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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 16, 2001
7:30 PM

(Nanaimo City Council Chambers)

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

DELEGATIONS
Neil Christensen, re Area F Zoning Bylaw.
Ray‘Farmer, re Area F Zoning Bylaw.

MINUTES

Minutes of the regular Development Services Committee meeting held on
September 18, 2001

BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
UNFINISHED BUSINESS

- Soil Conservation Permit Application No. 0104 - Alan Stewart/Champoux - 3230
Palmer Road - Area F.

BUILDING INSPECTION
Section 700 Filings.

OTHER
Request for Acceptance of Cash-in-Lieu-of Park Land and Relaxation of the
Minimum 10% Perimeter Requirement - WR Hutchinson, Woobank, Morland &
Storey Roads - Area A.
Area F Zoning Bylaw. (Attachments 1-9 previously circulated)
School Sites Acquisition Agreement Amendment - School District No. 69.
ADDENDUM
BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS OR COMMUNICATIONS
NEW BUSINESS
IN CAMERA

ADJOURNMENT



Burgoyne, Linda

From: - Robin Cole [rocket_cole@yahco.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 13, 2001 1:34 PM
To: corpsrv@rdn.he.ca

Subject: C Mason

To whom it may concern,

We would like to request an opportunity to present some issues to the Development Service
Committee that have arisen in our neighborhood. These issues involve quality of water, safety,
excessive noise, air quality and industrial traffic in a residentiai area. Niel Christensen and myself

will be representing our neighbors.

It is understood we will be permitted 10 min on the 19th of June. If there is any additional
information, or to confirm our ettendance please contact us at this e-mail address
rocket_cole@yahoo.com or call Neil at 954-1655 or Robin Cole at 954-0317.

Many thank for )}aur attention to this matter
Sincerely

Robin Cole



. REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD ON TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 2001, AT 7:30 PM
IN THE CITY OF NANAIMO COUNCIL CHAMBERS,

455 WALLACE STREET, NANAIMO, BC

Present:
Director E. Hamilton Chairperson
Director L. Elliott Electoral Area A
Director B. Sperling Electoral Area B
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
Director T. Westbroek Town of Qualicum Beach
Director L. Sherry City of Nanaimo
Alternate
Director S. Lance City of Nanaimo
Director G. Korpan City of Nanaimo
Director D. Rispin City of Nanaimo
Director B. Holdom City of Nanaimo
Director L. McNabb City of Nanaimo
Also in Attendance:
K. Daniels Chief Administratrve Officer
B. Lapham General Manager of Development Services
N. Connelly General Manager of Community Services
P. Shaw Manager of Community Planning
S. Schopp Manager of Inspection & Enforcement
N. Tonn Recording Secretary

Director Holme asked for a minute of silence in respect for the tragedy in the United States on September
11, 2001.

MINUTES

MOVED Director Rispin, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the minutes of the regular Development
Services Committee meeting held August 28, 2001, be approved.

_ .CARRIED
CORRESPONDENCE/COMMUNICATIONS -

Oceanside Development & Construction Association, re Bylaw No. 500.268 — Amendments to
Subdivision Districts — Area E. :

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Holme, that the correspondence received from
Oceanside Development & Construction Association with respect to clarification of the status of Bylaw:

No. 500.268, be received for information.
ARRIED

P\
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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 wiil be pursued:

(@) Lot 3, Section 11, Range 7, Plan 3163, Cranberry Land District, 2180 South Wellington Road,
Electoral Area ‘A’, owned by R. Soderstrom,;

)] Lot B, Section 19, Plan 33183, Gabriola Island, Nanaimo Land Distnict, 900 Bertha Avenue,
Electoral Area ‘B’, owned by C. and D. Guest;

(©) That part of Lot I, Block 4, District Lot 27G (formerly known as District Lot 27), Plan 6756,
Lying to the south of a boundary extending at right angles to the easterly boundary of said lot,
from a point in the said easterly boundary distant 140 feet from the north easterly corner of said
Lot 1, except that part in Plan 7960, Wellington Land District, 7022 Lavender Road, Electoral
Area ‘D’, owned by M. and K. Monteiro;

(d) Lot 5, Section 16, Range 3, Plan 30151, Mountain Land District, 3126 West Road, Electoral Area
‘D’, owned by R. and L. Easthom,

CARRIED

PLANNING

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
Application No. 0107 Pearce and Doricich — 2945 Ingram Road — Area A.

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Variance Permut
Application No. 0107, submitted by David Pearce and Lesley Doricich, to facilitate the development of a
two-car detached garage and vary the minimum setback requirement for a building or structure within a
Rural 4 zone from 8.0 metres (26.3 feet) to 6.0 metres (19.7 feet) for the exterior side lot line located
along Ingram Road, and from 8.0 metres (26.3 feet) to 2.0 metres (6.6 feet) for the rear lot line located
along the south boundary of the subject property for the property legally described as Lot B, Section 10,
Range 4, Cedar District, Plan VIP66286, be approved as submitted subject to the notification
requirements pursuant to the Local Government Act.

CARRIED
OTHER

Application No. FLR 0105 — McGarrigle — Munroe Road — Area D.

MOVED Director Haime; SECONDED Director Sherry, that the Board of the Regional District of
Nanaimo support the application for inclusion into the Forest Land Reserve for the property legally
described as The West 20 Acres of Section 15, Range 5, Mountain District, the East 20 Acres of the West
40 Acres of Section 15, Range 5, Mountain District, Parcel B (DD 8669N) of Section 15, Range 5,
Mountain District.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Haime, SECONDED Director Sherry, that the application be referred to the Growth
Management Review. Process as a potential amendment for consideration subject to the approval of the
inclusion by the Land Reserve Commussion.

CARRIED

QT
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Zoning Amendment — Valentim - 2651 Island Highway — Area A.
MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Korpan,:

L. That Amendment Application No. 0105 submitted by John and Rhonda Valentim, to rezone the
subject property legally described as Lot 3, Section 6, Range 7, Cranberry District, Plan 10423
Except Parcel A (DDG95323), from Rural 4 (RU4) to Comprehensive Development 10 (CD10)
be advanced to a public hearing subject to the conditions outlined in Schedule No. 1.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.278,
2001” be given 1* and 2™ reading and proceed to Public Hearing.

3. That the Public Hearing on “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 500.278, 2001" be delegated to Director Elliott or his alternate.

MOVED Director Elliott, SECONDED Director McLean, that Schedule No. 4, Section 6.4.108.5, item 3
be amended to allow for the placement of “For Sale” signs in vehicles to distinguish them from repair
vehicles.

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

The motion CARRIED.
Manufactured Homes in RS1 Zone — Columbia Beach — Area G.

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Macdonald, that the staff report outlining opttons
with respect to restricting the siting of mobile homes or manufactured dwelling units in the Columbia
Beach neighbourhood of Electoral Area ‘G’, be received for information and that the RS1 zoning
regulations not be amended.

CARRIED
Liquor License Increased Occupancy Capacity Applications — Areas A &G.

MOVED Director McLean, SECONDED Director McNabb, that the Board of the Regional District of
Nanaimo recommend that the applications for increases in occupancy capacity, as submitted by
Timberland Pub, legally described as R. 1, Plan 29967, District Lot 15, Bright Land District Except that
Part in Plan 38105, and French Creek House Resort, legally described as Lot 1, Plan 58358, District Lot
28. Nanoose Land District, be supported, subject to the applicants meeting all zoning, building inspection
and official community plan bylaw requirements.

CARRIED
LATE ITEMS

ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT
Green’s Landing Wharf ~ Gabriola Island.

MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Sperling, that given the community’s interests in the
Green’s Landing Wharf and the dire ramification to residents on Gabriola Island and Mudge Island if the
Federal Government proceeds with plans for wharf demolition after the expiry of the Regional District’s
~ current short term lease at the end of September, Public and Government Services Canada and BC Assets
and Lands Corporation be urged to complete a transfer or long term lease arrangement for Green’s
Landing Wharf with the Regional District of Nanaimo. 0
CARRIED o

Q¥
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AVICC TAC Meeting at UBCM

Director Hamilton has received an invitation to a Joint TAC meeting with members from Vancouver
Island and the Sunshine Coast during UBCM and requested the Board’s direction.

