Finnie

B. Lapham
C. Mason
N. Avery
M. Pearse

| Chairperson

Electoral Area A
Electoral Area B
Electoral Area C
Electoral Area D
Electoral Area F
Electoral Area G
Electoral Area H
City of Parksville
Town of Qualicum Beach
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo

Gen. Mgr. of Community Services
Gen. Mgr. of Environmental Services
Gen. Mgr. of Development Services
Gen. Mgr. of Corporate Services
Manager of Financial Services

- Manager of Administrative Services

Scott Bigham, Capital City Kart Club, re Operating Permits for Mountainaire Kart Circuit.

Mr. Bigham requested Board members to consider allowing limited go kart events at the Spruston Road site.

John McFaul, re ALR 0006 Exclusion - 1712 Vowels Road — Area A.

Mr. McFaul reviewed comments received from agencies in support of the exclusion of the property from the

ALR.

Dianne Burt, re ALR 0006 Exclusion — 1712 Vowels Road — Area A.

Ms. Burt provided a a history of the Judge property and urged Boatd members not to support the exclusion.
v



RDN Regular Board Minutes
January 9, 2001
Page 2

BOARD MINUTES

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Krall, that the minutes of the Inaugural Board meeting
held on Tuesday, December 12, 2000, be adopied.
‘ CARRIED
COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Shirley Hine, City of Parksville, re Arrowsmith Water Service Management Committee Appointment.

MOVED Director Macdonald, SECONDED Director Krail, that the correspondence from the City of
Parksville with respect to the Arrowsmith Water Service Management Committee 2001 appointment, be

received.
: CARRIED
Shirley Hine, City of Parksville, re District 69 Recreation Commission Appointment.

MOVED Director Macdonald, SECONDED Director Krall, that the correspondence from the City of
Parksville with respect to the District 69 Recreation Commission appointment, be received.

CARRIED
UNFINISHED BUSINESS

From the December 5, 2000 Corporate and Community Services Committee Meeting.
Growth Management Plan Review Terms of Reference.

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the Terms of Reference for the Growth

Management Plan Review be approved.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Holdom, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that an application be submitted to the Ministry
of Municipal Affairs for a planning grant in the amount of $80,000 for the Growth Management Plan Review.

A recorded vote was requested.

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

Mcl.ean voting in the negative.
' CARRIED

From the December 12, 2000 Board Mecting.
Self Haul Tipping Fees — Bylaw No. 894.13.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Krall, that the fee structure for self-haul loads be changed
from a flat rate based on vehicle type to a flat rate based on weight.

A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED with Directors Holme, Quittenton, Westbroek, Macdonald, Holdom, McNabb, Elliott,

Krall, Korpan and Stanhope voting in the affirmative and Directors Hamilton, Haime, Sperling, McLean and

Rispin voting in the negative. 0@
MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Krall, that the fee structure for garbage be amended to ?
charge $4.00 for the first 100 kg and 9 cents per kg ($90/tonne) for the remainder effective February 1, 2001 Q , y
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A recorded vote was requested.

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

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Krall, that the fee structure for yard waste be amended to
charge $4.00 for the first 200 kg and 4.5 cents per kg ($45/tonne) for the remainder effective February 1,
2001. :

A recorded vote was requested,

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

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Krall, that the “Regional District of Nanaimo Solid Waste
Management Regulation Amendment Bylaw No. 894,13, 2001” be introduced and read three times.

A recorded vote was requested.

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

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the “Regional District of Nanaimo Solid
Waste Management Regulation Amendment Bylaw No. 894.13, 2001 be adopted.

A recorded vote was requested.

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

Public Hearing.
Bylaw No. 500.268 — Amendments to Subdivision Regulations — Area ‘E’.
MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director McNabb, that this item be held in abeyance for 90 days to

allow more time to consider the amendments.
CARRIED

Bylaw No. 500.265 Application ZA 0007 — Burgess & Greaves — 1880 Claudet Road — Area ‘E’.

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the Summary of Proceedings of the Public
Hearing held December 14, 2000 as a result of public notification of “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use
and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.265, 2000” be received.

CARRIED

Qv
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MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director McNabb, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use
and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.265, 2000”, be given 3™ reading.

CARRIED
For Adoption.

Bylaw No. 975.21.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Pamp and
Haul Local Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 975.21, 2000 be adopted.

CARRIED
Bylaw No. 1221.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that "Regional District of Nanaimo (San
Pareil Water) Security Issuing Bylaw No. 1221, 2000" be adopted.

CARRIED
Bylaw No. 1226.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that "Regional District of Nanaimo (Nanoose
Bay Bulk Water Supply) Security Issuing Bylaw No. 1226, 2000" be adopted.

CARRIED
Bylaw No. 1227.

- MOVED Director Macdonald, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that "Regional District of Nanaimo (City of
Parksville) Security Issuing Bylaw No. 1227, 2000" be adopted.
CARRIED

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the minutes of the regular Development
Services Committee meeting held December 19, 2000, be received for information.
CARRIED

CORRESPONDENCE/COMMUNICATION
Brian Morgan, re Zoning Amendment Appiication - Yellowpoint and Cedar Roads — Area A.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Elliott, that the correspondence received from Brian
Morgan with respect to the re-zoning of property for the proposed North Cedar Fire Department, be received

for information,
CARRIED

Daryl Britt, re ALR 006 Exclusion — 1712 Vowels Road — Area A.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Krall, that the correspondence received from Daryl Britt
with respect to the ALR exclusion application for a property at 1712 Vowels Road, be received for
information.

CARRIED
BUILDING INSPECTION

Section 700 Filings.

The Chairperson listed each filing and asked that any property owner in the audience wishing to address the @

Board, to come forward when their name was called.
QY
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MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Elliott, that a notice be filed against the titles of the
properties 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 A, Section 16, Range 8, Plan VIP56538, Cranberry Land District, 1627 Cedar Road, Electoral

' Area ‘A’, owried by V. Johnson.;

(b) Strata Lot 2, District Lot 78, Nanoose Land District, Strata Plan VIS4678 together with an interest in
the common property in proportion to the unit entitlement of the Strata Lot as shown on Form 1, 2421
Arbutus Crescent, Electoral Area *E’, owned by R. Chiste;

(c) Lot 29, Block 668, Nanoose Land District, Plan 36481, 2601 Matthew Road, Electoral Area ‘E’,
owned by P. and L. Nielsen.

CARRIED

PLANNING

AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS

Zoning Amendment Application No. 0012 — North Cedar Improvement District - on behalf of Agnes
Cochran and Laura Sweeney — Yellow Point Road — Area A.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director -Elliott, that the staff report be received and that

Amendment Application No. 0012 submitted by the North Cedar Improvement District to rezone a portion of

the property legally described as Lot 1, Plan VIP533334, Section 12, Range 1, Cedar District, from

Residential 2 (RS2) to Public 1 (PU1) be advanced to a public hearing subject to the conditions outlined in

. Schedule No. 1 of the November 21, 2000 staff report.
: CARRIED

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Holdom, that “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use
and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.271, 2000” be given 1% and 2™ reading and proceed to

Public Hearing.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Elliott, that the Public Hearing on “Regional District of
Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.271, 2000” be delegated to Director
Elliott or his alternate and that the Public Hearing be postponed until the end of February or the beginning of
March to allow for sufficient advertising,.

CARRIED

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
Application No. 0013 — Vinden — 2750 Boyd Drive — Area E.

MGVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Variance Permit Application
No. 0013, submitted by Gordon Waters, Agent on behalf of Mark and Suzanne Vinden, to facilitate the
development of a single dwelling unit and vary the maximum permitted dwelling unit height within the
Residential 1 (RS1) zone from 8.0 metres to 8.9 metres (29.2 feet) for the property legally described as Lot 8,
District Lot 37, Nanoose District, Plan 30072, be approved as submitted subject to the notification procedures

pursuant to the Local Government Act.
CARRIED

QY
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OTHER
ALR 9006 Exclusion — Pauline Kaur Judge and Aismore Angy Judge — 1712 Vowels Road — Area A.

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the Board of the Regional District of
Nanaimo, in support of policies contained in the Regional Growth Management Plan, the Electoral Area ‘A’
Official Community Plan, Bylaw No. 1116, 1998, and regulations within Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw
No. 500, 1987, recommend that the application for exclusion from the Agricultural Land Reserve for Lots 3
and 4, Plan 725, Section 1, Range 7, Cranberry District, Except Part in Plans VIP69195 and VIP69231, be
refused. .

A recorded vote was requested.

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

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Appointment of Bylaw Enforcement Officer.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that Mr. Thomas W. Armet be appointed as a
Bylaw Enforcement Officer for the purpose of enforcing Regional District of Nanaimo bylaws and
regulations as set out pursuant to the provisions of “Bylaw Enforcement Officers Bylaw No. 857, 19927

: CARRIED

Planning Grant Payment Deadline Extension — Transportation Study.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the new schedule and deadline for the
completion of the Transportation Study be approved for the purpose of extending the deadline for the

payment of an approved planning grant.
CARRIED

Regional Services.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the “Southern Community Transit Service
Area Conversion Bylaw No. 1230, 2001” be introduced, read three times and forwarded to the Inspector of

Municipalities for approval.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that the “Regional District of Nanaimo District 69
Conventional Transit Local Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 897.03, 2001” be introduced, read three

times and forwarded to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that the “Regional District of Nanatmo District 69
Custom Transit and Paratransit Local Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 908.04, 2001” be introduced, read

three times and forwarded to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval.
: CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Rispin, that the “Southern Community Sewer Local
Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 888.02, 2001” be infroduced, read three times and forwarded to the

Inspector of Municipalities for approval.

g
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MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the “Northern Community Sewer Local
Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 889.15, 2001 be introduced, read three times and forwarded to the
Inspector of Municipalities for approval.

A recorded vote was requested.

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

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director -Macdonald, that the “Regional District of Nanaimo
Trucked Liquid Waste Disposal Amendment Bylaw No. 988.03, 2001” be introduced and read three times.
, CARRIED

MOVED Director Hamilton, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the “Southern Community Recreation
Local Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 1059.01, 2001” be introduced, read three times and forwarded to

the Inspector of Municipalities for approval.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the “Joint Civic Properties and Recreation
Cornmission Local Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 861.01, 2001” be introduced, read three times and
forwarded to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval.

A recorded vote was requested.

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

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the “Regional District of Nanaimo
Regional Parks and Trails Service Area Conversion Bylaw No. 1231, 2001” be introduced, read three times
and forwarded to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval.

A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED with Directors Holme, Hamilton, Quttenton, Westbroek, Haime, Sperling, Macdonald,
Hoidom, McNabb, Elliott, Krall, Korpan, Rispin and Stanhope voting in the affirmative and Director McLean
voting in the negative,

ADDENDUM

ADMINISTRATION

Demolition Permit/OCP Bylaw Amendment Conflict — Walsh — 777 Mariner Way — Area G.

MOVED Director Stanhope, MOVED Director Krall, that staff be directed to approve the application for a

demolition permit for the property located at 777 Mariner Way given there is no conflict between the

application and the potential amendment to the Englishman River Official Community Plan.
ARRIED

o
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BOARD INFORMATION
French Creek Estuary (page 15).

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Korpan, that the RDN request the Ministry of
Environment, Lands & Parks (MELP) to address the concerns of the French Creek Residents Association and

request MELP to prepare an evaluation of the flood risk for the French Creek estuary.
CARRIED

IN CAMERA

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Korpan, that pursuant to Section 242.1(h) of the Local
Government Act, the Board proceed to an In Camera meeting to consider a matter of litigation affecting the

Regional District.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director McNabb, that this meeting terminate.

CARRIED
TIME: 8:45 PM.
CHAIRPERSON GENERAL MANAGER, CORPORATE SERVICES
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SCHOOL DISTRICT No. 69 (QUALICUM) U[ JEN 2y

Board of School Trustees -

P.O. Box 430, Parksville, B.C. VOP 2G5  Properties Department Fax (250) 248- 6822

January 22, 2001

District 69 Recreation Commission
PO Box 1119

Parksville, BC

VP 2H2

- Dear Chairperson:
The Board of School Trustees of School District No. 69 (Qualicum) approved the
appointment of Trustee representatives to various committees and organizations for

2001 at the December 19™ Regular School Board meeting.

I wish to advise you that Trustee Barbara Terry has been appointed to represent the
Board of School Trustees on the District 69 Recreation Commission for 2001.

Yours truly,

st

Dan Whiting
Secretary Treasurer

c: Trustee Barbara Terry

PAWINWORDIGENERAL Trustees\Dist 69 Rec Commis Rep.doc Q? V

District 69 Students — Learning for a Lifetime



City of JPARKSVILLE

PO Box 1390, 194 Memorial Avenue, Parksville, BC, VOP 2H3

hone: . (25 5
Telephone: (250) 248-6144 Fax: (250] 248-bf5f e e

January 17, 2001 OF NANAIMO

JAN 222001
Regtonal District of Nanaimo o) s
6300 Hammond Bay Road : : 1 CHA Y ' ;g‘“m
Nanaimo B.C. V9T 6N2 M

Attention: Mr. Kelly Daniels

Dear Mr. Daniels:

Subject: Twinning Arena Facilities
Our File: 0230-20

This is to advise that at the January 15, 2001 regular meeting of Council, the following
resolution was passed:

RESOLUTION NO. 01-19:

“That the report from Councillor J. R. Walters, dated January 11, 2001 entitled
"Twinning Arena Facilities", be received;

And That support in principle be given for the lease of City-owned property in the
Community Park for the expansion of the current arena subject to a reasonable
and suitable proposal being submitted by the Regional District of Nanaimo and/or
the District 69 Recreation Commission for the said expansion.”

Enclosed please find a copy of Councillor Walter’s report to Council.

Yours very truly,

. ﬁ?(e)
;zééacacf ¢z

SHIRLEY E. HINE, CMC
Director of Administrative Services

/k

Enclosure : ‘ @
O



IN CAMERA

JANTS 2001

January 11, 2001

i COUNCHL
e

MEMO TO: HER WORSHIP THE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF COUNCIL
FROM: COUNCILLOR J. W, WALTERS

SUBJECT: TWINNING ARENA FACILITIES

BACKGROUND

Council will know that a committee has been formed to examine the expansion of ice
facilities in the District. To that end, it may be of assistance to that committee to know that
Parksville City Council in general endorses the idea of leasing properties in the Community
Park in order to facilitate the twinning of current ice facilities.

RECOMMENDATION

That Parksville City Council support in principle leasing properties owned by the City in the
Community Park for the expansion of the carrent arena subject to a reasonable and suitable
proposal being submitted by the Regional District of Nanaimo and/or the District 69
Recreation Commission for the said expansion.

"COUNCILLOR JON WALTERS"

reports/arena

PAGE



MINUTES OF THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, JANUARY 16, 2001, AT 7:30 PM
IN THE CITY OF NANAIMO COUNCIL CHAMBERS,

Present:

Also in Attendance:

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

455 WALLACE STREET, NANAIMO, BC

Director E. Hamilton
Director L. Elliott
Director B. Sperling
Director D. Haime
Director G. Hoime
Director J, McLean
Director J. Stanhope
Director R. Quittenton
Director J. Macdonald
Director T. Westbroek
Director L. Sherry
Alternate

Director T. Beech
Director G. Korpan
Director D, Rispin
Alternate

Director S. Lance
Director B. Holdom

B. Lapham
S. Schopp
P. Shaw
N. Tonn

ELECTION OF DEPUTY CHAIRPERSON

Chairperson
Electoral Area A
Electoral Area B
Electoral Area D
Electoral Area E
Electoral Area F
Electoral Area G
Electoral Area H
City of Parksville

Town of Qualicum Beach

City of Nanaimo

City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo

City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo

General Manager, Development Services
Manager, Inspection & Enforcement
Manager, Community Planning

Recording Secretary

MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Director Holdom be elected Deputy

Chairperson.

Director McLean put forward Director Haime’s name for consideration.

Director Haime declined.

The question was called on the main motion.

The motion CARRIED.

vc’«’
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DELEGATIONS
Mary Jane Puckrin, re Home Based Business.

Ms. Puckrin spoke in support of the Home Based Business Draft Review with the exception of the use of
accessory buildings, allowable floor space usage, sales provisions, hours of operation and non-resident
employee provisions.

Gail Adrienne, Nanaimo Area Land Trust, re Request for Annual Core Funding.

Ms. Adrienne and Gillian Butler distributed support letters to the Committee members and asked the Board’s
support for their request for annual Core funding.

LATE DELEGATIONS

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director McLean, that the following late delegation be permitted
to address the Committee.

CARRIED
Murray Hamilton, re Application No. 9630 — Horne Lake.

Mr. Hamilton, speaking on behalf of the Horne Lake License Holders Association, raised his concerns
regarding public access to Mount Horne at the south boundary of the property via existing road and trail
routes. A request was made to the Committee to exclude this item until after the sales agreement is completed,
and until the Association members have had the opportunity for further discussion at their AGM.

~ MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Elliott, that the delegations be received.
CARRIED

MINUTES

MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that the minutes of the regular Development

Services Committee meeting held on December 19, 2000, be adopted.
CARRIED

CORRESPONDENCE/COMMUNICATION
R.K. Phillips, re Nanaimo Area Land Trust Core Funding.

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the correspondence received from R. Phillips
with respect to support for the Nanaimo Area Land Trust Stewardship Centre’s Core funding appeal, be

received for information.
CARRIED

Alain Magnan, Fisheries and Oceans, re Horne Lake.

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the correspondence received from Fisheries
and Oceans with respect to the Homne Lake Zoning Amendment Application No. 9630, be received for

information.
: CARRIED

'\
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Neil Banera, Ministry of E:i-vironment and Lands, re Horne Lake.

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the correspondence received from the Ministry
of Environment and Lands with respect to the proposed zoning amendment application of part of District Lot
251 and Block 40, Alberni District, be received for information.

: CARRIED
Glenn Gibson, Central Vancouver Island Health Region, re Horne Lake,

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the correspondence received from the Central
Vancouver Island Health Region with respect to Amendment Application No. 9630, be received for
information. .

_ CARRIED
Dorthe Jakobsen, Ministry of Energy and Mines, re Horne Lake:

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the correspondence received from the Ministry
of Energy and Mines with respect to the proposed zoning amendment application No. 9630, be received for
information. '

CARRIED
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 Holme, SECONDED Director Sherry, that a notice be filed against the titles of the
properties 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, District Lot 110, Plan 46589, Nanoose Land District, 1390 Dorcas Point Road, Electoral Area
‘E’, owned by B. and F. Horner.;

(b) Lot A, Block 668, Plan VIS4814, Nanoose Land District, 2920 Matthew Road, Electoral Area ‘E’,
owned by H. and B. Fredheim;

(c) Lot 3, District Lot 102, Plan VIS3905, Nanoose Land District, 1900 Delanice Way, Electoral Area
‘E’, owned by T. Davidson.

CARRIED
PLANNING

AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS

Zoning Amendment Application No. 9630 — Horne Lake License Holders Association on behalf of
Texada Land Corporation — Area H.

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Holme, that Amendment Application No. 9630
submitted by the Horne Lake Association on behalf of Texada Land Corporation be approved, subject to .
completion of the agreements and undertakings as outlined in the staff report with the exception of yet to be
concluded provisions for public access to Mount Horne at the south boundary of the property via existing
road and trail routes in a form satisfactory to the Board at the time of 1* reading of the proposed amendment
bylaw.

QT ¢
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MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the motion be amended to remove the
words “with the exception of yet to be concluded provisions for public access to Mount Horne at the south
boundary of the property via existing road and trail routes”,

CARRIED
The question was called on the main motion as amended.

The motion CARRIED.
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS
Application Neo. 0022 —- Lapi & Johnson/Fong — 3251 Island Highway — Area A,

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Sherry, that Development Permit 0022 to renovate an
existing commercial use on the property legally described as Lot 1, District Lot 2, Bright District, Plan 7407
be approved as outlined in Scheduie 1 and subject to the notification requirements of the Local Government
Act.

CARRIED
DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT

Application No. 0015 — School District 68/Vincent — 1644 MacMillan Road — Area A. .

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Holme, that Development Variance Permit Application No.

- 0013, submitted by David Vincent, Agent, on behalf of School District #68 to legalize the siting of an existing
structure and vary the minimum setback requirement from 8.0 metres to 2.2 metres for the property legally
described as Lot A, Section 16, Range 8 and Section 16, Range 1, Plan 46768, be approved subject to the
notification procedures pursuant to the Local Government Act.

CARRIED
FRONTAGE RELAXATION
Ken Kyler on behalf of Wayne Duncan — 1095 Spider Lake Road — Area H.
MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Stanhope,:
1. That the request from Ken Kyler, BCLS, on behalf of Wayne Duncan, to amend Covenant Document

No. EL061937, to substitute a reconfigured plan of subdivision as shown on the plan prepared by Ken
Kyler, BCLS and dated December 5, 2000, be approved subject to all costs associated with the
registration of the amended covenant to be paid by the applicant and to the satisfaction of the
Regional District.

2. That the request from Ken Kyler, BCLS, on behalf of Wayne Duncan, to relax the minimum 10%
: frontage requirement for the proposed Lot A, shown on the plan of subdivision prepared by Ken

Kyler and Dated December 5, 2000, be approved.
CARRIED

OTHER
Nanaimo Area Land Trust Request for Annual Core Funding.
MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Sherry, that NALT apply for project funding through the

Grants-in-Aid program that is available on an annual basis and that staff continue to work with NALT on
contract related services as well as other committees and projects,
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Home Based Business Review.
MOVED Director Haime, SECONDED Director Quiitenton,:
1, That the summaries of the Community Forums on the Home Based Business Draft Strategy and
written submissions from the public, be received for information.

2. That the public consultation process as outlined in Schedule 1, be endorsed.
3. That the application to the provincial government for business licensing be formally rescinded.

CARRIED
IN CAMERA

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Kofpan, that purs'uant to Section 242.2(1)(h) of the Local
Government Act the Commitiee proceed to an In Camera Meeting to consider a matter of litigation or
potential litigation affecting the Local Government.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Sherry, that this meeting terminate.

CARRIED
TIME: 8:53 PM
CHAIRPERSON



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING
HELD ON TUESDAY, JANUARY 23,2001, AT 7:30 P.M. IN THE
COUNCIL CHAMBERS OF THE CITY OF NANAIMO
455 WALLACE STREET, NANAIMO, B.C.

Present:

Director L. Sherry 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 G. Holme Electoral Area E
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 G. Korpan City of Nanaimo
Director L. McNabb City of Nanaimo
Director D. Rispin City of Nanaimo
Director T. Krall City of Nanaimo
Also in Attendance:
J. Finnie General Manager of Environmental Services
D. Trudeau Manager of Liquid Waste
N. Cielanga Engineering Technologist
S: DePol Special Projects Assistant
N. Tonn Recording Secretary

ELECTION OF DEPUTY CHAIRPERSON

The Chairperson called for nominations for the position of Deputy Chairperson for the year 2001.
Director Haime nominated Director McLean.

Director Rispin nominated Director Stanhope.

There being no further nominations, a vote was conducted and the Chairperson declared Director Stanhope
Deputy Chairperson of the Environmental Services Committee for 2001.

DELEGATIONS
Helen Sims, re Bennett Road Subdivision.
Ms. Sims presented a short overview of her clients’ request to change the Board’s previous conditions for

inclusion of their property in the French Creek Water Local Service Area, and urged the Committee to
approve alternative no. 3 in the staff report.

?’0«,
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LATE DELEGATIONS

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Haime, that a late delegation be permitted to address the
Committee,

CARRIED
Marilyn Hewer, re Bennett Road Subdivision.

Ms. Hewer reiterated the concerns raised by Ms. Sims and also provided a short history of the properties in
the area.

MINUTES

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Krall, that the minutes of the reguiar Environmental
Services Committee meeting held on Tuesday, November 28, 2000, be adopted.r

Director Quittenton raised his concerns with respect to the wording under Self Haul Tipping Fees, item no. 2
which do not reflect the charge for loads weighing exactly 100 kg.

MOVED Director Korpan, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that adoption of the November 28, 2000 ESC
minutes be postponed untii these concerns are addressed.

CARRIED
COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Derek Thompson, Ministry of Environment, Lands & Parks, re Safe Drinking Water Plan —
Information Sessions.

MOQVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Krall, that the correspondence received from the Ministry of
Environment, Lands & Parks with respect to the Safe Drinking Water Plan information schedule, be received

for information.
CARRIED
LIQUID WASTE/UTILITIES

Biosolids.
MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Haime,:
1. That the Regional District of Nanaimo dispose of biosolids in a landfill or composting facility; and

2. That this matter be reviewed in twenty-four months, during which time staff will continue
investigation of all options.

A recorded vote was requested.

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

Applications for Infrastructure Planning Grants.

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Holme, that the Board of the Regional District of
Nanaimo support the Nanoose Peninsula Infrastructure Planning Grant applications.

v-c’@
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A recorded vote was requested.

The motion CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

Bylaws No. 889.16 and 813.25 — Application for Inclusion in French Creek LSA — Johnstone Road —
Area G, ' '

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Kruyt,:

1. That Lot 10, Plan 20609, DL 49, Nanoose Land District be included in the French Creek Sewer Local
Service Area.

2. That “Northern Community Sewer Local Service Area Amendment Bylaw No. 889.16, 2001” be
introduced, read three times and forwarded to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval.

3. That “French Creek Sewer Local Service Area Bylaw No. 813.25, 2001” be introduced, read three
times and forwarded to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval.

CARRIED .

Inclusion of Properties into French Creek LSA — Bennett Road — Area G,

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the original Board motions be amended
and that as a condition of inclusion into the FCWLSA, the developers of the two lots along Bennett Road,
specifically REM A, Plan 17074, DL 88, Nanoose Land District and North Y2 REM A, DD67388W & 17074,
. DL 88, Nanoose Land District be required to supply and install a 200 mm dia. Water line from Miraloma
Drive along Bennett Road to the north property line of North 2 REM A, DD673838W & 17074, DL 88,
Nanoose Land District.

CARRIED
Rural On Site Sewage Disposal Area Rating System.

MOVED Director Krall, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that staff be directed to make application to the
Ministry of Municipal Affairs for a planning grant of $15,000.00 to determine the best options for addressing
the on-site sewage disposal problems of Site #57 on Gabriola Island and that the feasibility fund be made
available to pay for the $5,000.00 Regional District portion of the study.

CARRIED
SOLID WASTE

Solid Waste Customer Surveys.

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that the staff report on the Solid Waste
Customer Surveys and the two solid waste public opinion surveys, be received for information.

CARRIED
Non-Public Residential Water Works Systems Within the RDN.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the staff report on non-public residentiai
water works systems within the Regional District of Nanaimo, be received for information.
CARRIED

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Holme, that resolutions be forwarded to AVICC and
UBCM requesting that the Province establish standards for the operation and maintenance of any public ot
non-public water utility in'British Columbia and further that mandatory education requirements be established
for operators of public and non-public water systems in BC.

CARRIED ?
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ADJOURNMENT

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Kruyt, that this meeting terminate,

TIME: 8:38 PM

CHAIRPERSON

CARRIED



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE CORPORATE & COMMUNITY SERVICES
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 2001,
AT 7:30 P.M., IN THE CITY OF NANAIMO COUNCIL CHAMBERS,
455 WALLACE STREET, NANAIMO, B.C.

Present:

Also in Attendance:

Director J. Stanhope
Director L. Elliott
Director B. Sperling
Director E. Hamilton
Alternate

Director R. Jepson
Director G. Holme

- Director J. McLean

Director R. Quitienton
Director J. Macdonald
Director T. Westbroek
Alternate

Director T. Beech
Director . Rispin
Director L. McNabb
Director B. Holdom

K. Daniels
N. Connelly
C. Mason
N. Tonn

Chairperson

Electoral Area A
Electoral Area B
Electoral Area C

Electoral Area D
Electoral Area E
Electorai Area F
Electoral Area H

City of Parksville

Town of Qualicum Beach

City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo

Chief Administrative Officer

General Manager, Community Services
General Manager, Corporate Services
Recording Secretary

ELECTION OF DEPUTY CHAIRPERSON

The Chairperson called for nominations for the position of Deputy Chairperson for the year 2001.
Director Holme nominated Director Macdonald.

Director Elliott nominated Director McNabb.

Director McLean nominated Director Quittenton.

There being no further nominations, a vote was conducted and the Chairperson declared Director Macdonald
Deputy Chairperson of the Corporate and Community Services Committee for 2001,

DELEGATIONS
Frank Collins, re Crime Prevéntion Function.

Mr. Collins presented an overview of the Arrowsmith Restorative Justice Society and requested the Board’s Q

moral and financial support. ?
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MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that the delegation be received.

CARRIED
MINUTES

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that the minutes of the regular Corporate &
Community Services Committee meeting held on Tuesday, December 5, 2000 be adopted.

CARRIED
COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

Brenda Jager, re Resignation from Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission.

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Sperling, that the correspondence received from Brenda
Jager with respect to her resignation from the Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission, be received
for information.

CARRIED
ADMINISTRATION
Agenda Distribution Policy.
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Holdom,:
1. That amended Policy No. A1.2 be adopted.
2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw No. 944.02, 2001 be
introduced and read three times.
3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw No. 944.02, 2001” be
adopted.
. CARRIED
Crime Prevention Function.
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Macdonald,:
1. That the Board establish a regional community policing function to provide on going funding to
community policing organizations in Electoral Areas A, B, C,D, E, F, G & H.
2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Crime Prevention Establishment Bylaw No. 1233, 2001” be

introduced and read three times, be forwarded to the Inspector of Municipalities for approval, and

proceed to counter petition to obtain elector consent.
CARRIED

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Jepson, that staff be directed to draft separate crime
prevention establishment bylaws for each Electoral Area which would provide for approval by process of

counter petition or referendum,
CARRIED

The Chairperson noted that the last motion was out of order as it conflicts with the previously adopted
resolution.

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director Hamilton, that the first motion be reconsidered.
' DEFEATED ez

<
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MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Westbroek, that an invitation be sent to the RCMP
Parksville Qualicum Detachment to appear before the Board and advise the RDN on the advantages and
disadvantages of their crime prevention program.

CARRIED
Emergency Management Agreement.

MOVED Director Mécdonald, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Board of the Regional District of
Nanaimo and the Councils of the City of Nanaimo, the City of Parksville and the Town of Qualicum Beach
enter into the Emergency Management Agreement.