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Rispin, that Director Hamilton attend the Joint TAC
meeting during UBCM provided that the members in attendance be made aware of the RDN Board’s
policy position with respect to treaty negotiations and the Board’s resolution of August 14, 2001.

CARRIED
IN CAMERA

MOVED Director Holme, SECONDED Director Sherry, that pursuant to Section 242 2(IXf) of the Local
Government Act the Committee proceed to an In Camera Development Services Committee Meeting to
consider a matter of litigation or potential litigation affecting the Local Government.

N CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Sherry, SECONDED Director Elliott, that this mecting terminate.
CARRIED
TIME: 8:02 PM
CHAIRPERSON



REGIONAL DISTRICT
OF NANAIMO

- REGIONAL 0CT 11200
‘ DISTRICT CHAIR GMCrS MEMORANDUM
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TO: Pamela Shaw DATE; October 10, 2001

Manager, Community Hlanning

FROM: Deborah Jensen FILE: 663507 0104
Planner

SUBJECT:  Soil Conservation Permit Application (0104 — Alan Stewart
Lot 3, Plan 1981, District Lot 8, Cameron Land District
Electoral Area 'F' — 3230 Palmer Road

PURPOSE

To provide direction for the reconsideration of an application for a soil conservation permit for land
within the Agricultural Land Reserve.

BACKGROUND

The Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo, at its regular meeting held on September 11, 2001,
approved the following resolutions:

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Pullen, that the application for a Soil
Conservation Permit under the Soil Conservation Act for Lot 3, District Lot 8, Cameron District,
Plan 1981, be approved for the removal of up to 4000 m’ of material from the area specified and
approved by the Land Reserve Commission and other agencies to facilitate the construction of a
riding ring, and provided that any material extracted be used for the purpose of road
construction as authorized by Permission to Construct Works in Crown Land and not for off-site

sales.
CARRIED

MOVED Director McNabb, SECONDED Director Rispin, that a 81000 performance bond be
required of the applicant to ensure that the extracted materials are not sold off-site.
CARRIED

In a letter dated September 17, 2001, Mr. Champoux, acting as agent for the applicant, was notified of
the Board resolution and informed that a2 $1000 performance bond was required to be submitted to the
Regional District prior to issuance of the approved Soil Permit. This bond has not been received from
the applicant and, therefore, the Soil Permit has not been issued.

&
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Soil Conservation Permit Application — Stewart/Champoux
October 10, 2001
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At the October 9, 2001 meeting of the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo, Mr. Champoux
attended as a delegation to request that the requirements for the soil permit be relaxed. Mr. Champoux
indicated that construction of the proposed road would only require approximately 1000 m’ of material,
and if he is required to utilize all of the material, this would result in removal of trees and development of
a larger road. Therefore, Mr. Champoux is requesting the removal of the entire 4000 m’, utilizing a
portion of this material for road construction, and disposing of the remaining material. Mr. Champoux
has offered to abide by additional conditions to the permit including restricting the on site sale of any the
material, limiting the timeline for the removal to 60 days as required by the Ministry of Energy and
Mines and carrying out the work during business hours.

The Board subsequently recommended the application be referred back to the Development Services
Committee. It is noted that Section 27 (3) of the “Regional District of Nanaimo Board Procedure Bylaw
No. 1199, 2000” dictates that a motion to reconsider requires two-thirds majority of the votes cast to
pass. A motion to reconsider may only be made by a member who was absent from the meeting at which
the vote was taken or by a member who voted in the majority on the resolution. If the Board wishes to
reconsider the terms of the Soil Conservation Permit Application it will require consideration of the
following recommendations:

RECOMMENDATIONS

(All Directors — 2/3 Vote)

1. That the resolutions of September 11, 2001 regarding the Soil Conservaton Permit Application
No. 0104 be reconsidered.

(All Directors Except Electoral Area B — One Vote)

2. That the application for a Soil Conservation Permit under the Soil Conservation Act for Lot
3, District Lot 8, Cameron District, Plan 1981, be approved for the removal of up to 4000 m’
of material from the area specified and approved by the Land Reserve Commission and other
agencies to facilitate the construction of a riding ring, and provided that any material
extracted be used for the purpose of road construction as authorized by Permission to
Construct Works in Crown Land and not for off-site sales.

3. That a $1000 performance bond be required of the applicant to ensure that the extracted
materials are not sold off-site.

Manager‘éo;éurrence

COMMENTS:
devsvs/reports/2000/Oct 01 6635 071014 Palmer Champoux.doc
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PR REGIONAL

o DISTRICT MEMORANDUM
olmad OF NANAIMO

TO: Kelly Daniels DATE: September 5, 2001
Chief Administrative Officer

FROM: Robert Lapham FILE: 6635 07 0104
General Manager, Development Services

SUBJECT: Soil Conservation Permit Application 0104 — Alan Stewart
Lot 3, Plan 1981, District Lot 8, Cameron Land District
Electoral Area 'F' - 3230 Palmer Road

PURPOSE

To reconsider the August 14, 2001 resolution that denied the Soil Conservation Permit Application
No. 0104 for the above noted property within the Agricultural Land Reserve, as referred by the Land
Reserve Cominission. '

BACKGROUND

A request has been received for reconsideration of an application for a soil removal permit for the above
noted property situated within the Agricultural Land Reserve. The subject of the request is an
application to consider the issuance of a Soil Conservation Permit for the extraction and removal of up to
4000 m’ of material for potential off-site use or sale. The application, submitted by Sarah and Jim
Champoux on behalf of Alan Stewart, was considered at the regular meeting of the Board held on August
14, 2001, However, as part of the preparation of the staff report, letters from the applicant referred to the
Land Reserve Commission were not included with the agenda package, nor was the applicant given clear
notice that their application would be considered at the August 14, 2001 meeting such that they could
request to appear as a delegation (see Attachment No. 2). Therefore, staff recommends that the Board
resolution of August 14, 2001 denying the application and the application itself be reconsidered.

The applicant's solicitor has also taken issue with information addressed in the staff report and has
suggested that site issues concerning previous work in and around a wetland, on the property are
unrelated to the current application for a soil removal permit. As a result, the applicant’s solicitor has
raised concerns that the information presented by staff may have precipitated a denial of the application
by bringing forward issues that are unrelated to the application. )

Generally, as part of the background of a report, staff will report on land use issues raised through agency
comments or from submissions by the public, or identified as part of site inspections or research on the
application. In the previous report on this application, staff reported that there were a number of
activities occurring on the property that appeared to be in conflict with the objectives of the Electoral
Area F Official Community Plan, reported on concerns raised in an 81 name petition to the Ministry of
Energy and Mines, and reported on calls made to the Regional District. Staff agree, however, that
facts reported could be further clarified to allow fair consideration of all of the issues associated with this
application, including the submissions and delegation from the applicant.

\ o
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Subject Property

The 7.7-hectare (19 acre) subject parcel is located adjacent to Palmer Road in the Hilliers area of
Electoral Area F (see Attachment I). Lands to the north, south, east and west are located in the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). The applicant’s stated intention is to remove fill from the subject
property and redirect it to the southern portion of the property for the purpose of constructing a road to
access this portion of the subject property. The area of extraction is to be developed as an equestrian
riding facility (see Schedule 1).

The Regional District of Nanaimo Growth Management Plan Bylaw No. 985, 1997 designates the
subject property as “Resource Lands and Open Spaces” land.

The Electoral Area ‘F’ Official Community Plan, Bylaw No. 1152, 1999 designates the subject property
as “Resource Within ALR” land (see Attachment 1).

There is currently no zoning within Electoral Area F. However, the proposed zoning bylaw for the
subject property is Agriculture 1 (A1), which is the zone proposed for all lands located within the ALR in
Area F. :

In order for operations to proceed on the subject property, approval was required from numerous
government agencies, as noted below.