CARRIED
Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission — Amendment Bylaw No. 1208.01.
MOVED Director Sperling, SECONDED Director McNabb,:
1. That the “Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission Amendment Bylaw No. 1208.01, 2001”
be introduced and given three readings.
2. That the “Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Commission Amendment Bylaw No. 1208.01, 2001”
having received three readings, be adopted.
CARRIED
FINANCE
Year 2001 Parcel Tax Rolls.
MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Macdonald,:
1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Assessment Roll Preparation Bylaw No. 1232, 2001” be
introduced for first three readings.
2, That “Regional District of Nanaimo Assessment Roll Preparation Bylaw No. 1232, 2001, having
received three readings, be adopted and forwarded to the Surveyor of Taxes.
CARRIED
HOSPITAL
Request for Cost Sharing — NRGH — Ultrasound Equipment.
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Westbroek,:
1. That the CVIHR be advised that the Nanaimo Regional Hospital District is prepared to cost share in
the purchase by using funds from the 2001 budget approval of $1,380,000.
2. That correspondence be forwarded to the Minister of Health, the CVIHR and all other Regional

Hospital Districts outlining our concerns that cost sharing formulas and cost sharing requirements
have not been reconsidered in light of the reinstated health care funding the Province is recetving

from the Federal government.
CARRIED

RECREATION AND PARKS
Little Qualicum River Watershed Assessment.

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Quittenton, that the staff report on a watershed assessment
for the Little Qualicum River be received for information.



Corporate & Comununity Services Committee Minutes
February 6, 2001
Page 4

TRANSIT
Transit Business Plan Update — Terms of Reference.

MOVED Director Holdom, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Transit Business Plan Update for the
Regional District of Nanaimo Terms of Reference be approved.

CARRIED
COMMISSION, ADVISORY & SELECT COMMITTEE

District 69 Recreation Commission.

MOVED Director Quittenton, SECONDED Director Macdoﬁaid, that the minutes of the District 69

Recreation Commission meeting held January 18, 2001, be received for information.
CARRIED

Director Holme noted that the Commission may not understand that arenas, pools and recreation programs are
already within their mandate and that regional parks and trails and community parks in electoral areas are
funded by different participants than are currently sitting on the Recreation Commission. It would therefore
be inappropriate to include all the functions listed within their mandate.

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director McLean, that the District 69 Recreation Commission’s
recommendation to the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo that all recreation functions of the
Regional District of Nanaimo that impinge on District 69 be included in the mandate of the District 69
Recreation Commission: Arena, Parks -~ Regional Parks in District 69 and Electoral Area Parks, Recreation
and Greenspaces Advisory Committees, Pool, Recreation Programs and Trails in District 69, be received for
" information and that staff and the Board representative clarify these points with the Commission at their next

meeting.
CARRIED

Gabriola Island Parks and Recreation Cominission.

MOVED Director Sperling, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the minutes of the Gabriola Island Parks and
Recreation Commission meeting held January 22, 2001 be received for information.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Rispin, that this meeting terminate. :
CARRIED
TIME: 821 P. M.

CHAIRPERSON



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO
BYLAW NO. 1078.03

A BYLAW TO AMEND REMUNERATION RATES
FOR BOARD DIRECTORS

WHEREAS the Board of the Regionai District of Nanaimo by bylaw, cited as “Regional District of
Nanaimo Board and Committee Member Remuneration, Expenses and Benefits Bylaw No. 1078, 1997,
and subsequent amendments thereto, provided for the remuneration rates and reimbursement of expenses
incurred by Directors and Alternate Directors;

AND WHEREAS the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo wishes to amend the remuneration
schedule to recognize the Board Public Consultation Policy which requires Directors to attend an
increasing number of Public Information meetings;

NOW THEREFORE the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo, in open meeting assembled, enacts
as follows:

1. Section 2 — Definitions is hereby amended as follows:
The addition of the following definition:

“Public Information Meeting” means a meeting scheduled pursuant to the “Coordinated Public
Consultation/Communication Framework 2000 Policy.

2. Section 5(b)(vii) is repealed and is replaced by the following:

5(b) (vii) attendance at public meetings arranged by the AVIM, UBCM, MOA or other
levels of Government.

3. Schedule ‘A’ attached to Bylaw 1078 is hereby repealed and replaced with Schedule A attached
hereto.

4. Schedule ‘B’ attached to Bylaw 1078 is hereby repealed and replaced with Schedule B attached
hereto.

Qv
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5. This bylaw may be cited as “Regional District of Nanaimo Board and Committee Member
Remumeration, Expenses and Benefits Amendment Bylaw No. 1078.03, 20017,

Introduced and read three times this day of , 2001.

Adopted this day of , 2001.

CHAIRPERSON GENERAL MANAGER, CORPORATE SERVICES



Schedule "A’ to accompany "Regional Diswmict of Nanaimo Board
and Committee Mernber Remuneration, Expenses and Benefits
Amendment Bylaw No. 1078.03, 2001"

Chairperson

General Manager, Corporate Services

SCHEDULE ‘A’

Remuneration rates effective commencing the pay périod following the Inaugural Board Meeting

in each year shall be as follows:

All Directors
Chairperson - allowance

Regional allowance — Electoral Area Directors

Dec. 1999 Dec. 2000 Dec. 2001

7,709 7,823 7,940
10,445 10,602 10,761
1,697 1,894 2,090

The member elected as Chairperson shall receive no additional remuneration beyond the

Chairperson’s allowance.

In addition to the annual remuneration rates shown at (1) and (2) above, there shall be paid the

following rates:

Vice Chairperson of the Board

Committee Chairperson
Commuttee Vice Chairperson

Alternate Directors

Select Committees

Scheduled Standing Committees
Advisory Standing Committees
Public Hearings

Public Information Meeting

Other meetings

$150 per meeting when acting as Chairperson of
the Board

$100 per meeting chaired
$60 per meeting chaired

$75 per meeting when attending in the regular
Director’s place '

$60 per meeting attended
$60 per meeting attended
$60 per meeting attended
$60 per meeting attended
$60 per meeting attended

$60 per meeting for Directors appointed by the
Board to represent the Regional District at other
business meetings

The rates above shall be reviewed by a Committee appointed by the Board in the year of Local
Government elections and any changes shall be effective from the December inaugural Board

meeting of that year.

<



Schedule "B’ to accompany "Regional District of Nanaimo Board
and Committee Member Remuneration, Expenses and Benefits
Amendment Bylaw No. 1078.03, 2001

Chairperson
Secretary
SCHEDULE ‘B’

Meal Expenses
a) Breakfast to a maximum of | $10.00 without a receipt
b) Lunch to a maximum of $15.00 without a receipt
c) Dinner to a maximum of $25.00 without a receipt
d) If a receipt is submitted, the actual cost will be reimbursed provided that:

(1) the cost of the meal including taxes does not exceed the maximum cost
under a), b) or ¢); and, '
(ii)  the gratuity if any, does not exceed 15% of the total meal cost including

taxes.
e) Where travel occurs outside of Canada the meal expense maximums shall be converted at
prevailing exchange rates.
f) There will be no reimbursement for alcoholic beverages.
Mileage

The mileage rate will be increased or decreased effective from September 1% each year to be
consistent with the rate paid by the Province of British Columbia as at August 31% in each year.



REGIONAL Growth Management Plan

DISTRICT
OF NANAIMO

Performance Review Committee

Minutes for the Meeting held:
Wednesday, January 24, 2001 @ 7:00 PM
Ramada Inn at Long Lake
Nanaimo, BC

Present:
» Charles Gahr *  Graham Shuttleworth
» Suzanne Andre *  Angus Weller
*  Brian Anderson » Felicity Adams
» Allan Armstrong * George Holme, Chair , Regional Board
» George Legg = Christina Thomas, RDN
»  Carmi Simpson
Regrets:
*  Ruth Matson = Dennis Gell
* Robert Jepson »  Kathleen Lewis
* Terrence Knight » Neil Connelly, RDN

Jane Armstrong Frank Van Eynde

1. Call to order
Director Holme called the meeting to order at 7 PM.
2. Minutes of thé November 15, 2000 Meeting
~The minutes were approved as presented.
3. Growth Management Plan Monitoring Project Update

C. Thomas provided a review of the Growth Management Plan Monitoring Project to date that covered the

following topics:

*  Workshop #1 (purpose, goals of the monitoring program, indicator selection criteria approved, set of
indicators chosen for in-depth evaluation from the initial list of 48 potential indicators);

*  Work conducted by the project consultant after Workshop #1;

»  Workshop #2 (purpose, candidate indicators identified for inclusion in set of final indicators, candidate
indicators identified as requiring further research, candidate indicators that would not be pursued
further).

4. Next Steps

C. Thomas provided an overview of the next steps in the Growth Management Plan Monitoring Project and

the development of the 2000 Annual Report on the Growth Management Plan. The overview included
information about the purchase and collection of data for chosen indicators, further research where specified,

the development of computerized database, and the timeline for the preparation of the 2000 Annual Report @
on the Growth Management Plan. 0
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Questioné/C:oﬁlments

Questions and comments were made about the following matters:

6.

The possible role of the Regional District in influencing (specifically, reducing) energy consumption in
the region through building code requirements and the fact that the not all areas of the region have
building inspection service;

The impact of the budget provided for the Growth Management Plan Monitoring Project on decisions
about indicators to be used to monitor plan progress and data to be purchased regarding the indicators.
The budget may play a too dominant role in decisions about the indicators to be used and data to be
purchased,;

Possible methods for the Committee to recommend that additional resources be allocated to the Growth
Monitoring Project,

How does the business community view thc Growth Management Plan? Would the Chambers of
Commerce in the region be interested in funding the program to monitor the Plan?

Consideration shonld be given to developing a work plan for the Committee (to ensure the Committee is
provided with all of the information it needs to do its job and do other activities relevant to the
preparation and presentation of annual reports on the Growth Management Plan};

Consideration should be given to developing an evaluation tool and a process for the Committee to
evaluate its role and contributions to monitoring the Growth Management Plan;

Differences of opinion regarding consensus decision-making and its impact on the project.

Adjournment

Director Holme adjourned the meeting at 8:30 PM.

Chairperson

6.

~



REGIONAL Growth Management Plan

‘ DISTRICT Intergovernmental Advisory Comumittee
OF NANAIMO

Minutes for the Meeting held:
Thursday, January 25, 2001 @ 1:30 PM
Regional District of Nanaimo Administration Office (Conference Room)
6300 Hammond Bay Road, Nanaimo, BC

Present: S. Fletcher, City of Nanaimo
G. Jackson, City of Parksville
T. Pollock, Ministry of Transportation and Highways
C. Hawksworth, Ministry of Municipal Affairs
N. Connelly, RDN
C. Thomas, RDN
R. Lapham, RDN

Regrets: B. Mehaffey, City of Nanaimo
S. Erickson, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks
B. Huot, Ministry of Municipal Affairs
M. Lambert, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks
R. Morris, Ministry of Forests
W. Haddow, Ministry of Agriculture
R. Cheetham, Agricultural Land Commission
D. Coombe, CV] Heaith Region
T. Hall, Ministry of Energy and Mines
P. Butler, Town of Qualicum Beach

# item
1. Call to order.

N. Connelly called the meeting to order at 1:30 PM and indicated that the Regional Board had

approved Terms of Reference for the Growth Management Plan Review Project at their meeting in

January 2001. It was noted that this was the first in a series of more informal monthly IAC meetings
that would be conducted on the last Thursday of every month as a part of the Project. The purpose of
the meetings is to keep IAC members up to date on the Project and to identify and resolve potential

project issues at an early stage. Meeting reminders will be sent to JAC members prior to each

meeting via e-mail. The reminder will indicate specific Project topics that updates will provided

about, Discussion regarding any Project issue will be welcome at the monthly meetings.

2. Minutes from the Meeting of October 25, 2000.
The minutes were approved as presented.
3. Growth Management Plan Review 2001-2002 Terms of Reference

C. Thomas presented an overview of the Terms of Reference. The overview provided information
about the following aspects of the Project: purpose, the four phases of the Project and the specific
topics to be studied and consuitation activities to be undertaken during each phase, the purpose for
examining each specific topic to be studied, and the first Project tasks that staff are undertaking.

Committee questions and comments included the following:

= The City 'of Nanaimo Industrial Study may be a source of useful information for the Project. 0@

»  The City of Parksville is interested in fringe area management as it relates to econom
development and ground water protection. &

3
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Other interests in fringe area management relate to greenbeli-type protection.

The fact that Industrial zoned land is being used for offices in the City of Nanaimo.

Whether the Project would include an examination of commercial land supply and demand,

The need to coordinate the timing of official community plan reviews and the review of the

Growth Management Plan. Moderate updates to the City of Parksville OCP are ptanned in 2001

and the schedule for the City of Nanaimo OCP review has not yet been decided.

* The impact of future development projections with the use of undeveloped land in the City of
Nanaimo for single use commercial purposes rather than mixed uses.

s The importance of early municipal council involvement in discussions about changes to the

Plan.

4. Other Current Project Work

C. Thomas provided an update regarding other ongoing regional planning projects, including the
Growth Management Plan Monitoring Program, the 2000 Annual Report on the Growth
Management Plan, the Transportation Study, an implementation agreement regarding the
Agricultural Land Reserve, and the Aggregates Study.

5. Next Meeting: February 22, 2001 @ 1:30 PM @ RDN
6. Adjournment.
N. Connelly adjourned the meeting at 3:30 PM.

Chair, Neil Connelly
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TO: Pamela Shaw DATE: February 5, 2001
' Manager of Community Planning
FROM: Susan Cormie FILE: 6480 00 0013

Senior Planner

SUBJECT:  Englishman River OCP Text and Map Amendment Bylaw No. 814.06, 2000
San Pareil Coastal Properties Development Permit Area
Electoral Area ‘G’

PURPOSE

To receive the minutes of the public information meeting and further to consider Amendment Bylaw
No. 814.06 for 2™ reading and advancement to Public Hearing.

BACKGROUND

The Regional Board of Directors, at its Inaugural Meeting held on December 12, 2000, gave Amendment
Bylaw No. 814.06, 2000 1* reading and instructions to proceed to a public information meeting. The
purpose of the bylaw is to consider designating the San Pareil coastal properties as a development permit
area for the protection of environmentally sensitive areas and protection of development from hazardous
conditions. In addition, the Board approved a Public Consultation Plan in conjunction with the
amendment process.

The Regional Board of Directors also directed staff to bring any building permits forward to the Board to
be considered for withholding, pending the consideration of this amendment bylaw.

Public Information Meeting

A public information meeting was held on January 25, 2001 at the Beach Acres Resort in Parksville.
Notification of the meeting was advertised in the PQ News, along with a direct mail out to all property
owners in the San Pareil neighbourhood. Approximately 85 people attended the information meeting and
provided their comments with respect to the proposal. Issues raised at the meeting included, but were not
limited to, the following:

e Concern expressed by property owners as to the level of impact the bylaw will have on private
properties and the ability for owners to complete building additions or accomumodate new
construction;

s Arecommendation that the RDN produce detailed drawings of the proposal for presentation in an
Open House format;

e Concern that the development permit area will include lands that have already been altered and
that the bylaw should have only applied to undisturbed or newly accreted lands;

e That a 30-metre leave strip is too restrictive; however, acknowledging that there is some suppo
for a reduced leave strip area such as 15 or 8 metres in width or to only apply to newly accrete
lands;

o That the bylaw is not necessary as there is already sufficient bylaws and restrictions in place; v

g
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¢ That the bylaw is only affecting those properties with accreted lands and it is not necessary to
apply it to all properties;

* Concern for properties that are eroding and the possible restriction on the construction of
seawalls; and

* Need for clarification of all exemptions including new construction, gardening and landscaping,
and replacement of malfunctioning sewage disposal systems.