Land Reserve Commission -. An application for a Soil Conservation Permit was submitted to the Land
Reserve Commission May 10, 2001. The Land Reserve Commission recommended approval subject to
conditions as outlined in Schedule 2. Under the Soil Conservation Act, these recommendations are
forwarded to the Regional District of Nanaimo, and it is the responsibility of the Regional Board to issue
and/or refuse issuance of the permit.

Ministry of Energy and Mines- Upon notification of the Land Reserve Commission’s decision to
recommend approval of an application under the Soil Conservation Act, the Ministry of Energy and
Mines subsequently waived the permitting requirements and mine site designation and allowed
operations to proceed, including the removal of material from the subject property, so long as the
Ministry’s conditions are met and the requirements of other regulatory agencies are in place prior to
commencing operations (see Schedule 3).

Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection- This Ministry has issued a Water Permit, giving the
applicant permission to carry out operations in or about the wetland on the property (see Schedule 4).

Ministry of Transportation- The applicant applied to the Ministry for an access permit to construct a
driveway off of an unconstructed road located along the southern boundary of the subject property. In
response, permission to construct works within right of way was granted, subject to conditions (see
Schedule 5). . '

While it is clear from. the supporting documentation as submitted by the applicant, (approvals from the

Water Manager of the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection, and the Ministry of Transportation),

works did occur in and around the wetland on the property and previous activity on the site involved the

apparent removal of peat from the wetland and the deposit of fill to construct a road. These activities

were considered on-site works by the Land Reserve Commission and outside the scope of their

conditional approval. The Land Reserve Commission did, however, designate a specific area for Q
potential off-site extraction use and restrict the proposed extraction to no more than 4000 m’ subjectto a 0
number of other conditions. In addition, other agency approvals sought by the applicant do provide for q V
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the extraction of up to 4000 m® of pit run material for off-site sale or use subject to no on-site processing
and the issuance of a Soil Conservation Permit from the Regional District. It is noted that despite the
approvals obtained from other agencies, including the Land Reserve Commission, the Board does have
the discretion to approve or deny the application and set conditions or requirements it deems appropriate.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To issue a soil conservation permit subject to conditions.

2. To deny the application for a soil conservation permit.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN IMPLICATIONS

The Regional District of Nanaimo Growth Management Plan Bylaw No. 985, 1997 designates the subject
property as “Resource Lands and Open Space.” It is suggested that resource activities in these areas
should be encouraged to operate in ways that do not harm the functioning of natural ecosystems. It is
recognized that any operations that do occur on properties within this designation must be in compliance
with local, regional and senior government regulations. Other measures suggested in Goal 4 of the Plan
to protect the supply and quality of surface and groundwater in each jurisdiction, including measures to
control agricultural practices affecting water quality. and quantity, have not been fully implemented by
the RDN. These measures may, however, be considered as part of the application approval process.

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLICATIONS

The Electoral Area ‘F’ Officiai Community Plan, Bylaw No. 1152, 1999 designates the subject property
as “Resource Lands Within the ALR”.

OCP policy states that the objectives for this designation are to: (1) support the long-term viability of the
natural resource land base and protect it from activities and land uses that may diminish its resource
value and potential; and (2) ensure that resource operations comply with recognized standards and codes
of practice and that unreasonable impacts on the natural environment are avoided.

Section 4 of the Official Community Plan speaks to environmentally sensitive areas with objectives to
protect the natural environment, encourage and support community stewardship of environmentally
sensitive areas, promote soil conservation, and manage development to minimize the potential for
personal injury or loss of property. With respect to the subject property, policies specifically state
support for the provision of setbacks, screening, vegetative buffers and berms to separate developed lands
from natural features, and discourage the filling and draining of wetlands.

Although the subj.ect property is not within a Watercourse Protection Development Permit Area, the OCP
does speak to the preservation and protection of water quality and quantity for surface and groundwater
systems.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

The Environmentally Sensitive Areas Atlas identifies portions of the subject property as wetland (see @
Schedule 6), and indicates. the presence of unknown fish habitat and a photo-interpreted stream on the o
property. While the application for the Soil Conservation Permit is not required for the on-site v
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improvements related to the excavation and filling activities occurring on the property, Regional District
conditions for the permit must recognize the other agencies’ conditions of approval in addition to any
RDN conditions. Therefore, while the Water Manager previously approved changes in and about a
stream (these works have been completed by the applicant), other environmental implications associated
with the extraction activity could be considered as part of the issuance of the Soil Conservation Permit.
As there is no other work proposed in the environmentally sensitive area, this may not be an issue.
However, the applicant’s solicitor has suggested that if a Soil Conservation Permit cannot be obtained,
the applicant will have to dispose of the material on-site with a possible negative impact on existing
pasture, treed areas or wetlands on the property.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION IMPLICATIONS

Inquiries have been received on this application indicating concerns with surface water and the impact on
individual wells for both quality and quantity, septic issues, increased traffic and associated noise on
local roads, and the long term impact of removing material from in and around the swamp located on the
subject property.

Area residents submitted a petition of 81 names to the Ministry of Energy and Mines requesting a public
meeting, further site inspection, and evidence that the proposed works will not impact the surrounding
area prior to the issuance of any permit.

The applicant has provided approvals from the various government agencies having jurisdiction over the
on-site alteration of the land, for the works in and about the watercourse and to construct a driveway as
well as an additional road within the right-of-way. Concerns with respect to further impacts on the
watercourse or ground water will have to be directed to the Ministry of Energy and Mines or Ministry of
Water, Land and Air Protection. Concerns with respect to traffic impact or noise could be addressed by
conditions of a Soil Conservation Permit or specifying a specific use or limitation for the material being
extracted.

Staff understands that the primary purpose for the extraction use is to provide for the riding arena, and
the applicant's intention is to remove up to 4000 m’ of material from the site to facilitate these
improvements. It has also been suggested that a significant amount of this material could be used for the
off-site road improvements within the adjacent right-of-way. Therefore, staff recommends that a permit
provide for this intended use, but prohibit additional extraction from the property for the purpose of off-
site sales. To ensure this prohibition on off-site sales, staff propose that a $1000 performance bond be
required of the applicant. This bond, as a condition of the permit, would ensure that materials are used
only for the intention stated by the applicant and will ensure that residents in the area are not affected by
increased traffic or noise associated with off-site sales.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

An application has been received for a soil removal permit for the removal of approximately 4000 m® of
sand and gravel from the subject property. The applicant’s stated intention is to develop an equestrian

_riding facility on the property, using some of the excess material for roadway construction along the
southern boundary of the property.

Conditional approvals have been issued by the LRC, the Ministry of Energy and Mines, and the Ministry

of Water, Land and Air Protection. Prior to works being initiated, the applicant requires a sotl
conservation permit be issued by the RDN. Staff recommends that, given the stated intentions of the 0
applicant, a permit be approved for the removal of up to 4000 m’ of material (only from the area 0
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specified and approved by the Land Reserve Commission and other agencies) to facilitate the
construction of a riding ring, and provided that any material extracted be used for the purpose of road
construction as authorized. by Permission to Construct Works in Crown Land. Excess material would
have to remain on site and be used in accordance with other agencies’ approval. Further, staff proposes
that a $1000 performance bond be required of the applicant as a condition of the permit to ensure that
materials are used only for the intention stated by the applicant and to ensure that the impacts of the
extraction on area residents are minimnized.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the application for a Soil Conservation Permit under the Soil Conservation Act for Lot 3,
District Lot 8, Cameron District, Plan 1981, be approved for the removal of up to 4000 m * of material
from the area specified and approved by the Land Reserve Commission and other agencies to
facilitate the construction of a riding ring, and provided that any material extracted be used for the
purpose of road construction as authorized by Permission to Construct Works in Crown Land and not
for off-site sales.

2. That a $1000 performance bond be required of the applicant to ensure that the extracted materials are
not sold off-site.

Report Writer CAOQO Concurrence

COMMENTS:
devsvsireports/2001/6635 07 0104 se brd stewart champowx.doc
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< %



Soil Conservation Permit Application — Stewart/Champoux
October 10, 2001
Page 8

SCHEDULE 1

& | APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 2(1) OF THE

Land Famirve Comonissinn.