The meeting concluded with an offer from one of the accreted landowners that the property owners with
accreted lands would work together to achieve the registration of a restrictive covenant on their land titles,
which would restrict setbacks and the construction of seawalls. It was suggested that the Regional
District act as co-signer to the covenant agreement. Other members of the public suggested all the coastal
property owners should be involved in order to be aware of the process as it might affect their properties
some day. Other comments made, with respect to the covenant, were focused on how the RDN would
ensure that the covenant would be registered and that the affected owners might not proceed with the
covenant offer if the new development permit area bylaw was abandoned. Minutes of the Public
Information Meeting are attached (see Attachment No. 1).

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

1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No.814.06, 2000” be given 2™ reading and proceed to public hearing.

2. That further considereition of Bylaw No0.814.06 be deferred for 30 days pending a staff report on the
efforts of some waterfront land owners coming forward with an offer to covenant a setback distance
and restriction on seawalls at the new natural boundary of the accreted waterfront area.

3. To abandon Bylaw No. 814.06.
DEVELOPMENT IMPLICATIONS

Public Implications

While a few property owners within the proposed development permit area are in favour of creating a
development permit area along the coastline, many other residents are opposed to this bylaw in its entirety
or want to see a number of significant changes made to the bylaw. One recommendation received from
the public is for the Regional District to hold an open house forum and provide detailed scaled plans of
the coastal properties showing the location of all buildings, roads, property lines, and the proposed leave
strip area in order to give the property owners the ability to fully consider the proposed bylaw and how it
applies to their own situation. While this request has some merit, the staff time, resources, and costs
associated with providing this level of detailed information is beyond the current planning program’s
financial provisions for 2001.

Other members of the public have suggested that the bylaw be amended to reduce the leave strip area

from 30 metres to 15 or 8 metres while still others have suggested that only the accreted lands be within a
development permit area. It was also suggested that the application of the bylaw to only the accreted Q
lands would recognize the fact that the existing lots were already fully developed. e

" In addition, other suggested amendments to the bylaw included clarification of the exemptions, includinq
septic field replacements within the leave strip area, and excluding references to landscaping provistons ™ -
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If considered appfoprizﬁe, these suggestions all require the bylaw to be amended prior to further
consideration.

An offer from one of the accreted landowners to prepare and register a 15-metre restrictive covenant on
the accreted properties appeared to be generally acceptable to the residents at the public information
meeting. It was noted by some residents however, that this is a piecemeal approach to the issue and will
not address future situations caused by the changing conditions of the shoreline, Other residents
expressed concern with the process if the RDN is no longer involved and that the covenant mlght be
promised but never registered.

Agency and Other Jurisdictions Implications

In accordance with the Board’s public consultation framework and the new provisions of the Local
Government Act, staff has contacted the following agencies and other jurisdictions to receive comments
and recommendations. The following verbal comments have been recetved;

Surveyor-General’s Office ... no comments.

Department of Federal Fisheries............ supports a zoning water use and the establishment of a
development permit area with a 30-metre leave strip.

Ministry of Municipal Affairs................ interest unaffected subject fo satisfactory resolution of concemns
raised by other agencies.

City of Parksville......ccoooeiivinnnceniencrnnns in support of bylaw.,

Town of Qualicum Beach ........cocooeeee no concerns with respect to bylaw.

School District 69....cocvveiircvevierieeeen, interests not adversely affected.

Regional Health Board.......coccooceercenins support bylaw with recommendation for amendment to include

within the exemptions section, the repair of malfunctioning on-
site sewage disposal systems subject to Regional Health Board

: approval,

Nanocose First Nation ..........cceeeeeiieeecinns comments not received to date.

Qualicum First Nation Council .............. comments not received to date.

Ministry of Environment.........coocveeias supports a zoning water use and the establishment of a

development permit area with a 30-metre leave strip.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this amendment bylaw is to protect the environmentally sensitive nature of the San Pareil
coastal area, which consists of a rare sand spit habitat that is considered to be a high energy system.
While the offer from the accreted landowners to register a covenant on their individual properties
restricting buildings and seawalls within a 15-metre setback provides some protection of the beach front,
the proposed covenant is limited in its application to only 8 or 9 of the 38 properties involved in the
development permit area. In addition, although staff have not been apprised of the details of the proposed
covenant, it would appear that alteration of land would not be restricted in the covenant as it would be if
designated in a development permit arca. However, given that the majority of property owners at the
public information meeting are opposed to the proposed development permit area as presented, the
voluntary covenant on the accreted land properties would result in some level of protection for the beach.

- BUILDING PERMIT IMPLICATIONS

The RDN solicitor has advised that if the bylaw is reintroduced with substantial amendments or 1s
abandoned, the Board can no longer withhold building permats. o@

QT Y
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SUMMARY

As set out in the public consultation strategy for Amendment Bylaw No. 814.06, a public information
meeting was held prior to the Board considering the bylaw for 2™ reading and proceeding to public
hearing. Comments received from the public information meeting varied, but there was an underlying
theme that the development permit area is either too restrictive in its application or not necessary at all.
While the request for a RDN open house presentation with detailed drawings of the San Pareil area has
some merit, it is an expectation that cannot be met at this time as it is outside the Planning Department’s
work program for 2001 in terms of staff time, resources, and allocated funds. It appeared that there was a
consensus of the residents to explore the possibility of the landowners with accreted lands registering a
restrictive covenant on their properties with the RDN acting as a co-signer. These landowners have
offered to work towards having this covenant agreement completed within 30 days.

As there was little support for the designation of a development permit area as presented and the accreted
landowners have offered to work toward registering a 15-metre restrictive covenant, staff recommends
Alternative No. 3, to abandon Bylaw No. 814.06. Staff notes that there is no way to secure the covenant
offer from the landowners, and that, if the Bylaw is abandoned the Board cannot consider withholding
building permits. However, as outlined in the-implications associated with the other alternatives,
significant amendments to the proposed bylaw would also not allow the Board to withhold building
permit applications that have currently been submitted.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Englishman River Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 814.06, 2000” be abandoned.

2. That staff commence processing building permits that were subject to Board review as a result of the
consideration of Bylaw No. 814.06, 2000.

T
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Attachment No. 1

Minutes Of a Public Information Meeting

Held at the The Ellis Room, Beach Acres Resort

10135 East Island Highway, Parksville, BC
January 25, 2001 at 7:00 pm

on
Amendment Bylaw No. 814.06, 2000

Note: these minutes are not a verbatim recording of the proceedings, but are intended to summarize the
comments of those in attendance at the Public Information Meeting,

There were approximately 85 persons in attendance.
Present:

Chairperson J. Stanhope, Director, Electoral Area ‘G’

Jack McLean, Director, Electoral Area ‘F’

Robert Lapham, General Manager of Development Services
Susan Cormie, Senior Planner

Director J. Stanhope opened the meeting at 7:01 pm and outlined the agenda for the evening’s
meeting and introduced the head table. The Chair stated the purpose of the public information
meeting and requested the General Manager of Development Services to provide background
information concerning the bylaw amendment.

The General Manager of Development Services outlined the provisions of the bylaw amendment,
including the justification of establishing an environmentally sensitive area along the San Pareil
coastline and an explanation of the proposed exemptions. He then explained how the request for
the amendment bylaw was initiated and what issues had been raised to date. The General
Manager of Development Services also stated that other options might be considered if the
community is not satisfied with this bylaw and that the purpose of the Public Information
Meeting was to determine what the issues or concerns are and if there is any support to proceed
with some form of additional protection for the beach.

The Chair invited questions from the audience.

David Cardwell, 1033 Forgotten Drive, asked if the Board cannot refuse a development permit,
then why have a development permit area in the first place?

The General Manager of Development Services explained that Board may refuse the issuance of
a development permit if the applicant has not met the applicable requirements of the guidelines.

Mel Melnechenko, 926 Ballenas Road, felt that there is confusion with the proposed bylaw
among the neighbourhood and that in order for the public to fully understand the implications of
the development permit area, the RDN needs to produce a plan to scale showing all the details

where the existing buildings are, the lot lines, the streets, and the proposed leave strip area. Mr.

vr(’@
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Melnechenko stated that he would be upset if he purchased an older home on the waterfront and
could not rebuild because of this bylaw.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that a development permit designation
would allow for the replacement of a dwelling unit within the same footprint or behind the
waterfront building face without a development permit.

Charles Moore, 733 Marnier Way, stated that the proposed development permit area will take
75% of his lot and with the 8 metre setback from the road, he is left with about 3 metres to build,
which makes his property worthless. Mr. Moore stated that the existing building and floodplain
bylaws are more than enough to provide controls for the properties.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that the proposed exemptions to the
leave strip area include the construction of building between the waterside face of existing
houses and the required setback from the roadside property line and that there are exemptions
provided to add on to existing dwellings.

Trish Widdershoven, no address given, stated that she was asked by the Real Estate Board to
speak at this meeting. Ms. Widdershoven asked what is the cost difference between a
development permit and a building permit? Ms. Widdershoven then stated that the property
owners with property within the proposed development permit area are affected financially by
this bylaw. Ms. Widdershoven commented that while property rights are not entrenched in the
Canadian constitution, this is being worked on having this changed.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that the cost for a building permit for
a dwelling unit is based upon the value of the building and that an average permit for the typical
waterfront home would be approximately $2,000.00. The General Manager of Development
Services stated that an application for a development permit for environmentally sensitive area
would be $200.00

Alan Campbell, 765 Marnier Way, asked would the proposed development permit boundary
include the accreted lands as well?

The General Manager of Development Services explained that the accreted lands are proposed to
be included in the development permit area. He further explained that due to the issues raised
about incorporating lands that have already been altered in the leave strip, an option might be to
include only accreted lands within the development permit area, as measured from the historical
subdivision waterfront boundary.

Ross Harvey, 865 Seashell Place, asked if the newly accreted lands are going to be included in
the proposed bylaw and what happens to the boundary if someone accretes land after the bylaw
is adopted. Mr. Harvey stated that he felt the bylaw was terribly flawed and believes that it is
arbitrary and that this sets a very dangerous political process. Mr. Harvey stated that there are
already enough bylaws in place and that is enough protection for the beach.

The General Managér of Development Services explained that yes, newly accreted lands would OQ

be included in the proposed bylaw. v :
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Bruce Cownden, 801 Mariner Way, stated that not all the people in area received the
nolification of this meeting. Mr. Cownden asked how many people spoke to the bylaw at the
Board. Mr. Cownden asked how much is the setback requirement for the French Creek
Development Permit. Mr. Cownden then stated that the waterfront property owners own up to
the high water mark and asked if that was explained. Mr. Cownden stated that the current
bylaws work well and asked about non-conforming situations for existing houses. Mr. Cownden
stated that his house is 255 feet from the water and if it burns down, he might want to build
closer. Mr. Cownden stated that with this bylaw if he wanted to excavate the foundation for a
house in a development permit area; he could not do this and asked if he could alter 1and.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that the waterfront property owners
own up to the high water mark, but this ownership must be defended by title through the
Surveyor-General’s office and Land Title system. He also explained that aiteration of land
within a development permit area would require a development permnit.

Glen Jamieson, 804 San Malo Crescent, stated that there 1s still some confusion as to what the
bylaw means to the individual as the accretion vs. erosion issue is confusing to the residents. Mr.
Jamieson stated that, speaking in the capacity of a biologist, the sand habitat in San Pareil is the
rarest in BC and this habitat, which has been greatly eroded and encroached upon, is one of the
few remaining pieces on the Strait of Georgia. Mr. Jamieson stated that this rare habitat is what
gives quality to the San Pareil subdivision and he believes this is what adds value to the land, not
diminishes the value. Mr. Jamieson stressed that the people who own some of this rare habitat
must preserve it and that it is the intent of the RDN, through this bylaw to try to preserve the
enviromment for the whole community. Mr. Jamieson stated that he felt the challenge is to
develop a process to work with the property owners and that a detailed map showing the
proposed development permit area would be helpful. Mr. Jamieson stated that the 30-metre
leave strip is more appropriate for the Englishman River area than the French Creek leave strip
area due to the remaining habitat at Englishman River. Mr. Jamieson stated that he gives his
support for the intent of the bylaw and to conserve the biological function of the habitat.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that it is possible to amend the 30-
metre boundary and if the community wanted, the development permit area could be the beach
area only within the accreted lands.

Jeremy Green, 893 Shorewood Drive, asked that, if the 30 metre setback places 75% of my
house in the development permit area, will he still be able to build without a development permit
back towards the road, to the sides and up? Mr. Green asked if he could build towards the
water? Mr. Green then commented if he had a neighbour that wanted to build on the accreted
land, the development permit process would then take over from any dispuie between
neighbours. Mr. Green then stated that he felt that this bylaw amendment would protect his
property’s value, not diminish it.

The General Manager of Development Services concurred that subject to zoning setbacks and
height requirements, a person with an existing dwelling in the development permit area could
build towards the roads, the sides, and up without a development permit. If a property owner
wished to. build on the ocean side of the existing dwelling, a development permit would be
. required prior to a building permit being issued. The application for a development permit

would be examined and if the guidelines could be met, a permit would be issued. Q '

g
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Mike Gray, 1375 Madrona Drive, Nanoose Bay, asked if this development permit area is
different than the one in Madrona. Mr. Gray commented that one item not in this development
permit area 1s the need for a covenant and asked if covenants would be applied to this
development permit area. Mr. Gray asked if an existing deck was in the development permit
area and it needed to be rebuilt, would a covenant be required to do this? Mr. Gray commented
that what the RDN is saying tonight is totally different than what is going on with development
permit area in Electoral Area ‘E’. Mr. Gray noted that people are told to do things like put up
snow fences to protect the sensitive area and that these requirements need to be spelled out
clearly.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that covenants are not being required
in this development permit area.

Mike Laudadio, 807 Marnier Way, stated that the environment has already been altered, so
why have a development permit area on altered land and instead move the riparian area out to
include the beach area only. Mr. Laudadio stated that 30 metres is intrusive and that 15 metres is
more reasonable. Mr. Laudadio stated that the situation has a domino effect with one seawall
leading to another and if we had maintained the 15-metre setback without seawalls, we would
not be here today.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that an option to include only the
unaffected beach areas of accreted lands could be considered for the development permit area.

Roseanne McQueen, 808 Marnier Way, asked for clarification from the previous speaker
about where to have the development permit area.

Mr. Laudadio, 807 Marnier Way, stated that he felt that a development permit area does not
make sense for the built up areas when it is the beach we are trying to protect.

Ms. McQueen suggested that only the accreted lands should be in the development permit area.
Ms. McQueen asked if this was a viable option and suggested an open house forum to-discuss
this proposal. Ms. McQueen stated that she supports Glen Jamieson’s comments and the
protection of the beach. Ms. McQueen asked if the RDN can continue to withhold any building
permits?

The General Manager of Development Services explained that the Regional Board of Directors
can withhold building permits for a period of 90 days and this 90-day period cannot be
indefinitely extended.

Pat Fraser, 875 Seashell Place, asked how is the RDN going to address eroding properties?
Mr, Fraser stated that this bylaw will devalue the waterfront properties and if this goes through,
the 38 owners should get together and apply to have assessments adjusted to reflect the reduced
values. Mr. Fraser stated that the provincial government has just brought in new legislation to
rivers and how is the proposed RDN boardwalk taking into account the sensitive ecosystem?

Eileen Scott, 849 Marnier Way, stated that she is opposed to this proposed development permit GQ
area, has started a petition, and to date 137 households have sighed the petition stated they are

opposed to the bylaw. Qv y
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Rosemary Nash, 901 Shorewood Drive, asked for clarification on Exemption clause 1b if the
footprint includes the foundation. Ms. Nash stated that the bylaw does not talk about new
construction and this point needs to be clarified. Ms. Nash explained that her property is eroding
and therefore, a seawall is needed and she sees a need for control over the type of seawalls being
constructed. :

The General Manager of Development Services agreed that new construction can be included in
the bylaw exemptions. He commented that the type and appearance of seawalls cannot be
addressed.

Don Cameron, 711 Marmer Way, asked why was h1s property included in the proposed
development permit area as part of it is on the estuary.

The General Manager of Development Services explained that part of his property is adjacent to
the ocean and this was the reason it was included in the development permit area.

Jim Johnson, no address given, on behalf of Tim Walsh, 777 Marnier Way, asked what
happens to the four houses that already have accreted land and if they already have seawalls
built, when they come to build where do the setbacks apply from?

The General Manager of Development Services explained that the 30-metre setback would apply
for new construction if the development permit area is established.

Joe Dunn, 887 Shorewood Drive, stated that the coastline is a unique habitat and that if the
beach habitat is allowed to continue to erode, that situation will affect property values much
more. Mr. Dunn asked where he could build without a development permit. Mr. Dunn also
stated that a clear plan and set of guidelines is essential and that the community needs time to
discuss the issues. Mr. Dunn stated that he does not want to build a new house until he has
assurance as to what will be allowed next door.

The General Manager of Development Services explained the exemptions proposed to be
included in the proposed development permit area.

Reg Johanson, 1344 Madrona Drive, Nanoese Bay, outlined his experiences with the Regional
District and having to obtain a development permit for an addition to his house in Electoral Area
‘B’ _

Steve Gunther, 843 Marnier Way, stated that his property has some accretion and his house 1s
the small one located behind the houses on either side. Mr. Gaunter read hIS submission, which
15 atiached to these minutes.

Neville Hunter, 817 Marnier Way, asked if the General Manager of Development Services
would care to comment on the comments from the gentleman from Nanoose Bay?

The General Manager of Development Services noted that the comments were embellished.

Mike Gray, 1375 Madrona Drive, Nanoose Bay, commented on the environmental aspect of 0@

the beach.
QT



San Pareil Coastal Development Permit Area Amendment Bylaw No. 814.06, 2000
February 5, 200!
Page 10

Shirley Mallet de Carte, 944 Terrien Way, asked what will happen if the RDN does not go
through with the bylaw amendment?

The General Manager of Development Services explained that it would be possible for someone
to build on the accreted lands within 8 metres of the new natural boundary if a retaining wall was
allowed to be built.

Bruce Cownden, 801 Mariner Way, stated that the seawall is not on the edge of the water — it
1s 113 feet from the water.

Lisa Guhther, 843 Marnier Way, stated that when you say a house can be built 100 feet
forward, it is misleading because most of the properties are eroding.

Mel Melnechenko, 926 Ballenas Road, expressed the need for hard drawings in order for the
property owners to be able to review the bylaw amendment thoroughly.

Glen Jamieson, 804 San Malo Crescent, stated that he felt it was upanimous that no one
supports this bylaw amendment, but this does not mean the property owners do not want a
development permit area. Mr. Jamieson stated that he felt there is opposition because the bylaw
is proposing to lump developed areas with undeveloped areas. Mr. Jamieson suggested the
proposal be modified with the ideas brought up tonight and the RDN come back quickly with a
new version of bylaw complete with mapping. Mr. Jamieson stated that people tend to look at
the environment as a staple, but this area can change quickly. Mr. Jamieson also stated that the
intertidal area would probably disappear if everyone puts up seawalls. Mr. Jamieson asked
everyone to contact the RDN to ask the Board to re-look at the bylaw.

Jim Scott, 849 Marnier Way, stated that while he agrees with Glen Jamieson’s comments, he
does not want to tell the people with accreted lands what they can de with them. Mr. Scott stated
that the proposal should be dropped, as 1t is much too ambiguous.

Bruce Cownden, 801 Mariner Way, stated that this bylaw is only affecting a few properties
and that these property owner will work with the RDN to achieve a covenant with a 15-metre
setback and no seawalls and this way no one else has to be bothered.

~ Don Cameron, 771 Marnier Way, stated that 80% of the properties are eroding and he does not
support the RDN’s proposal.

Diane Spearing, 933 Shorewood Drive, thanked the RDN for getting involved and raising
everyone’s awareness and she applauded the accreted landowners for getting together.

David Cardwell, 1033 Forgotten Drive, stated that he agreed with the previous speakers for the
idea of the landowners to get together. Dr. Cardwell stated that he took exception to the
comment that others in the neighbourhood have nothing to do with this issue because it is
gveryone’s beach, not just a few.

Steve Gaunter, 843 Marnier Way, asked how should we best approach this next? e«’
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Mike Laudadio, 807 Marnier Way, stated that what is at issue tonight is the wording of the
bylaw and how it affects existing properties. Mr. Laudadio stated that no one wants to prevent
people from using the beach.

Roseanne McQueen, 808 Marnier Way, asked how do we know that the people with the
accreted lands will follow through with their covenants. Ms. McQueen stated that once it is out
of the hands of the formal process, how can we be assured the process will continue?

Neville Hunter, 817 Marnier Way, stated that everybody is prepared to save the beach and he
suggested the RDN back off and the people find consensus.

Glen Jamieson, 804 San Malo Crescent, stated that the other 30 landowners along the
waterfront would have to buy into the covenant in case their lands accrete in the future.

Bruce Cownden, 801 Mariner Way, stated that the landowners with accretion want 30 days to
work this out and are in agreement to have the RDN sign the covenant.

Ed Estlin, 833 Marnier Way, stated that he does not support a 30 metre leave strip, but will
support a 15 or 8 metre leave strip and that some form of saving the beach, and stopping the
removal of logs, sand and rocks is needed.

Jeremy Green, 893 Shorewood Drive, stated that other accretions may occur where properties
are now eroding and without covenants in place it will be the same situation as now.

Glen Jamieson, 804 San Malo Crescent, suggested that other landowners could possibility be
involved in the process to understand what is happening.

Reg Johanson, 1344 Madrona Drive, Nanoose Bay, stated that even after going through this
horrible process with the RDN, it is not fair to expect staff to think of all consequences and that
he does not blame staff for trying to implement what they think is right.

Joe Dunn, 887 Shorewood Drive, stated that what the ocean gives, it will take away, the shore
will change, and we will be in the same situation at some time in the future,

The Chair asked if there were any other questions or comments.

Being none, the chair thanked those in attendance and announced that the public information
meeting was closed.

The meeting concluded at approximately 9:14 pm.

Susan Cormie : Q
Recording Secretary 0
QT ¥
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TO: Pamela Shaw . T DATE: February 5, 2001
Manager of Community Planning

FROM: Susan Cormie ‘ - FILE: 3360 30 Q010
Senior Planner '

SUBJECT: Bylaw No. 500.267
Accreted Lands Within the Regional District of Nanaimo-

PURPOSE

To report on issues surrounding accreted lands and on staff’s meeting with representatives of the
Parksville Development and Construction Association and Corporation of BC Land Surveyors; and

further, to consider Bylaw No. 500.267, 2000 for 3 reading.

¥

'BACKGROUND

The Regional Board of. birectors, at its Inaugural Meeting held on December 12, 2000, considered the

following resolutions with respect to Bylaw No. 500.267:

That the minutes of the public hearing held on Wednesday, November 22, 2000, as a
result of the public notification of “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and
Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.267, 2000" be received.

CARRIED

That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.267, 2000" be referred back to staff for further investigation on the issues

surrounding accreted lands.
CARRIED

That staff be divected to meet with the representatives of the Parksville Construction and
Development Association and the representatives of the Corporation of BC Land
Surveyors to work together to achieve the intent of the bylaw which is to establish a zone
and subdivision district boundary that recognizes that future accreted land do not
automatically obtain the same land use zoning as the upland property and do not result
in additional land area being added to the upland property for the purpose of

subdivision.
CARRIED
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Bylaw No. 500.267, 2000 proceeded to a public information meeting and public hearing in November,
2000. Due to a number of concerns raised by members of the public during this process, the Regional
Board instructed staff to meet with the representatives of the Parksville Development and Construction
Association and the Corporation of BC Surveyors. As a result of this direction, staff met with
representatives of these associations in January, 2001. : '

It should be noted that accretion does not apply to all waterfront properties, but rather only those
properties that are generally located adjacent to spits, beaches, berms, and coastal marshes. In the
application of this bylaw, the new zone would apply only to those properties, which, at the date of the
bylaw, have not acquired accreted lands formally on title.

ALTERNATIVES

1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No.
500.267, 2000 be given 3" reading and forwarded to the Ministry of Transportation and Highways
pursuant to Section 54(2) of the Highways Act.

2. That Bylaw No. 500.267, 2000 be abandoned. -
VOTING

All directors except Electoral Area ‘B’ — one vote.
DEVELOPMENT IMPLICATIONS

Professional Associations Implications

At the meeting with the representatives from the Parksville Development and Construction Association
and the Corporation of BC Land Surveyors, a number of issues were discussed. These issues included the
inequality in the application of the bylaw to those owners who have not yet defended the accreted lands
on title; the need for clarity on how setbacks requirements will be determined on split zoned properties;
the concern with the accuracy of the zoning maps; and the concern with how the RDN will determine the
zoning boundary on a property if a survey of coastal property involves accretion or is a correction of the
original plan filed at Land Title Office.

At the conclusion of the meeting, both associations indicated that they did not support the establishment
of a land use bylaw creating a Water | zone over the accreted lands. Instead, the associations’
representatives suggested that where necessary, the establishment of development permit areas along the
coastline would be more appropriate and offer more flexibility to deal with the unique circumstances
associated with development on waterfront property.

The representatives indicated that they supported the use of development permit areas over a zoning
amendment because this type of application would apply equally to adjacent property owners. In
addition, the representatives also indicated that there would be greater opportunity to effectively protect
the environmentally sensitive coastal areas through a development permit than by the establishment of a
new zone. For example, the alteration of land, which may be addressed by way of development permit,
cannot not be addressed under zoning provisions. 0@
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While the implementation of a development permit area would not be able to restrict the future
subdivision of land for those properties with sufficient parcel sizes, the Associations’ representatives
indicated that the existing subdivision reguiations provide for environmental protection measures through
the subdivision process.

Public Implications

Development permit areas are currently designated along the coastal areas of the Regional District in
parts of Electoral Areas ‘G’ and ‘H’, all of Electoral Area ‘E’, and parts of Lantzville (Electoral Area
‘D). The establishment of development permit areas throughout the balance of the Regional District
coastal properties would be subject to a detailed pub[ic consultation process. It is noted that the February
2001 Board Agenda contains a staff report concernmg the designation of a development permit area for
the San Pareil neighbourhood. :

Environmental Implications

The purpose of this amendment bylaw is to establish a zone over future accreted lands to restrict uses on
these lands as well as to protect the sensitive nature of these lands. Both the Ministry of Environment and
the Department of Federal Fisheries recommend protection of the foreshore areas through the use of local
government planning tools, such as zoning bylaws and development permits. It is noted that the proposed
zoning bylaw would be applicable only to those lands with future accretions; whereas a development
permit designation could also apply to upland property.

Building Permit Implications

The RDN solicitor has advised that if Bylaw 500.267 is significantly amended or is abandoned, building
permits may not be withheld by the Board.

Legal Implications

If the Board chooses to proceed to 3™ reading with this bylaw as outlined in Alternative No. 1 of this
report, the RDN solicitor has advised that, to address the setback issues raised, it would be necessary to
amend the bylaw, As a result, the solicitor has recommended that the bylaw, with amendments, would
need to be reintroduced at 1% and 2™ reading and followed with a second public hearing.

SUMMARY

Ag directed, staff met with representatives of the Parksville Development and Construction Association
and the Corporation of BC Land Surveyors to discuss ways to achieve the intent of Bylaw No. 500.267.
The Associations’ representatives advocated the abandonment of the bylaw for a number of reasons
including the inequality of the application of the bylaw to waterfront properties and concerns with the
administration of setbacks requirements and survey corrections. '

The Associations’ representatives, instead, suggested that where necessary the RDN consider the
establishment of development permit for coastal parcels. The Associations’ representatives indicated that
the application of development permit areas would apply equally to all property owners. The
representatives also indicated that the use of development permits would be more effective in achieving
the overall objective of protecting the natural environment.

Therefore, due to the lack of industry support and upon further investigation concerning the legal
implications, staff recommends Alternative No. 3, to abandon the zoning amendment bylaw. Staff notes

that a report on the implementation of a development permit area for lands in the San Pareil Q
neighbourheod is also on the February 2001 Board Agenda for the Board’s consideration. 0
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RECOMMENDATION

1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No.
500.267, 2000” be abandoned.

2. That the Board reconsider its resolution directing staff to bring any building permit, which may
be in conflict with the proposed bylaw, forward to the Board to potentiatly be withheld pending
consideration of this amendment bylaw,

3. That staff be directed to process any building permits, which may have been in conflict with
Amendment Bylaw No. 500.267, 2000.

w

Mgrmee S

Report Writer er Concurrence
Manager Cour:./urrence CAO Concurrence )
COMMENTS:

devsev/reports/2001/txt3360 30 0010 fe brd accreted lands.doc
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stanhope January 7, 2001
Director, :

Regional District of Nanaimo

PO Box 40, Lantzville, BC

VOR 2ZHO

Dear Mr. Stachope

After reviewing the proposed by-law adjustment to the Englishman River OCP, as it
affects the San Pareil area, we wish to voice our objections to the wording and content of the
Development Permit Area concept.

1. The 30 meter “leave” strip improperly addresses the actual shoreline shape. The
lots trom Rathirevor Park to Arlette Street have been undergoing erostan for the last ten years,
which has resulted in owners having to suddenly have seawalls contructed to hold on to their
properties. West of Arlette and particularly from the point out almost to the last beach access
some enormous accretion has taken place, Two diametrically different conditions, being bandaged
by one swift dressing. 30 meters answers only one petitioners complaint! Allowing developers to
exploit accreted land threatens the fragile nature of the areal Any new construction in the former
eroded area will have too many restrictions as opposed to the advantages gained in the latter
accreted area.

2. We support the existing code setback of 8 meters from the established historical
seaside property line, which places all homes and future construction on an even sight line. The
provisions should be that any owner could apply and gain the accretion to his foreshore but be
restricted in the type of construction. This would allow seawalls if necessary, fences and shrubs
and limited height trees.

3. We request the inclusion of a restrictive removal clause to include the beach area
from the high high water point up to the agreed property line. This to preserve the natural
integrity of the beach and stop removal of logs, sand and rocks.

We request that if any further conditions are to be contemplated for the San Pareil
foreshore, that RDN staff, who seem to draft these recommendations, at least waik the beach!

Yours truly

Mr. & Mrs. E.P. Estlin

cc Mr. Robert Lapham RDN /~ e«'
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Gloria & Hugh Sutcliffe
3671 W26th Avenue, Vancouver, B.C. VES 1P2

Mr. Joe Stanhope

Director Area ‘G’

Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
P.O. Box 40

Lantzville, B.C. VOR ZHO |

Dear Mr. Stanhope:

This letter is in response to correspondence regarding a “Notice of a Public Information Meeting”
and “Schedule No. ‘1’ Development Permit Area No. (4) - San Pareil Coastal. We are unable to
attend the public information meeting and have the following comments:

L] THERE IS NO JUSTIFICATION FOR ANY DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT ARFA.