A o SOIL CONSERVATION ACT

NOTE: The information on this form is collected to process yowr application under the Soil Conservation Act. All
applications are available for review by the public. If you have any questions about the collection and use of this
information, please contact the Land Reserve Commission affice
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SCHEDULE 1 (cont’d)

East \ au O«\ua:\-e, Resdence.  and
South 2 Smnall hodou Cavns
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TYPE DEPTH VOLUME
Soil to be removed (gravel, pest, cie) (meires) {cubic metres)
Cxane ) Ao AT .
Fill to be deposited (sand, excavation (metres) (enﬁnetres)
material vegetarive matwes, e}

1) What is the total surface area involved in the proposal? (Note: This includes the actual fillremoval site,
processing area, topsoil storsge areas, aggregate storags areas, &tc.)

2) Are you to undertake any soil processing on site? \ &f; - S.Hb-;rECé: ) ﬁggroxia.\ et
AL ‘—1} OF Eowviorannet,
If 30, what kind of processing and what machinery would be mvnlved?_mng:k_&m
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3) Are there any agricuitural activities such as Evestock operations, greenhouses or horticulture activities that may
be negatively affected by the fill, removal and/or processing activity?

D
4) What is the proposed term of the project? :Q'«Eg moreths - Ty fompon. 00
e - Ao v,
Y

iForms\SCA\Application 2 : March, 2000
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SCHEDULE 1 (cont’d)

Upon approval of this application, I hereby undartake to fulfill the following terms and conditions which shall be
daemed to be terms and conditions of the permit, if one iy issned:

1) to remove soil or place flll in such quantities and in such manner as is specified in the permit, and m sccordance
with the Act, reguiation and the permit; ’

2) to restore the land to a condition fit and suitable for agriculture to a standard spproved by the local authority and
the Commission, or to restove the land to such condition, and at such time and in such manner, as the local
authority and the Commission may require;

3) to pay for any damage to persons or property that; in the opinion of the local suthority and the Commission, was
cansed by the applicant and/ar the operator.

I declare information contained in the application is, to the best of my knowledgs, true and correct.

Signature of Owrser(s) Date
| RELEIVED ‘
The following documents MUST accompany the application: ~ANL RESERYE Lo v 8§ g,
MY BRI
prﬁmﬁmfee _ Qéﬁcm of Title or Title Search Print
—, . T — . -
/B{:porskﬁdnhomdmihmquafed mammarappuaue)

.. O East/West and North/South cross-sectional profiles

s
Photographs (referenced to a map or
removal ares .

NOTE: An application under the Soil Conservatlon 4ct raquires the approval of the Land Reserve Commission
AND a permit from the local suthority prior to undertaking the activity. Approval of the Commission
does not constitnie a permit.

The approval of local, provincisl and federal suthorities such a9 the Ministry of Energy, Mines and

Petroleum Resources, Ministry of Environment, Lands aad Parks, Ministry of Health, Department of
Fisheries and Oceans and the municipality or regional district may also be required.

i Forms\SCAMA polication 3 March, 2000 v
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SCHEDULE 2

Tuly 19, 2001 ' Reply to the sttention of Gordon Bednard

Regional District of Nanaimo
Box 40
Lantzville, BC VOR 2H0

Attention: Deborah Jensen
Dear Ms, Jeasen:

Res Soil Conservation Act Applleation M?
Applicant: Stewart/ Champoos
Legal Description: Lot 3, District Lot 8, Cunmn District, Plan 1981

" “This is to advise that pursuant w the Soi/ Conservation Act (the *Act*) the Land Rescrve Commission (the
*Commission™), by Resolution #385/2001 allowed the application subject to the conditions outlined
herein.

This letter represents the Commission’s written approval for the project as required by Section 2(1)(a) of
the Act. THIS IS NOT A PERMIT. Pursuant to Section 5 of the Act (“ih¢ Nanaimo Regiona] District™)
may now issue a soil removal permit (the “Permit™) if it wishes to do so. Please nots that the
Commisgion’s approval in no way compels the Regional District to issue a Permit. I a Permir is issucd It
must contain the Commission's conditions of approval, and the Regioaal District may impose additional
terms and conditions it considers nocessary. It a Permit s issued, please ferward a copy 10 this office,

Funthermore, this decision in no way rclicves the awner or cccupler of the responsibllity of adbering 10
any other ensctment, legislation or decision of any agency having Jurisdiction.

CONDITIONS O APPROVAL

1) Only up to 4000 cubic metres of sand and gravel are 1o be extracted from the property. It is the
wnderstanding of the Commission tisat some of this material will be used for road construction and fill
en the southern portion of the property with only the surplus material being removed from the land.

2) Asthe area of extraction will be developed as a riding ring, the Commission will not at ls time
impose rehsbilitation conditions. Howsver, in the event that the riding ring is not construcied in a
tmely munner following extraction, the Commisslon may impose such measurcs it sees £it in order to
have the land rehabilitated to an agriculturs] standard.

1) Al conditions, including bonding, imposed by the Reglonal District pennil and/or the Ministry of
Mines permuit must be.;:ﬁ:dy adhered to.
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SCHEDULE 2 (cont’d)

RDN - July 1901
Page 2

4) Please note that this approval does not include outright permission for the piacement oc operation of a
crushing plant or the processing of material on the lands, If crushing or processing is necded, the
applicant must provide written details to the Commission prior to the start of operation.

5) Exiraction is permitted only within the area as shown on the accompanying plan. It was noted by the
Commigsion that should extraction proceed to the limits of the area outdlined in the proposal, o a
depth of 3 metres as proposed, the amount exiracted would be approximately 10,000 cubic metres,
The Commission assumes, therefore, that the outlined ares is an approximate guide for extraction and
that the actual area 10 be exiracted to 3 depth of 3 m would be 2 +1400 sq m arca somewhere within
that cutline. With proper sloping of the sides as proposed, this would result in an extraction of 4000
cubic metres.

' The lands ars still subject 10 the provisions of the Act, the Agricultural Land Reserve Act, and applicable
reguiations except as provided by this decision.

Please quote the above appﬁuﬁéunumberinaﬂﬁﬂuemndenm
Yours truly, .
LAND RESERVE COMMISSION

per:

A. Chambers, Chalr

ec: Sarah and Jim Champoux, 3230 Patmer Road, Qualicum Beach, BC V9K 1W4
Ministry of Energy and Mines — Namimo Attn: Bruce Reid
B.C. Assegsment « Nanaimo

GB/IvZZEncl.
1:33837d1.doc



Soil Conservation Permit Application — Stewart/Champoux

October 10, 2001
Page 13

SCHEDULE 2 (cont’d)
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SCHEDULE 3

" - ~
BN

Juty 24, 2001 14675-30\VI-SG-CHAM

Jim and Sarah Champoux

3230 Palmer Road

Qualicum Beach, British Columbia
VIK 1W4

Dear Mr and Mrs Champoux:

_BE:PNMGﬂvdM-LOH,DLQ,CMMMlm
Your Notice of Work and Reclamation dated June 1, ZWI,paninhzmmeabovamted
ysvdmacﬁonfordtedweiopmmthnmwbeenmﬁewed. Astbspmpoﬁedwoﬂ:has
thg.supponofmplmdkmmmmdisfonmnwhmemammm
mmmmmmwﬁvemmmmmwmmmmgmﬁmm
the basis thar:

a) Thnmvaﬁonworkdoumtacamebayondthnmcmyforthedwelopmm

of the proposad riding ring;
b) siﬁpmanséonotnceedatotalofMOOcubicyards;
) mnmialisshippadaspitmnw&thmonsimpmoeaing;

d) ﬁnﬂshpmmgadedmmmglemmmzmmdzl vertical, and
siabilized with an appropriate ground cover;

)] a.llsitewotkiscompletedwithinwdaysofcommmcunmt;
f) the operator notifics this office prior to themmmmcmmofwork;ﬁd

g no further gravel pit development or shipments occur without acquisition of &
. Mines Act permit.
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SCHEDULE 3 (cont’d)

Letter to Mr. And Mrs. Champoux
July 24, 2001
Page 2

i i this waiver does not exempt
Please proceed accordingly. 1t is to be noted, hmvev.er,_thn: .
you&ommereqnhmenHofoﬂzungnhwryagmesmdthatyoumunmthﬂmy

.

suchappmvalsminphcepnorwcommmcingopuaﬁom.