This issue has arisen from a dispute between two or three neighbours near the west end of
Mariner Way, over the potential development of accreted land. The proposed development
permit is clearly a misguided attempt to address this isolated issue under the veil of environmental
protection. There is no demonstrated environmental issue and no materal environmental benefit
served by the regulation.

¢ THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT IS DISCRIMINATORY
It does not apply to all waterfront properties in the Regional District. While the development
permit would be detrimental to all waterfront property owners on our street, it would be

particularly discriminatory to those who have not yet constructed seawalls and modernized their
residences.

+ THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL EXPROPRIATE MOST
OF OUR PROPERTY VALUE AND USE.

It will prevent the construction of a seawall, and the construction of our retirement residence

which we intend to pass on to our children. It will even prohibit our ability to perform basic

gardening and landscaping. If the Regional District proceeds we would expect full compensation
for our loss.

+ THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT IS NOT SUPPORTED

BY WATERFRONT LAND OWNERS IN SAN PAREIL.
The vast majority of directly affected waterfront residents attended a meeting in Parksville on
January 6th, 2001. All of the 40 people present were against the introduction of any development
permit area,

T Y



At the meeting you stated that the proposed development permit would not go ahead without the
support of waterfront residents, and as such we trust that you will take to the Regional District
Board our strong opposition to any Development Permit Area designation. We thank both
yourself and Mr. Robert Lapham for attending the Saturday meeting.

Yours sincerely,

Gz
loria & Hugh Sutcliff

Registered Owners
Lot 13, Plan 13008, District Lot 181, Nanoose Land District

cc Robert Lapham, General Manager, Development Services
The Chairman of the Nanaimo Regional District
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Dear Members of the Board of Directors
Regional District of Nanaimo,

We,the owners of 819 Mariner Way Parksville B.C. wish to register our
objection to the proposed designation of the foreshore of San Pareil as a deveiopment
permit area.

In order to resolve the objections of a couple of neighbours to the placement
of a few future homes on accreted fand the proposed development permit requirement
encroaches adversely on the much larger majonty of properties. it is our opinion that this is
not an appropriate solution to what is basically a situation that should be resolved by the
existing building regulations.

The proposed development permit will not resolve the dispute between the
neighbours affected, since the set back will not affect where they plan to place their homes.

A ban on the building of future sea walls on accreted land might be a better
solution to the problem of the foreshore protection.

Yours sincerely,

e

pl/l.—ui(,/\‘

a -

Bar”:éfz/ Elaine Morrow
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January 11,2001

I am draughting this letter to achieve the following:
a) to clarify the inconsistencies in the proposed RDN
by-law
b) to highlight some possible solutions.

As a result of the information meeting on January 6, 2001, I must conclude,
that the RDN has no real knowledge of this area. The presentation made by the RDN
at this meeting was at best contradictory, and underscored what seems to be an
intrusive and illconsidered by-law:

1) the 30 metre leave strip would be measured back from the
registered natural boundary.

2) within this leave strip , an existing dwelling ,provided its
‘footprint’ remains unchanged, is exempt.

3) expansion on either side ( provided there is space) or
towards the road is permitted.

4) any structure or unit within the leave strip that needs to be

repaired etc ... requires an application (3260.00 fee) for 7
approval. ’
5) the 30 metre leave strip would change with a titled
accretion.

These proposals, unilaterally expropriate no less than a third of our
property. The original motivation for this by-law was to prevent incursion towards
the water , but seeks to penalize existing properties. The RDN has arrived at the
inglorious conclusion that the land between the road and the beach should be
protected, with this leave-strip. Furthermore, the wording of the proposal and what
was stated at the meeting are incongruous: the written by-law states ¢ last registered -
natural boundary’, yet it was stated at the meeting that the natural boundary could
be re-surveyed and updated. The best legal opinion is, that according to the wording
of the proposed by-law, the original natural boundary ( surveyed for our property in
the 19607s) is an absolute. ‘ _

1 am categorically opposed to this proposal. The information from the RDN
seems to be inconststent, confusing and therefore mis-leading! In addition I find the
concept of a fee to maintain existing titled property repugnant!

On the morning of January, 10, the surveyor, Mr. Tim Walsh, Mr. Bruce
Cownden and I had an informal discussion to arrive at a solution regarding the 8
properties where, at present , there is accretion . The first idea was to re-instate the
principal of a covenant, that would address these issues, but after some debate, it
became clear that a covenant would be hard to enforce and cumbersome to write
inorder to accommeodate the extreme diversity of the neighbourhood.

The second idea was to have a hard' * no construction’ zone of 15 metres
back from the surveyed boundary, including accreted lands. This hard zone would

vc’«'
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also mean “no seawalls and therefore eliminate the need for any variances on the
property.
We realize that the solution is not perfect, nor does it address the properties
towards Rathirevor Park or at the end of Mariner Way. But, I believe a solution is
closer than it was 5 days ago and what ever we may achieve should be done by the

residents, not the RDN!

Thank- you for your attention.
Sincerely, Michael&Gail Laudadio
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| AN 152000
867 Mariner Way, - -
Parksville, B.C. VOP 156 o | .|
January 12, 2001 Bt e |

Mr. J. Stanhope, f ) B
Director, . H
Regional District of Nanaimo _ i i
PO Box 40, Lantzville, B.C.

VOR 2HO

L. 2@ SYanhope

et

Dear Mr. Stanhope;

We the undersigned, Judge Henry Estlin owner/resident, and Lynda Estlin Villeneuve owner, of
a San Pareil waterfront property, have read and discussed the proposed by-law adjustment to the
Englishman River OCP as it affects the San Pareil area. We are in total accord with the
objections of Mr. & Mrs, E.P. Estlin to the wording and content of the Development Permit Area
Concept. You will have received their letter of January 10, 2001 stating their reasonable
comments. We feel that the by-law adjustment for the shoreline with so much unique variance is

seriously unfair to each property owner,

We feel that if any further conditions are to be contemplated for the San Pareil foreshore,
whomever drafts these recommendations should make a thorough visual inspection of the

shoreline.
Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

s 309

Ww, [l nscer

Judge Henry P. Estlin
{Mrs.) Lynda M. Villeneuve

cc Mr. Robert Lapham RDN
Manager, Planning.



$HS Mariner Way
Farksville, B C

January 11, 2001 REGIONAL DISTRICT
OF NANAIMO

Director J. Stanhope
Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road CHAIR |
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2 .

Dear Mr. Stanhope, A

RE: Regional District File No. 6480000013

We are concerned with the Regional District’s proposal to designate
the San Pariel waterfront as a development permit area. Further, we object
to the method used up to this point in dealing with this matter,

It seems that a local dispute between several property owners has
escalated. Under the pretext that this area needs additional protection, the
Regional District has become involved and the issue now affects 39 property
Owners.

During a meeting held on January 6 at the Bayside Hotel, we asked
the Regional District representative if he had personally inspected the area
and were advised that he had not. How can the Regional District frame a
Bylaw without a full understanding of the intricacies of this particular stretch
of waterfront?

As proposed, the Bylaw specifies a 30 metre set-back from a poorly
defined point — “the natural boundary.” Of the 39 waterfront properties, 25
would appear to be in immediate contravention, 12 would comply, the
remaining 2 are empty lots. Currently 14 of the properties have rip-rap or
concrete seawalls. At approximately $10,000 per property to install
seawalls, nobody would go to this expense unless it was essential.

Our second concern is that the Regional District has framed this
Bylaw with minimum communication with the concerned property owners.

We would like to bring to your attention that on TWQO occasions
during the January 6 meeting hand votes were taken asking if any property
owners were in favor or the proposed Bylaw changes. Not one waterfront «,

T



Mr. Stanhope
Page 2
January 11, 2001

property owner voted in favor of this proposed Bylaw. We have lived in our
present home on the waterfront for 10 years and after scanning the group at
this meeting, in our opinion, only two property owners were absent, Mrs.
Mathews and Ms. List. '

We will be unable to attend the January 25 meeting if it is called. Mr.
Steve Gunther, owner of 843 Mariner Way, has full authority to act as our

proxy.

- We recommend that no further action be taken with respect to changes
of Bylaw 814, and that the Regional District attempt to secure restrictive
covenants from the property owners who have applied for accretion.

Yours truly,

iy

1775 atft

N. Kaye



. T REGIONAL DISTRICT
- OF NANAIMO

Brian & Della Merrick
941 Shorewood Drive
PARKSVILLE, B.C.

V9P 1R9

Tel: (250)248-5255

January 16, 2001

REGIONAL DISTRICT of NANAIMO
6300 Hammond Bay Road
NANAIMO, B.C.

V9T 6N2

Attention: Mr. Geqﬁge Holme
i

RE: DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA NO. (4) - SAN PAREIL-COASTAL

Dear Sir:

We are not in favour of this 30 metre set back proposal.
We want it to be left the way it is, as our end on
SHOREWOOD DRIVE, has nothing to do with accreted land,

as it has on Mariner Way.

We close as saying, we DO NOT want this development permit
area to go ahead.

Thank you,
Sincerely,

BRIAN MERRICK ' '

AﬂZzZL Plesicd

DELLA MERRICK
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January 14, 2001 ‘ NS V7

o JAK 18 2001

Director Joe Stanhope - [\

Regional District of Nanaimo | GHAIR

6300 Hammond Bay Road

P. 0. Box 40

Lantzville, B.C.

VOR 2HO

Dear Mr. Stanhope:

Re: Proposed Development Permit Area
3an Pareil Waterfront

Thank you for attending the meeting held on Saturday, January 6 at the Bayside Inn
to discuss the proposed development permit area designation for the waterfront
properties along Mariner Way and Shorewood Drive. | am the owner of Lot 12,
Mariner Way. | hope to build my retirement home there.

As was apparent at the meeting, the owners of virtually every property that would
be affected by the designation are opposed to this proposal. It does not make sense to
establish a 100 foot setback along the entire shoreiine to deal with an issue raised by
two or three owners who are concerned with having their views affected by
construction on the adjoining lots.

The “justification” for the proposed regulations (protection of the natural
‘anvironment and protection of development from hazardous conditions) is simply not
applicable to most of the waterfront properties. There is already a zoning setback that
preserves the limited natural areas adjacent to the high water mark. There is already a
bylaw that requires setbacks and minimum elevations for floodproofing purposes. A
development permit requirement is overkill in this situation.

| am sure that the concerns of the few owners who live in the area that is subject to
accretion could be addressed by voluntary measures such as covenants or by much
more narrow reguiations that would apply only to the six or saven lots where accretion
is a factor. However, based on what we heard at the meeting, there is no real need for
any more regulations.

| may not be able to attend the public information meeting that is supposed to be
coming up but | wanted you to know of my very strong opposition to this harsh and
unfair proposal. Please scrap it!

Yours truly,

Kathryn Anderson

QT ¢



REGIONAL DISTRICT
OF NANAIMO

TAK 182001

REGIONAL DISTRICT,
NANAIMO,B.C.

¥> MARINER WAY,
RKSVILLE, B.C.
9p 154
48-8734

ATTENTION MR. STANHOPE:

Dear Sirs,

As a waterfront property .owner since 1974 at the above
address, I am strongly opposed to the development permit
outlined at the meeting last Saturday, January 6/2001 for
SAN PAREIL.

MY OBJECTIONS ARE AS FOLLOWS:-

1. A recommendation passed by R.D.N. NOVEMBER 21.2000
without knowledge of dwelling or site plan proposed
at 777 Mariner Way. Why there was no notification
to the majority of property owners that this
recommendation was being tabled.

2. Only FOUR PROPERTIES of FORTY THREE have accreted
land. : '

3. INFRINGEMENT OF MY PROPERTY RIGHTS:

4, IT WILL HAVE AN ADVERSE EFFECT ON WATERFRONT
PROPERTY VALUES: )

This proposed development permit does not serve the majority
of waterfront homeowners and is an overkill to as GROSSLY
EXAGGERATED PROBLEM.

- THIS BYLAW MUST NOT BE APPROVED:

/
JANUARY 13th 2001.
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v 849 Mariner Way
01 Otpy Parksville, B.C.V9P 153
/9 2001 January 19, 2001
RECr (250) 248-3142 Work
7y (250)248-7399 Home

Fax: (250) 390-7511
Re: Development Permit Area No. (4)
San Pareil Coagtal

This letter is written to voice my displeasure with the proposed Development
Permil Area No. 4 for the San Pareil coast line.

The 30 metre leuve strip as stated in the proposed bylaw is doublc that of the
llealth Department and RDN requirements, This proposed lcave strip would be almost
entirely inside the present property line of all waterfront homes other than those with
accreted lands. :

Numerous houses are well within the 30 metre zone and not one home (other than
the 8 with potential accreted lands) would have any meaningful degree of water side yard
outside of the permit area.

How many private home owners are subject to such onerous restrictions on the
featured side of their yards?

Many of the oldcr homes that have not taken the same advantage of water views
as the newer ones, will be restricted to improvements away from the waterside even
though therc are no health risks or potential damage to native vegetation ( these homes
have lawns, fences and other normal yard alterations similar to other homes in our
community.) Additionally, our yards are no more corridors for wildlife than the
numerous yards away from the water.

For those who believe a 30 metre leave strip would allow the land and vegetation
adjacent to the coastline “to remain in a largely undisturbed state,” have not vicwed the
area in question, 'The land and vegetation is in a developed state - there are lawns, shrubs,
gardens, ctc, Perhaps they mean the accreted land nearby but surely not my yard with its
dogs, cats, kids, and adults. The walerfront property owners appreciate the beauty of this
area at least as much as any other group. The water habitat and tidal zones are a
constantly changing and fascinating area to see.

{.iving with this awc inspiring nature everyday only reinforces our desire to live tn
hasmony with it. What we do have trouble living with is the infringement of our property
rights by others who may be championing their own cause. We only wish for our rights
as property owners to be respeetfully championed by our elected represcntatives.

4
S A

TH NN A9 AT ARDNYA Lzia W 1IN WIe ZeTP AP NG2 bE:TT TN BT “RWE



E g |

rnn

Cc: George Holme

ce: Jack McLcan

ce: Joe Stanhope

ce: Richard Quittenton
ce: Julia Macdonald
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853 Mariner
Parksville, B.C.
VoP 183

Regional District of Nanaimo Planning Department
I'ax: (250) 390-7511

Attention: Joe Stanhope

Please accept (his Ictter as my written oppposition to the proposed development
permit guidelines for the San Paricl Coastal Area.

Changing the setback from the present 15 meters to 30 meters is nol appropriate.
‘This negatively impacts all property owners. Having retired here in the 1970°s to enjoy
the beauty of the arca and my yard, 1 am against a 30 meter leave strip. Protecting native
vegetation is in theory an admirable idea but most properties in the area arc already
developed and are landscaped/ planted in lawn. There is Rathtrevor Park to one side and
the Parksvillc Beach to the other which provide habitat and corridors for fish, birds, and
other wildlife.

Introducing this bylaw is akin to expropriation without compensation. T would
suggest that if you took a vote of all property owners along the waterfront you would find
only a handful of people in favour of this bylaw.

Please recommend that this proposed bylaw be dropped.

Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

PLJ;V‘H Y3
LN

1" 1 {
3 2009 Elizabeth Hale
RECE 1ygp
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1 TERT Rileen E. M. Scott
19 2007 849 Mariner Way
RE Parksville, B.C.V9P 183
Eetyep Sanvary 19, 2001

(250) 248-3142 Work
(250)248-7399 Home
Regional District of Nanaimo
Fax: (250) 390-7511
Re: Development Permit Area No. (4)
San Pareil Coastal

‘This letter is written to express my concern and opposition to the proposed
Decvelopment Permit Area No. 4 for the San Pareil coast line.

The 30 metre leave strip mentioned in Schedule No. 1 i an abominable idea.
This amounts to confiscation without compensation. Tt does not protect the naturat
environment, its ecosystems, and biological diversity. What it does to is infringe on the
rights of private property owners. This area is buill up and developed and the yards
within the proposed leave strip Zone are planted with lawns, shrubs, vegetable gardens,
fruit trees, etc. cte. Our yards may at times be corridors lor fish, birds, and other wildlife
- but primarily they are just that, our yards, the yards of the people who own and pay
taxcs on their private properties. These are yards 10 be played in, walked on, gardened in,
sat on, and enjoyed. These arc yards from where we can watch the magnificant ocean,
and the sea gulls, and sea lions, and geese and other wildlife,

For an individual property owner to have to pay $200.00 and apply for a permit to
dig a weed or plant a garden or put up a fence,in their own yard is ludicrous. Ido not
think that the walerfront properly owners in San Pariel or any other area of San Pariel
would be in favour of these onerous restrictions. Not many people would want to in
effect give up 100 feet of their property,

Please re consider this issue. Perhaps our elected representatives will realize that
these proposed development parmit guidelines, though perhaps well intentioned, have not
been clearly thought out and need to be abandoned.

Eileen E. M., Scott

Ce: George Holme

cc: Jack Mel.ean

cc: Joe Stanhope

cc: Richard Quittenton
cc: Julia Macdonald
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711 Mariner Way
Parksville

B8.C.

Vap 154

January 10, 2001 .

Dear Ms Cormie

We are strongly opposed to the Regional District of Nanaimo, des:gnatmg the waterfront
properties of San Pareil, as a “Development Permit Area’.

Close to 90% of the San Pareil waterfront is subject 1o erosion, rather than accretion. To place
restrictions on the majority, because of a problem resutting from accretion is unjustifiable.

Development permits are a hardship, not needed. The hardships, | refer fo are,
inconvenience, expense, and uncertainty, because of the lack of regulations, conceming development
permits.

Qur property is vastly differant than all other lots on the waterfront. The depth of the other lots
varies between 30 and 50 metres, with some being as close to the shoreline as 10 metres. On our
property 30 metres from the shoreline would be 2 acres of riparian leave strip”, which would approach
50% of all “riparian land”. This we feel is an injustice. We have not altered the waterfront in anyway in
the last 10 years. The shoreline is stable and continues fo support birds by the thousands, fish and
other wildlife.

We have a unique property, the only one with the potential for sub-division and we will be
seeking legal advice, because this amendment has the potential to devalue.

San Pareil is one of the best places in the world to live. This amendment will do nothing to
improve relationships. Spliting the area into waterfront and athers solves nothing and will create
distension.

Making the waterfront properties a “Development Permit Area” is not necessary. The penaity
imposed on undeveloped properties is extreme. Please defeat this amendment.

Sincerely
Donald K Cameron - 7
Anne L. Cameron /zlf\w
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January 23, 2001

Director J. Stanhope
Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2

Dear Mr. Stanhope,
RE: Regional District File No. 6480000013

| am writing this letter to protest the Regional District of
Nanaimo's proposal to designate the San Pareil waterfront a
development permit area, and further implementing a 30 metre leave
strip on waterfront properties. | am the property owner of 843
Mariner Way. | believe this proposal is unacceptable and unjust as
it is detrimental to all waterfront property owners and extinguishes
previously existing property owners rights to their private property.
Furthermore, passage of such a2 bylaw would create an immediate
loss of property values for all owners on the waterfront.  This is
completely arbitrary and unnecessary. It is my opinion that this
bylaw would likely be unenforceable, as it is not consistent with
regulations for all waterfront properties, and is retroactive. (This
bylaw was not implemented prior to the development of San Pareil
subdivision.)

The stated intent of the bylaw is to protect the beach. You may
have inadvertently created a situation where those remaining
landowners fortunate encugh to have accretion rights may have to
prematurely act upon thelr rights. This would be necessary to extend
their properties further towards the beach in order to comply with the
new regulations, so as to enjoy their previously unfettered use of
some portion of their existing property taken away under the bylaw.
Surely this is not the outcome you desire with your stated intention of
“protecting the beach.”

What started out as a dispute between a property owner and
his two neighbours, has escalated to an issue where the Regional
Board is negatively impacting at least 39 property owners on the San
Pareil waterfront. | implore you to reconsider this overreaction (,«’

¢y



before the motion is set into place where affected property owners
may be required to seek redress.

The vast majority of waterfront owners have been here for 10-
40 years. A simple visit to the area by Board members will indicate
to you that the waterfront owners have an affinity to the natural
beach, and are responsible caretakers leaving the beach in a natural
state.

To be told one has to pay a $200 non-refundable fee, and seek
permission to install a 3 % foot high chain link fence across an
existing property line is totally unacceptable. For the majority of
properties, should the existing structure be lost for any reason, the
house could not be rebuilt in its existing location. My current house
is set back further than either of my neighbours. A 10 foot simple
extension of my house towards the water is not possible under your
proposai. My house would still remain set back further than either of
my neighbours.  Many of my fellow affected property owners are
experiencing erosion of their land, and would not be able to build at
-all based on the required legal set back from the street behind them.

Please reconsider this flawed motion. It appears rushed and
has not been well thought out. There are current restrictions in
place for set backs, and reguiations in place for septic field locations
etc. to protect the beach, 37 of the 39 affected homeowners
attended a community hall meeting with Regional District
representation present, and not a single person supported the
proposed bylaw.

| strongly urge you to reconsider this motion.

Yom

Steven M. Gunther

cc Regional District of Nanaimo Directors



January 23, 2001

Director J. Stanhope
Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2

Dear Mr. Stanhope,
RE: Regional District File No. 6480000013

I am expressing my concern with the Regional District’s
proposal to designate the San Pareil waterfront as a development
area. | attended the information meeting on January 6, 2001, have
spoken with many property owners and reviewed the proposed
Bylaw. | believe that the Bylaw is inequitable and flawed.

The Bylaw is inequitable because it does not apply to all
waterfront properties in San Pareil, and assumes that all properties
have similar qualities. There are three waterfront properties in an
environmentally sensitive area that have not been included in this
Bylaw. These properties do not have a 30 m leave strip area. |
question the validity of a Bylaw that can ignore this environment,
while creating rules and regulations less than a block away.

The waterfront praperties are all unique. Some have accreted
land, many are experiencing erosion, while others remain relatively
stable. A 30 m leave strip on properties battling erosion greatly
- affects owners rights. Itis ridiculous to even consider that | may have
to pay $200 for a permit to construct a fence, or that | cannot extend
my house forward such that it is an equal distance from the water as

my neighbours.

The Bylaw is flawed in part because the Regional District did
not adequately research the area. The Bylaw recognizes “that the
waterfront may be subject to accretion.” However, it does not
recognize that the waterfront is also subject to erosion. The
justification for the Bylaw is to leave an “an area of fand and
vegetation adjacent to coastline that is desirable to remain in a largely
undisturbed state.” However, the 30 m leave strip infringes across

Jo..
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Mr. Stanhope
Page 2 |
January 23, 2001

homes, landscaped backyards, cement structures, etc. | question the
environmental sensitivity of a property owner’s living room, or my
cement parch. The 30 m leave strip is arbitrary and has not been

justified.

Any Bylaw that removes the rights of a property owner and
devalues private property is unacceptable. This Bylaw appears to be
merely a response to a dispute between three neighbours. This
Bylaw does not solve their problem and adversely impacts on 36
innocent property owners.

| strongly recommend that you withdraw this motion.

Yours truly
Lisa Gunther |

cc Regional District of Nanaimo Directors



849 Mariner Way
Parkgville, B.C.
VoP 183
248-3142 (Work)
248-7399 (Home)
To: Board of Directors
Regional District of Nanaimo

Thursday, January 25, 2001 at 7:00p.m. The Ellis Room, Beach Acres Resort is a
date and place you won’t want to miss. That is when the Public Information Meeting in
regards to the Development Permit Area No. (4) San Pareil Coastal will be held., Please
come to this meeting - it is bound 1o be intcresting, infonnative, and perhaps
controversial. There wilt likely be some lively interchanges. Who would want (o miss
such an exciting night out on the town?

This proposed development petrmit area has far reaching effects for the pcople
affected by it. Tmagine you have lived on the waterfront for 20 years and really enjoy it.
You like to garden and look at all the wildlife. Along comes this proposal and all of a
sudden you are in effect kissing 100 feet of your yard good bye. It is no longer your own
to do with as you wish. Even though you’ve paid taxcs and lived there for years, if this
development permit area goes through, and you want to pul in a vegetablc garden, pull
out a weed, or put up a fence, or alter your yard in any way, you have to pay a $200.00
permit application tee and apply to the R.D.N. You may or may not be granted
permission, and if you do “Plantings shall generally be native in type and all works
associated within the proposed revegetation shall be to British Columbia Landscape and
Nursery Association Landscape Standards.” San Pareil is not a new development area, it
is an older established neighbourhood with fences, and lawns, and vegetable gardens, and
trees, sheds, greenhouses, and homes, already well established in the 30 metre {lcave
strip.). These are very onerous restrictions to put on private property. This “leave strip”
does not solve the original problem in the San Pariel Neighbourhood , which dcalt with
accreted lots and loss of view from new houses built on accreted Jots. The clear majority
of San Pariel Waterfront Owners do not wanl this Development Permit Area established.
Please recommend that this proposal be shelved.

Please be sure to come to the Public Information Meeting.
Feel free to call me at work or at home to discuss this. Thank you.

g Z/;/Vz/w%

Eileen E. M. Scott
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PETITION

We, the waterfront property owners of San Pareil, are
opposed to *“ the establishment of a development permit
area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of Electoral
Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as “Schedule No.
‘17 Development Permit Area No. (4) - San Pareil Coastal”.

We do not want a 30m (100 foot) leave strip on the ocean
side of our properties.

Signature | Printed Name Address Phone
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PETITION

We, the waterfront property owners nf San Pareil, are
1 2

opposed to

the establishment of a development permit

area lor the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of Electoral
Arca (3", referved to in the RIIN mailout as “Schedule No.
‘17 Development Permit Area No. (4) - San Pareil Coastal”.

We do not want a 30m (100 loot) leave strip on the ocean
side of our pr()pt‘llle*a

Signature

Printed Name

Address

Phone
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PETITION

We, the waterfront property owners of San Pareil, are
opposed to “ the establishment ol a development permit
area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of Electoral
Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as “Schedule No.
‘1’ Develapment Permit Area No. (4) - San Pareil Coastal”,

We do not want a 30m (100 foot) leave strip on the ocean
side of our properties.

Signature Printed Name Address Phone
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PETITION

We are opposed to “ the establishment of a development
permit area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of
Electoral Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as
“Schedule No. ‘1’ Development Permit Area No. (4) - San

Pareil Coastal”.

We do not feel that imposing a 30m (1 00 foot) leave strip
on private property is fair or reasonable.

Printed Name Address Phone
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PETITION

We are opposed to “ the establishment of a development
permit area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of
Electoral Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as
“Schedule No. ‘1’ Development Permit Area No. (4) - San
Pareil Coastal”.

We do not feel that imposing a 30m (100 foot) leave strip
on private property is fair or reasonable.

Signature Printed Name Address  (Phone
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PETITION

We are opposed to “ the establishment of' a development
permit area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of
Electoral Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as
“Schedule No. ‘1’ Development Permit Area No. (4) - San
Pareil Coastal”.

We do not feel that imposing a 30m (100 foot) leave strip
on private property is fair or reasonable.

Signature

Printed Name

Address

Phone
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PETITION

We are opposed to “ the establishment of a development
permit area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of
Electoral Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as
“Schedule No. ‘1’ Development Permit Area No. (4) - San
Pareil Coastal”. |

We do not feel that imposing a 30m (100 foot) leave strip
on private property is fair or reasonable.

Signature Printed Name Address Phone
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We are opposed to “

PETITION

the establishment of a development

permit area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of
Electoral Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as
“Schedule No. ‘1’ Development Permit Area No. (4) - San
Pareil Coastal”.

We do not feel that imposing a 30m (100 foot) leave strip
on private property is fair or reasonable.

Signature Printed Name Address Phone
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PETITION

We are opposed to ““ the establishment of a development
permit area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of
Electoral Area “G”, referred to in the RDN mailout as
“Schedule No. ‘1’ Development Permit Area No. (4) - San
Pareil Coastal”. |

We do not feel that irﬁposing a 30m (100 foot) leave strip
on private property is fair or reasonable.

Signature Printed Name Address Phone
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BN 25, 20/

RDN Planning Department
Regtonal District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
PO Box 40

Lantzville, BC, VOR 2HO

January 18, 2001

RE: DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA NO. 4 - SANPAREIL COASTAL

We appreciate the effort and good intentions that have gone into this document. It
seems, however, to be sidetracked encouraging far too much control over far too wide an area,
with no purpose.

The initial area which sparked a lobby of environmental concem is the area
where substantial accretion has occurred. This area involves perhaps 10 to 12 properties from
approximately the most westerly beach access to the access approximately opposite Arlette
Road. From the beach access around Arlett Road east to Rathtrevor Provincial Park the shore
condition presents an entirely different problem; as do those properties located further west of
the most westerly beach access, including the point. These properties are mostly subject to
erosion and the reasoning justifying the inclusion of all San Pareil coastal properties within a
Development permit area proposal does not apply.

The natural environment that requires protection is that of ACCRETED LAND.
It needs protection by controlling development and fortification. Otherwise, the mud, silt, sand,
loose gravel that harbours natural habitat for unique ecosystems will be interfered with
extensively. Why extensively? Because once a few properties interfere with the latteral drift or
fluid movement of natural beach with fortifications, other neighbouring properties will be forced
to do likewise in order to protect boundaries and perhaps in some cases, dwellings. Those
properties closer to Rathtrevor will very likely be subject to even greater erosion than at present
because of the well established back- eddy principal.

Where properties are NOT ACCRETING in the San Pareil area, they are subject
to erosion. Where properties are subject to erosion, it is unnecessarily onerous and punitive to
be lumped with the properties that have substantial accretion.

Some reasons are as follows:

1) For the most part, properties that are subject to erosion, have only approximatelylJ to
20 meters in depth of property more than a 30 meter leave strip area that the proposal
suggests should “remain in a largely undisturbed state”. Many of these properties do
have seawalls, have virtually no natural vegetation other than a few selected trees. For
the most part, they are already fully landscaped, and therefore have no natural
environment to protect.
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{ Should these properties begin to accrete sufficiently to allow a 30 meter leave strip area,
only then could this proposal be justified. This is highly improbable, however, because
of the historical pattern of accretion on promontories and erosion in bays or in the lee of
promontories).

2) Although you list several development activities which are exempt from requiring a
development permit, namely future development outside the 30 meter strip, properties in
this area which are subject to erosion have no room within which to build outside a leave
strip of 30 meters because of the required set-back from the street. As well, we are all on
septic and many are on wells all of which are subject to strict set-backs and regulations.

3) Although renovation is allowed within the 30 meter leave strip it can only be allowed
if the footprint of the building is not expanded. Thus, planners can prevent these
properties from any additions and or replacement of the present dwelling/s except in
the exact configuration and siting as exists at present. They are, in effect, severely
diminishing resale value and the owner’s ability to use the property.