{ can be reached through onr Nanaimo offices t (250)-751-7374 if you have any
questions.

Sincerely,

Ty

Ples’

Bruce Reid, P.Geo,,
Inspector of Mines

pe: Gordon Bednard, Land Reserve Commission
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SCHEDULE 4
& BRITISH -
> COLUMBIA Water Act.
APPROVAL
CHANGES IN AND ABOUT A STREAM
Section # (1), Clauses (s}, (b} & (e}
This Approval grants. suthority under Section 9 of the Watar Act only and does not conatitute or consent
urder aty ottier At of authority. This spprovml doas nol releve tha appioval holder of the raquineren 1o comply with
arty ottwr , provincksl enactmend, Petmissions for scoess through privale ar publie
tands musi be cbisined. No ngit of expropristion exists under an Agprovel, Every parsan who makes & change In
and Bbout & stream, shall wxercise reasonabe care 1o avoid demaging land, worke, treas, of cifer property, el
MMMWMNWMWMMMIMMWI,M.
openition, of laliine of the works. Ammmmammhmmﬁ.mﬂmmw
ham|mmmummmmawwmm.mumm
Jamas L Champoux and Sarah Sldenius =
1s heraby authorized to maks the following changes in and about a atream:
1. remove existing gravel and sand pile
2, shape and place sand on bank
3. shape and re-vegetate arganic sofls
on or about:
Palmer Swamp on Lot 3, DL 8, Cameron Land District, Plan 1981
APPROVAL CONDITIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS
1. The work authorized under this Approval shall be completed on or before
September 15, 2001,
2. Instream work shall be undertaken only during the period June 15th and
Saptsmber 15,
All works are to be.constructed in accordanca with attachad plan.
Machinery shall be in good mechanical condition such that there is no leakage of
substances, deleterious to fish, into the stream.
5. Care shali be exercised during all phases aof the work to minimize siltation and to
prevent debris from sntaring the stream; and, where possible, all work shalt be
carried out from the swamp edge.
B. Vegetation along the banks of the stream shall be disturbad as iiitle as possibie
and alf disturbed banks of tha stream shali be rastorad to their original candition.
7. Al excavated materlal shall be deposited in a stable area above the high water
mark of the straam.
8. The work is to be suspended If discharge of sediments cannot be controliad.
(_ . Cwellly)
Nell G. Banera, P.Eng.
Reglonal Water Manager
Vancouver Island Region @
Fila No.: A1-1057 lasued: February 22, 2001 Approval No.; 1057 0
Watsr Distriet: Nanaimo- Precinct; Nanaimo Qv

4
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SCHEDULE 4 {cont’d)
"~ & 3‘?(7 7571/

COLUMBIA

March 30, 2001
Fla: A1-1057

James L Champoux and Sarah Sldenius
4230 Paimer Rd
CQumicurn Beach BC VK TW4

Dear James Champoux and Sarah Sidenius;

Re: Approval under Saction 9 of the Wader Actfor Changes n and sbout -
mmmmumwmmmm

Further to your visit io this offica on March 28, 2001, and the requeet tIo remove the
sxcavaied organic soll and aniargs the dugout in Paimer Swamp, as indicated on the
atiachad sietch, plaase note that this requset for changa of warks has beon grantad.

AR conditions in the Approvel A1-1057 will stil apply.
Youra truly,
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SCHEDULE 5
BRITISH Miniery o FILE lbmure numbor — c120974
COLUMBIA i Fhaoe District CENTRAL ISLAND

PERMISSION TO CONSTRUCT WORKS WITHIN CROWN LAND

Tt works compriting of to conwtruct approximatoly 200 motres af 4 melre wide access (o service property Jegally describod
as Lot 3, Plua 1981, District Lot 8, Canwron District. Sleapy Road #3897

ace hereby approved in so far aa they relute (o the use of Crown lands, Inerference with pubilc works, or ciher maiter under the
Jurisdiction of the Minister uf Transportation and Highways, and pcrmizsion t¢ consiruct, use, snd maintain the sajd work ia hereby
granted o _Him Chumpoux, 3230 Palmer Road, Qualicum Rench BC VYK 1W4

The said apjroval and permission i constroct, use, and mainiain works is, however, at all tucy rubject to the following conditions:
I, That the construction and maintenance of the sald works i carricd out 1o the satisfaction of the Regionel Director, Hlighwayx.

2. That, befare opcning up any highway or interfering wilh any public work, intimation in writing of Us intantion to do so must
be given to the Ditrict Gificial at least seven clesr days before the work is bepun.

3. 'That any person appointed to the Reglonal Director, Highmyi, for the purpose shall have free aceess W all parts of the works
for the purpose of inspecting the same,
4, That tho consiriction of th raid works shall be commenced on or befora e _May 5, 2001
~ and shall be proscculed with due diligence und Lo the aatlafsction uf Lhe Regional Dirsetor, Lighways, and shall be completed
onorbeforo the  July 3'*, 2001

$—{a}—The-highwaymnsi-at-eli-times be keptopento-traffiorThe rosdway-niwsi-be-somplately restored for-traffis-us-sonair———
———powgible— Ak-al-iman-thu-permillss must-safegussd-the-truveling publio.
—fb—Fhat-uniess-with-the-consent-of-the Regional DirsetorrHighways-ni more than-forly-five-(45)- metres of pipe-tracker———
————uther-excavation in any-publie-highway-lg-to be-kept-opea-st-uns-timer
—{e}—idrenvhon-and excavations-chall-be-shored, if necessary-revasdlag-lo-the-Nivwkern' C‘omponsauea-nqu‘men&—(‘ —r
- shaltbe-takonritr protect adjassat prepersy:
—{ed}—TFhat all-onesvations-shoil-be-carafully-haok-fled-with-suituble-mutarial, which Is t0 ba-iamped-inte-pleverand-that-tha -~ - —
--———pormition-shall-restore the-surfase-of-tht-road-and-shoutdern and dhiohosntie-owe-enpense—All surplus. matorlal-is-lo-be——m
————remaved from the-Hroviewiel-Grown-lands; or deposited-whers-ani-se-required-by the Disirict Officlal-of the-Mimsiry-of——
—— ~Tranepertation-and-Highways: - The permiltes-tr-Anansielly-rasponsible-for any maintenanee-wurls-reguired-on-iaid ditoh
mmee—fot-g-porind-of-one year.~The-Misluswitl-sarey-sui-the necensnry- ramediol werh-sisd-inveiss-the-permities monthly,
—(¢)- The pipeline-ereesinmcineiallution in t0 be placed by-drlling-and-(urr-acking in such a manbeeas-io-affacd-sninimum-grado—
———weitioment—Nn waterjaitiag-witl- be-permittud—That whare, In the-opinivi-efthe-Bintrie-Gifisials v excovition of———
s PRI - for-a-pipolinu-ceoning inntaliation could-be-made-whivh-wauld-nel - be-detrimentnl o the-hi
——-1mmumon wilk bo-grantod-for-uid-warkarCn (rouphwayi-froswaysrand-muin-higlwaya-no open culs will-bo-aliowed.
- - {f—That-all-pipelines-in-oxosns of & nominal-diaseter-ui-S-emwheiher gas,; 0il, WaLen,-Dressurs-ewanin-ottwul s-afemshall
———hﬂmdM‘oﬁM—by—&oDulﬁﬂOMchl encared-In-a-srocl-sasiig-pipe-or-sonduit-pips of wfﬂcmwh
e to-withotanul-wi-siresnes-and srains rosuldng-from-the-loaationrsuch-caning 10 sutend the-full-width-of the-highwey-right
—-—-nf-wly-if doemod-necessary-tor-the-Distriet-Official: The-snds-ef-the-sasing-pipe-chull-ba-siuitably neuled andyif required;
- proporly-vemted-ubove-the-ground with vent-pipes-not-less-thun-S-wmcin-diameler, and sxtending-not-lees-tum-hi-metres
e ——aWMmuphm shail-be-vennested-30-omrrom-the-endi of (he caning-piporand-the-top-of-vash-vent
—m————siel-be-fitled With-a tarn-devwn-slbowrpreperiy-noreenad and equipped-with-identificstion-markers:
-« Al}pipetines-of-non-rigid-materisi; La.; plastic-oreepperrui-uny-dizmetor: shall-he cased, orembeddéd-in-sand
——'l-'hnmde diametor-of-the-sasin-pipe-shail-be-ut-least 25 percent-largor-than-theouinide-diameter of the pipelive—Ihe
———e o CAM Ng-pipe-wini-be-inatalled-wilh-an even bearing-threughoul-its-length, ad in such & manreo-ai-to-nreventleslago:
————axeept through-the-veits: - '
———The tap of the-snsing-pipecorthe-pipeline-whare casing is nut-required-shall-ba Iocated as-direated-by-tha-Dislrict
—= e Offioiah-and-shiutH-in-ne-vuse be-Tess than 1.2 metres-below-thenarfave-of the highway-snd-totleus than 75-cm-below
—the-highway-ditches,- RipsHnes-mmst-nst-obsruci-drainags Mruciiree-er-ditelion-or intetfero with-waifie-ondhs-highway