4) Under guidelines to be evaluated as part of a Development Permit application, should
#2 and/or # 3 above be challenged, any change on the property or future development
will now be left to the discretion of a planning employee or perhaps the political
authorities of the day. This is an unacceptable imposition and allows for
misapplication of the intent of this proposal. By virtue of this proposed document,
there is a bias to mandate creation of a vacant 30 meter leave strip at the expense of
the property owners. .
5) Should our garden be relocated, under this proposal, we would have to pay for a
landscape architect to landscape within the leave strip area. (However, a vegetable
garden would not be considered as “plantings shall generally be native in type”).
A site plan would have to be submitted along with payment; then time would be lost
awaiting the outcome of the application. All this fuss would protect nothing.

6) Should an addition be necessary outside the footprint, we would have to
“demonstrate that encroaching into the leave strip area is necessary and “provide written
rational” ( all this requiring another study by an expert and additional cost and time).
Homes and private property in this area have been occupied as private property for at
least 60 years. It is unfair and irappropriate to encumber them with Development
Permit requirements that serve no purpose.

7) Regarding the procedure in emergency as outlined under Exemptions e; The idea of
having to report any action to the RDN and Provincial Ministry immediately to secure
exemptions is ludicrous. Between storms and high tides, for example, much property
could be lost, including dwellings if emergency repair or replacement of a sea wall is
not carried out immediately. This leaves no time for notification.

8) Finally, should a Development Permit be issued, who will supervise, inspect and
judge our property to “ensure that the area of encroachment and impact on the Q
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leave strip area is minimal? ( As stated before, there is no room outside a 30 meter
leave strip to develop).

SUMMARY

The San Pareil coastal area has a small pocket within the area where property is accreting.
Environmental benefit would be gained by protection of its eco-systems It is the view of this
property owner that this proposal, as it is now, removes basic property rights of many of us
within this coastal area outside the pocket of accreting beach.

Should, and only if, accreted beach is brought into the pi‘operty boundaries of the upland owner,

then the requirement of a Development Permit would have purpose. With these accreted land,
beach properties it would not be onerous to require a leave strip as there would be sufficient
depth of property to develop outside the leave strip. This would be respective of adjacent
properties and would serve to protect the accumulating natural environment.

In closing, it is not necessary to use this huge sledge hammer approach when a gavel would
suffice. By applying direction and focus at this stage to accreted beach frontage which has
been brought into the boundary of the upland owner, objectives of a Development Permit area
could be met without being unnecessarily punitive and severely restrictive to those properties
which do not have accreted beach frontage.

SUGGESTION

While it is a riparian right of an upland property owner to acquire accreted land, it is also the
right of the RDN to place restrictions on the granting of building permits. It already does this
through the application of zoning bi-laws, set backs, etc. The nature of this gift of land from
the ocean is significant and surely merits different consideration. Could not building permit
set-backs on properties that have increased substantially in size by virtue of acquiring
accreted beach be different from setbacks for building permits on non-accreted lands?

,’Respectfully submitted,

- /) 4 _?W
Dianne Spean‘né_ "
933 Shorewood Drive
Parksville, BC, V9P 1R9
Ph/Fax (250) 248-6686
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DATE: January 30, 2001

TO: | Bob Lapham, RDN

[FROM: Alan and Elizabeth Campbell, 765 Maﬁne; Way, Parksville, BC V9P {54
RE: Saving the beach in San Pariel

Following our attendance at the meeting at Beach Acres last week regarding the Development
Proposal, we hereby add our voices to those who wish to preserve the beach at San Pariel.

Clearly the proposed 30-meter setback is not a favourable option. However, we heartily believe
in and endorse further endeavours to find a solution that will protect this delicate and rare
habitat.

Yours truly,

E]?‘)M Casfalf
/
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1033 Forgotten Drive

Parksville B.C.

VoP 1T3
Planning Department 81 Amaun
Attention: Bob Latimer tARL GG DEPT

RDN 0 - 19
6300 Hammond Road 2 {2001

P.0.Box 40 AECE FYED
Nanaimo B.C.
VOR 2HO S January 30", 2001

Dear Sir

My wife and I are residents of San Pareil. We are very concerned about
possible destruction of the beach habitat and ecosystem by future building
on the accreted lands.

We feel that the existing beach and the accreted land should be protected
from any development. Existing properties should be grand-fathered so that
such homes can be repaired or modernised, and even extended if necessary.
New homes should not be allowed beyond the existing property lines for the
area as a whole.

We urge the Regional District of Nanaimo to address this issue and lay down
regulations to prevent any disturbance of this unique habitat. The accreted
land is part of this dynamic environment and should be preserved, along
with the existing beach area, for the enjoyment of present and future
generations.

Protection of the beach habitat is not just a concern of the waterfront
property owners. It is a concern of all British Columbians.

Yours truly
/

Cp G dusedl / Y 4& .

Patricia Cardwell B.Sc Dr. David Cardwell LRCP MRCS
- v_("
<y
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Cren DERT
02 - 1 2004

Mr. Bob Lapham RECE TVED
Regional District of Nanaimo

January 28, 2001

Dear Sir:

This letter is to show our support for the establishment of a development
permit for the San Pariel beachfront areca. We feel that sea walls into the accreted
areas along the beachfront will have negative effects in the future. They will
change the dynamics of the sensitive ecosystem along the oceanfront, by changing
the coastlines natural formation. Rare areas of vegetation will be affected.
Biologists seem to see the sense in protecting this area for the future. We hope you
too, will see the sense of making changes to the bylaws now!

We have been residents of the San Pariel neighborhood for the past four
years. Part of what has drawn us to the area is the natural surroundings.

This area along the waterfront between Rathtrevor Park and the Englishman
River estuary requires protection from future development. You hold the key to
our futures. Please handle with care.

cerel

) e Win %M
James and Julie Windram

946 Ballenas Rd.
Parksville, R.C.



951 Terrien Way ,
Parksville, B.C.

VIP 1T2

January 31st 2001,

| Sl DERT
Mr Bob Lapham, Mo
Regional District of Nanaimo, 02- - 1 2001
6300, Hammond Bay, ' HECETYERD
Nanaimo. _ nATRL
Dear Sir,

As a resident of San Pariell T would like to expres my support
for your efforts to protect the beach area from overdevelopment.

Having attended the last meeting at Beach Acres, I realise there is strong
opposition to the proposed development permit plan as it stands.

However I believe it is esétential that this area is protected,and not allowed
to be spoiled byla selfish few.

Having said that the rights of those home owners who do not have accreted
land but are directly affected none the less must be taken care of.

It seems the wisdom of Solomon is calld for,Good Luck.

Sincerely,

Sk A G



‘Whamond

email;

: 1034 Maple Lane Pheone: 248-6216
mn Parksville, BC FAX:
‘ VaPi1T3

Tuesday, January 30, 2001

S DERT
02 -1 2001
HECE {VE
Planning Board D
Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Rd.

Nanaimo, BC

Dear Sir: :
We have been residents of San Pareil for the past fifteen years. The reason we
chose this area was because of the natural state of the environment. It is important to
us that future development does not destroy this precious commodity.

We appreciate the R.D.N.’s efforts to protect our area, particularly along the
waterfront and would support and encourage you to focus on saving this beautiful,
pristine and unique area for us and our children,

1034 Maple Lane (San Pareil)
Parksville, BC
VoP 1T3
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January 29, 2001
945 Terrien Way
Parksville, B.C. V9P 1TZ

RDN Planning Department 2= - 120
6300 Hammond Bay Road

P.0. Box 40 _ |
Lantzville, B.C. VOR ZHO

Dear Sir:

We wish to protest development on any accreted
lands in the San Pariel coastal area. This land
is very environmentally sensitive and reqguires
public protection.

Having lived in San Pariel for the past fifteen
years, the accretion in question, has largely

occured in this period of time. It may well be,
that in the next fifteen years, it could again
disappear.

In conclusion, we feel that it is totally immoral
for outsiders, to disrupt this community and its
lifestyle, solely in the name of profit.

Your truly., i}
. _..:-. S e
: ..._"‘_,ii:-;;/ [?Z'Zr:; 7(:(55_ //
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P WL
Rose Anne McQueen 2~ - 1 200
808 Mariner Way ‘
Parksville, B.C. RECE L YE i

VIP 183 !
Phone 951-0680

January 31, 2001

Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, B.C.

Attention: M. Bob Lapham

Dear Sir:

RE: San Pareil Development Permit Area (DPA)

I am writing this letter in response to the January 25, 2001 Information Meeting regarding
the Development Permit Area (DPA) in San Pareil. I would like to go on record as
supporting the intent.of this proposed bylaw.

I appreciate that at last Thursday’s meeting there were many strong opinions expressed
both for and against the bylaw and that those opposed see it as an unwarranted invasion of
government rules and regulations on their private property. However, I also know from
the shift of tone in the latter half of the meeting that a large percentage of those people
(even ones opposed to the DPA) strongly support protecting the beach and would be open
to other solutions that do not impose such restrictive measures on their property.

With such compromise in mind, perhaps I could put forth the idea of having the DPA
apply only to accreted land. In my mind, this would be a win-win solution. Waterfront
owner’s could still own accreted property but could not develop it unless they met strict
regulations. Upland owners without accretions would not be subject in anyway to the
ramifications of the DPA. And, best of all, our beach an irreplaceable resource, would be
protected from both present and future destruction and would be available for all to enjoy
for years to come. '

I realize I know very little about planning and bylaws and that the above suggestion may
not be “doable”. But, I also know that without strong and continuing leadership from the
Regional District that a most precious resource, namely our beach, will be irreparably lost



and that in a few short years the destruction that has recently occurred at 777 Mariner
Way will be common place all along the San Pareil waterfront.

In summary, I am very concerned about the current destruction of our beach at 777
Mariner Way and the potential for further destruction on the beach if a DPA is not
introduced over at least the accreted lands along Mariner Way and Shorewood Drive in
San Pareil. I trust that the RDN will act responsibly and introduce protection to the beach
area.

Respectfully yours,

RAM T

Rose Anne McQueen

cc. Kelly Daniels
Joe Stanhope
George Holme

Accreted Beach @ 777 Mariner Way _
Prior to Recent Landscaping/Seawall Construction Q,

O
T
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Accreted Beach at 777 Mariner Way
Starting to Landscape,
Existing, natural vegetation being removed

Further Excavation of Accreted Property

hean r A/r‘nef‘rnnnr‘
tural Vegetation has been removed/destroye



Excavation on Accreted Property
for New Seawall Construction,
Existing Natural Vegetation Totally Removed

Preparing Base for Seawall
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Finishing Seawall,

Fill to be placed behind rocks to
complete landscaping,

Natural Vegetation on Accreted
Beach is Totally Destroyed
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Regianal Digtrict of Nanaimo
6300 Ham Hay Road
Nandimg, BC .

To Whom It May Cancern:
Re: Development Permit Application for San Pariet Waterfront

| am taking this opportunity to put my comments on paper and send to you, as | feel very
strongly there needs to be some rules established ragarding waterfront development in our area.
At the meetings held so far, | have fait intimidated by a few of the resndents who seem unwilling
to listen to other's opinions. A few of my concems are:

1. Under the curvent rules, | understand that waterfront property owners who have accreted land
.may be permitted. (if they have a seawall) to build 8 metres from the naturat boundary,
Although this ern acceptable as far as preserving the beach, it does not seem
acceptable th;ﬁi\;e!tmg could be as much-as 30 metres in front of their neighbour's
dwelling. This ¢a reat concem that as the years go by, residents cari continually
“leapfrog™ over each other out orte the beach with no concem for the integrity of the rows of
homes.

To say that a development permit would unfairly decrease the value of the properties with
accreted land is not trua. The value of, for example, 777 Mariner Way today'would be the
sarne as the value of it tormormow if the development permit was approved. The only Joss of
value if the development permit were approved would be the loss of a POTENTIAL GAIN IN
VALUE because the owners woilld not be permnitied te build 8 metres from the boundary or
subdivide. The real loss in value for any landowner in San Pariel would be if the
development permit was abandoned and residents started building their homes out in front of
their neighbours. The owners of the homes set back further would experience the loss in
value, Why shouid these neighbours be forced into such a position just sa that others can
profit?

2. It was suggesied that & few of the property owners on Mariner Way get together and come
up with a compromise, Personally, | would cerfainly NOT look fggward to sitting down with
Bruce Cownden and Tim Walsh and having a discussion on thig, let alone if | were in my
70's or 80's. Mr. Cownden stated at the information meeting thagthere are “only one or two
people” in favour of the permit, thesebeing Mr. and Mrs. King argt Mrs. Maithews, which
proves they have not been listening. They are mistaken. | feel aif waterfront property owners
should have a say in any decisicn, not just the few livingynear the currently affected area on
Mariner Way, gs the decision sels a precedent for the futyre and all residents will be
affected. Any meetings should involve ail waterfront property owriers, and should be heid
with a mediator present to ensure the proper respect is shown for differing opinions and no
intimidation is alldwed to occur,

3 \We need a visual interpretation of what a 30 metre setback would look like. I'm sure many
residents would ba quite surprised at what the subdivision could look like if The development
permit is not approved and property owners are allowed tq build out in accordance with the
current rules, A diagram of the new setback could ease t#& minds of those who may be
concerned that they won't be able to build a reasonable horne on theit [at.

Ty



Regional District of Nanaimo
January 30, 2001
Page 2

4. Many of tire peopie at the information meeting were concermed about not being able to cut
dowm blaciberry bushes, canstruct a fence, ar mend a deck. it seems they do not
understand the development permit issue and have stated they aie opposed to the permit for
thesa such reasons. | hope you can take the time to review theif concems, and if their
reasons are unfounded that vou will disregard their opposition. Again, it seems some people
have not been fistening, or choose to believe the RDN will change their minds when it comes
time for them to require a permit.

5, There are a few people who have circuiated misleading information tirough the
neighbourhood). As you are aware, Mr. Waish circuiated a drawing of his proposed new
dwelling which did not includs any reference 1o property linas or existing neighbour's dwellings.
This has given the impression that he is wall bsck from the water and therefors no one should
have a concern. In fact, if the permil is not approved, Mr. Walsh could submit a totally different
proposal to the RDN for approval. if appears that Mr. Walsh is wiiling to act in a way that will
harm other residents of the waterfront and in ways that are detrimental to the community as a
whole, N alsa appears that he is willing to distribute information that is incomplete and therefore
misteading.

In summary. | urga you to continue goinrg forward with the development permit application.
Everyone in San Pariel will be treatedd equally and fairly, the beaches will be protected, the
integrity of the subdivion will be majistained, and property values will remain comparable down
the beach.

Siricersly, :
Kq LA

Kathleen Green

893 Shorewood Drive

Parksville, BC VBS 186
(250) 248-0087
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Eileen E. M. Scott “ELE 1YED

849 Mariner Way
Parksville, B.C.

V9P 183
January 31, 2001
(250) 248-3142 Work
(250) 248-7399 Home
(250) 248-3132 Fax
February 2, 2001

RDN Planning Department
Fax (250) 390-7511
Attention; Susan Cormie

Re: Petition Opposing
Development Permit Area No. 4
San Pareil Coastal

In regards to the petition we have discussed opposing the establishment of a
development permit area for the coastal San Pariel Neighbourhood of Electoral Area “G™,
Mr. Cownden has informed me that he has talked with Mr, Joe Stanhope and will
personally deliver the petition to him, since he is the area’s representative. At last count
there were over 150 signatures on this petition. Please take this into account when you
are doing your planning,

Thank you.

Eileen E. M. Scott
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