——--or-whh-hiphwaey-mainionanes @
6. ‘Yhat where the work for which permisston it hereby granied comes In contecl wilh any bridgs, culvent, dilch, or other o
exisiing work, such cxlring wark must bo properly maincoined and suppurted Tn such manner as not 1o intesfere with ita
“HOOSY {AoDtT/0N) . Fage 1 of 8 Qv ‘V



SNl A o T

Soil Conservation Permit Application — Stewart/Champoux
Qctober 10, 2001

Page 19
SCHEDULE 5 (cont’d)
. BRrITisH Ministyof PermitFile Number  CI23374

%Y COLUMBIA e tromm Distric CENTRAL ISLAND
26, Distrlet Highways Manuger to be notificd 24 houts prior {o commencement of work, at 390-6100,
27, All eximting drainugo courses and culvenis 10 be respected.  No relocation or redirection of naural drajunge course will be

permitied without the prior written eonsent of the Minisiry of Linvironment - Water Management Branch.
28, Our Ministry will s be responsible fur locallng any property lines.
2. Should survey pins or monuments be removed or dumajed, they will be repisced at the permilics’s expense by u BC Land
! E

30.  The comtractor is 1o be supplied with & cupy of the permit.
31, Whers detours are available, they must be adequetaly designaied with proper elpn.
32 Applicant (o provide adequats signs, harrleey, flares, cic. i cnare the safety of the public and traffic at all times.

- ——All-merehuntable timbee-to-be-sold-decked and-dispesed-of- hy whaioverneuns-dolermined by-Misistey-vf-Forestsr—Appiieantie

M.

contact-FReredtry-priar-io commenessent-of-works.
All stunps and debris aro to bo removed. (o the satisfaction of the District Ilphways Mansger.

35 ——triworke-to-he onmpleted-to-the-satintoetion of the-Dissiv-Highways Mannger priorle-nppreval-for any pole-instalistion:

36.  Applicant or contractor 1o provide prouf of onc milllon dollar Uability fosumnce.
37— This-cloaring-ia-for-2hydro-siility-use onlySand-the-Hagged:right of way 510 beelenreds
38.  ‘This permit does not give the applicant authorization to cul o dispose of timber. I the cutting of timbaer ia required, the
wpplicant must fill In the attsched Liconse to Cut applleation and send it 1 the Minisiry of Jorests office lucaled at Sauth Jsland
Porest District, 4885 Chorry Creek Road, Purt Alberni, BC VOY 819 of sead it via fux (731-3010), (Yele: 731-3000) Autne Ed
Klyweel
139.  No gata will be allowsd on road right-of-way.
40. Minlsury of Lnvirunment - Figh & Wildlife Branch approval is required prior 10 commencement of uny works jn or around the
{‘ wetied perimeter of the wwamp if any portion sixcrusches on rord right-of-way.
{]
|
il
"' A\l
+ ._Ministry of Transportalion and Highways ey Envicyee sgranes {uf f Y N
' _6475 METRAL DRIVE {Print Nema) Nick Vandermalen
NANAIMO BC V9T 2L9 WinkiyEnpiopes T District Development Technician
Dabe (yyypmmicid) i
HoO21 {2001/02)

Page 3ol Qv
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SCHEDULE 6
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ATTACHMENT 1
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ATTACHMENT NO. 2

January 23, 2001

Land Reserve Commission
Room 133 4940 Canada Way
Burnaby, B.C.

V5G 4K&

Attention Gordon Bednard:
Re: 3230 Palmer Rd. Qualicum Beach - Champoux

Thank you for all your help in the past few months, This has
certainly been quite the process for us to go through!. We are
hoping that perhaps we will be abla to address many unanswered
concerns in this last and final application.

AS suggested by you, we have filled out the application under the
soil conservaticon act to remove and/or place fill on our property.
We have tried to bring up every question and concern that has been
brought forth te us in as simple a manner as possible.

We 'strongly ask that if there are any complaints andfor queries
from our neighbours, that we be immediately informed and allowed to
respond. We do not want misinformation from uninformed neighbours
cirecling again. As mentioned to you, we finally did meet with a
group of people in October {we had to invite ourselves!!) who were
concerned about what we were doing. We tried to explain what we
Wwere hoping to achieve. We possibly eased some people’'s minds,
however others refused to understand or listen, Therefore, we have
tired to addresg the concerns that were brought to our attention:

N S R QU

1. In our original application to the Land Commission we
requested to remove 2500m3 of matervial from the preperty but the
excavation site was much larger - Therefore we were going to try
to "aneak ocut” much more material than was proposed.

This is false.

For one we wWere basing our numbers on using as much of the
axcavaticn material in various low lying areas around the property.
We were also assuming that the Ministry of Environment would allow
us te fill small portions of the wetland. Opnly the difference and
what cculd not be used on site would need to be trucked off the
property.

il
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Discussions and meetings on site with Ministry of Environment
has led us to now believe that they are not favourable in regards
to filling areas of the watland. We now have to take into account
an additional amount of materiai to be trucked away. This accounts
for the difference in amounts for soil removal £from previous
applications made. '

Another area of the property that we were hoping to use our
excessive material was on a right of way at the back of our
property (we had applied through the Department of Transportation
for a right of way off of Howard Rd. to access the back portion of
our property which is jandlocked by our wetland). There is
approximately 2-3 acres of land in thig area that we would actually
like to use for beef cows and chickens. When we initially applied
for this right of way the Dept, of Transportation had requested
that the road be built to a certain standard. Material from our
property would be ideal for this. The materials for this road
would actually have to be trucked off site and around the corner to
the right of way access point off of Howard. We have recently
learned that we must actually get approval under the soil
conservation act to remove the soil from ocur land, truck it 30C
feet, and then bring it back onto the property. Therefore, we
again have had to allow for this additional material in our
guantity estimates {these additional yards of material were not
considered in the original application because we did not realize
that permission was required to do this).

2. The only reason we need to have our excavation site so low is
so we can make money off the material sales. The proposed riding
ring is more than suitable at the existing elevations. g

This is absolutely false.

For starters this is hardly a money making operation. It is
going to cost us meney to do what we wigsh to do. We have found one
company that will give us a reduced trucking rate to take the
excessive material away for FREE, however we will still be faced
with money out of our pocket in the end.

The property is entirely sand based. This sand lays in layers
and differs in quality and type from foot to foot. For people who
understand about riding rings - they know that the key to a good
riding ring is that there absolutely must be a base. This base
must consist of compact sand/gravel that will not become “"deep and
loose™ upon use. A layer of 2-3 ipches of lcose screenasd sand is
then-placed on top {which we already have screened on site)., The
problem we have is that this compact base naturally exists
approximately 10 feet down from the current elevation. Because of
this we designed our ring to be at the elevation we can get a base
with plans to landscape the sloping areas. We have tried for the
past 2 years to use the existing elevation te no avail. Compaction
is impossible and it is unusable for the horses.
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3. We are planning to put hogfuel in our ring and there is going
te be run off into the pond.

Again this is an absclutely untrue statement.

Hogfuel is totally unsuitable fer a riding ring for jumpers.
While other disciplines may use it in the equestrian field, we are
against it 100% because of the slickness of the material. The
hogfuel that was trucked on site was used at the enirances to our
paddock gates to help contrel mud in wet weather. These paddocks
are located along the road frontage approximately 700 feet from the
pond.

There was alsoc concern about manure leaching into the pond
which would be located approximately 75' away from the pond.
Again, there could be no problem as the horses are not turned out
in the ring area. Only one horse would ever be in the ring at a
time for perhaps an hour each day. Again the ring would be made

out ot existing native material that has been on site for years.
4, We are running an illegal topsoil company.
This is false.

We had a screening plant on site to screen materials that were
taken from the wetland area when the pond was expanded. This
material was used on site. We have had to increase the amount of
soil that we wish to bring on the property as the Ministry of
Environment will only give us approval to enlarge our pond a
fraction of what was originally reguested. Again, since our
property is 100% gsand based we require to truck in the addftional
yards of topsoil so that we can grow our pastures.

5, We are Eoing to end up with a huge crater in the middle of our
property.

This is false.

our excavation site for the riding ring has been designed to
work with portions of existing elevations. We are actually only
trying to expand out the lower lying area. We envision a beautiful
area that is fully landscaped with grass, tress, shrubs and picnic
tables for viewing the riding ring. Our proposal is going to only
beautify the property.

We hépe that we have addressed the concerns that have been brought
to our attention. We are not trying to pull some "scam” or ruin
our property. We simply envision a beautiful equestrian facility
that we can be proud of. We have tried to appease our neighbours
as best we can however some people are just too adverxse to change
to see the benefits of it. We feel that ve have shown good faith
in working with the agencies involved and are very willing to
further working with them are regquired. Hopefully our past
conversations and conduct will attest to this.

v"@
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Our background is such that we are not new to this sort of
development,  We have had over 20 years experience in the
construction and excavating industry, inciuding very sensitive
envircnmental jobs (a resuma is attached).

We cannot stress the fact that the rumours and misinformation
circulating are compietely bogus and that the truth can only bs
found with us. We welcome guestions and with notification, viaits
to our property {we have dogs!},

If you should have any questioné please do not hesitate to contact
us at 250 752 8822 or 250 715 8368.

Yours Sincerely;

a2rah & Jim Champoux

3230 Palmer Rd.
Qualicum Beach, B.C.
VOK 1W4
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Play,

April 05, 2001 - /R-y,_»#& ;
Regional Diatrict of Nanaimo Y- 1, ¢,
6300 Hammond Bay Rd. s ogy
Ranaimo, B.C. ' qffy
V9T 6N2 ' _ &p
RE: File #6635-07-0104

3230 Palmer Rd. - Champoux
Atpu'zm;ww%_.—;-,_._:;,-;-».._h\._ e b B s e e

This lettar is to inform you of further information regarding our
application to remove material from our property. '

At an on site meeting with the Dept. of Transportation om April 03,
2001 we vere given verbal permission to build a road to the back
portion of our property that is Iandlocked (appendix A). Our plan
is to clear this area and ddévelap it into pasture for acme bhaef
cows and chickens. Some of the materials that we have requested to
export can be used for the construction of this road.

To date we have been granted approvals from all the necessary
agencies to develop our property as desired. Our dream i» within
reach and our application mads to the RDN i3 our final application.
We would like to reiterate thit we have not made this application
for any financial gains but for property enhancement and use,.

Enclosed you will find a few pictures. You can see in the pictures
how the sand is layered. - As axplained in the original application
the quality of the sand changes at sach level - the bottom
slevation is where the optimum footing for riding is. You can also
ase that this sapd (which i what the entire property is comprised

off) is Eofally-useless to grév snything onfrtepaeil-nesds 4o be..

imported.

If you should have any further questions please do not heasitate to
contact us at {(2%0) 752 8822.

T

s Sincerely;

ah & Jim Champou
3230 Palmer Rd.
Qualicum Beach, B.C.
V9K 1W4 ’
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July 31, 2001

Regional Distriect of Nanaime
6300 Hammond Bay Rd.
Nanaimo, B.C.

V9T SN2

RE: Flle $6635~07-0104
3230 Palmer Rd. - Champoux

Attention Debra Jansaen;

Pleasw find attached a copy of all the approvals that have besn
granted to date: Ministry of Mines! Ninistry of Eavironment:
Ministry of Trapsportation; and the ALC.

To reiterste, the majority of the material to be egtractaed will be
used for the road an the right of way granted te us. fThis will
enable us to access the bottom partion of our property. .

A3 you are wall awara the pand has already been enlarged and
development on this area has been $0% complated. Preliminary werk
will commence on the right of way road some tims next week., I'm
sure that cur neighbours will be informing you!!

If you should have any further gueations please do not hesitate te
contact us zt (230) 752 BB822.

Youras Sincersly;

Sarah & Jim Champcoux
3230 Palmer Rd.
Qualicum BEsach, B.C.
VIK 1W4
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TO: Stan Schopp i DATE: October 5, 2001
Manager, Building Inspec‘glon Services

R
————

FROM: Allan Dick FILE: 3810-20
Senior Building Inspector

SUBJECT: Local Government Act - Section 700 - Contraventlon of Bylaw
Meeting Date — October 18, 2001

PURPOSE

To provide for the Committee’s review, proposed Section 700 filings on properties which have
outstanding occupancy or safety issues that contravene Building Bylaw No. 1250.

BACKGROUND

The individual area inspectors have worked closely with the property owners to resoive outstanding 1ssues
prior to the sending of letters. A minimum of two letters addressing deficiencies has been sent to the
registered property owners. ‘Where required, the Manager and/or the Senior Building Inspector have been
involved with proposed resolutions. At this time we are unable to approve construction at the indicated
addresses.

SUMMARY OF INDIVIDUAL INFRACTIONS

Electoral Area ‘A’

1. Owners Name: Edward and Diane Howe
Legal Description: Lot 8, Section 11, Range 2, Cedar District, Plan 26222
Street Address: 2108 Grieve Road

Summary of Infraction:  July 31, 2001 — Notice posted; building perrut required
August 2, 2001 — letter sent certified mail; permit required
August 9, 2001 — verification of certified mail received
August 20, 2001 — contacted Mrs. Howe by phone informing her permit
is required for construction of deck. She stated they will not apply for a
. ' permit
August 20, 2001 — second notice sent certified mail
August 31, 2001 — verification of certified mail received
September 10, 2001 — no response from owners
October 4, 2001 — owners refuse to apply for a permit

?OQ
<~y



Section 700 - Contravention of Bylaw
Page 2

2. Owners Name: Ken Dyck and Nichole Roberton
Legal Description: Lot 4, Section 135, Range 8, Cranberry District, Plan 23666
Street Address: 1716 Cedar Road

Summary of Infraction: ~ February 2, 2000 — letter sent; occupancy required
May 9, 2001 — left phone message for owner to contact office; SFD
occupied without an occupancy permuit
May 25, 2001 — letter sent; occupancy required
June 11, 2001 — left phone message for owner to contact office
June 13, 2001 — no response from owner
June 22, 2001 — letter sent informing owner of potential enforcement
" action
July 23, 2001 — house for sale (foreclosure)
September 6, 2001 — contacted agent; new owner will apply for permit to
complete after transfer of ownership
September 21, 2001 — ownership transferred; agent informed new owner
of permit requirements
October 4, 2001 - owners not responding to phone calls.

3.  Owmers Name: Darlene Dorman
Legal Description: Lot 1, Section 10, Range 2, Cedar District, Plan 26245
Street Address: 2220 Cedar Road
Summary of Infraction:  August 21, 2001 — building permit application received to locate mobile
home

Septermnber 7, 2001 — Senior inspector informed owner that property is
too small for second dwelling. Owner proceeds with locating mobile.
September 20, 2001 — Stop Work Order posted

September 27, 2001 - letter sent certified mail re stop work

October 5, 2001 ~ no response by owner

RECOMMENDATION

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.

“Report Wn? Ge ong?rnce
é % SR AN

Manager Concurrence C.A.O. Concurrence

devsvs/reports/2001/3810-20-Section 700Cciober.doc

COMMENTS: ' | e«’
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TO: Pamela Shaw L DATE;: October S, 2001
Manager of Commumtl/ Planning s e
FROM: Susan Cormie FILE: 3320 20 21681

Senior Planner

SUBJECT:  Request for Acceptance of Cash-in-Lieu-of Park Land and Relaxation of the
Minimum 10% Perimeter Requirement - WR Hutchinson, BCLS
Woobank, Morland & Storey Roads - Electoral Area ‘A’

PURPOSE

To consider requests to pay cash-in-lieu-of dedication of park land and to relax the minimum 10%
perimeter frontage requirement as part of a proposed nine-lot subdivision development.

BACKGROUND

The applicant’s agent, WR Hutchinson, BCLS, has requested that cash be paid in-lieu-of dedicating park
land for the nine-lot subdivision proposal located at Woobank, Morland, and Storey Roads within
Electoral Area ‘A’ and legally described as Lot 2, Section 12, Range 2, Plan 53334, Cedar District, with
Exceptions (see Attachment No. 1 for location). The applicant’s agent is also requesting that the
minimum 10% perimeter frontage requirement be relaxed for 2 of the proposed parcels within the
subdivision,

The subject property is currently zoned Residential 2 (RS2) and is within Subdivision District ‘M’
pursuant to the "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500 1987". At this
time, the applicant is proposmg to subdivide the parent parcel into nine lots, all 2000 m? or greater in size,
therefore meeting the minimum parcel size requirements of Bylaw No. 500 (see Attachment No. 2 for
proposed subdivision). The parcels are proposed to be serviced by individual private septic disposal
systems and community water supplied by the North Cedar Improvement District.

Park Land Requirements

Pursuant to Section 941 of the Local Government Act, the owner of the subject property has the option
of:
' a. providing 5% of the gross site area as park land; or
b. paying cash in-lieu-of providing park land; or
c. providing a combination of both park land with the balance of 5% given in cash.

Where an official community plan contains policies and designations respecting the location and type of

future parks, the local government may determine whether the owner must provide land or cash. In this

case, the Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1116, 1999 specifies that park land

dedication may be considered at the time of subdivision subject to meeting the policies set out in the Plan. Q
The maximum amount of park land that the Regional District may request for this property is 5% or 0

913 m? of the total site area. v
Q )"7
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Minimum [0% Perimeter Frontage Requirements

Lot 7 is proposed to have a frontage of 8.9 metres or 3.0% of the perimeter and Lot 8 is proposed to have
a frontage of 9.61 metres or 4.5% of the perimeter. Therefore, as these proposed lots do not meet the
minimum 10% parcel frontage requirement pursuant to Section 944 of the Local Government Act,
approval of the Regional Board of Directors is required.

ALTERNATIVES

t. To accept the request by the applicant for cash-in-lieu-of park land and approve the request for the
relaxation of the minimum 10% frontage requirement for proposed Lots 7 and 8.

2. To deny the requests for cash in-lieu-of dedication of park land and relaxation of the minimum 10%
frontage requirement.

DEVELOPMENT IMPLICATIONS

Official Community Plan Implications

Where the official community plan contains policies and designations respecting the location and type of
future parks, the local government may determine whether the owner must provide land or cash. In this
case, Electoral Area ‘A’ the Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1116, 1999, contains park land related
policies which stipulates that park land only be taken in cases where waterfront development is proposed.
Because the subject property does mot contain a watercourse or is adjacent to waterfront, the OCP
supports cash in-lieu-of park land.

Area ‘A’ Parks, Recreation and Green Space Advisory Committee Implications

Electoral Area ‘A’ has a Parks, Recreation and Green Space Committee to advise the Regional Board on
park related matters including the acquisition of park land subject to the policies set out in the OCP. As
the subject property does not contain a watercourse or is adjacent to the waterfront and therefore not
considered to be a potential park land acquisition area, the application has not been referred to this
Committee.

Lot Configuration Implications

Proposed Lots 7 and 8 are situated in the southwest portion of the subject property where the site is
restricted by the existing road pattern. As a result, the Ministry of Transportation does not want a short
cul-de-sac off Woobank Road, as originally proposed, due to traffic safety issues. Instead, the Ministry
has recommended the proposed parcels be reconfigured as a panhandle lot (Lot 7) and a reduced frontage
lot (Lot 8). As a result of this direction, the applicant reconfigured the subject property to satisfy the
Ministry’s request. .

Environmentally-Sensitive Areas Atlas

~ The Regional District of Nanaimo Environmentally Sensitive Areas Atlas indicates that there are no
environmentally sensitive areas within the subject property.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The subject property has an assessed value of $226,000 according to the 2001 authenticated assessment

roll. The valuation of the property for 5% cash-in-lieu of park land charges will be based on a certified v

<

4



Frontage Relaxation — File No. 21681 — WR Hutchinson, BCLS
October 5, 2001
Page 3

appraisal of the land at the time of preliminary subdivision approval (PLA). Therefore, it is anticipated
that the appraised market value may result in $11,300.00 or higher contribution to Electoral Area ‘A’
community parks fund.

SUMMARY

This is a request to provide cash-in-lieu-of park land pursuant to Section 941 of the Local Government
Act as part of a nine-lot subdivision development and to relax of the minimum 10% perimeter frontage
requirement. Based on the Ministry of Transportation’s recommendations, the proposed parcels were
reconfigured to include the reduced frontage parcels in order to provide a safer traffic situation on
Woobank Road. With respect to the park land requirement, the current OCP for Electoral Area ‘A’
consider parcels with waterfront for potential park land dedication only. In this case, the subject property
does not meet the OCP policies pertaining for requesting park land at subdivision time. As the OCP does
not specifically target this subject property for park land dedication and the Minisiry of Transportation
supports the lot configuration for proposed Lots 7 and 8, staff recommend Alternative No. 1 that the
requests to provide cash-in-lieu-of park land be accepted and to relax of the minimum 10% frontage
requirements be approved.

RECOMMENDATION

That the requests, submitted by WR Hutchinson, BCLS, on behalf of Dragonwyke Enterprises Ltd. and
426187 BC Ltd., for cash-in-lieu of park land dedication be accepted and to relax the minimum 10%
frontage requirement for proposed Lots 7 and 8, as shown on the plan of subdivision of Lot 2, Section 12,
Range 2, Cedar District, Plan VIP53334, Except Part in Plan VIP64754, be approved.

Wi

o
Report Writer _ Genéfal ager Conc ce

2 *

0

Manager Oéréu/rr fce { - CAQ Concurrence — ‘

COMMENTS;
Devsrs/reporis/2001/frige 0c3320 20 21681 10% huitchinson.doc
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1

LOCATION OF SUBJECT PROPERTY

4 ]

bj’r{ I
SUBJECT PROPERTY veca
Lot 2, VIP53334
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ATTACHMENT NO. 2

PROPOSED PLAN OF SUBDIVISION AS SUBMITED BY APPLICANT
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TO: Pamela Shaw DATE: October 9, 2001
Manager of Communitjj Planning —

FROM: Geoff Garbutt FILE: 390020 1155 EAF
Senior Planner

SUBJECT:  Electoral Area'F' Draft Zonin'g and Subdivision Bylaw
Bylaw No. 1155, 2001

PURPOSE

To receive a summary of the issues and staff recommendations from the consultation process for the draft
Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw and, further, to consider introducing the Zoning and
Subdivision Bylaw for 1™ and 2™ reading and refer the bylaw to a public hearing,

BACKGROUND

Community planning was initiated in Area ‘F” in 1997 with the adoption of the Growth Management
Plan {GMP) and followed in 1999 with the adoption of the Area ‘F’ Official Community Plan (OCP).
Following the adoption of the OCP, the RDN Board instructed staff to consult with the residents and
property owners of Area ‘F to develop a zoning bylaw that is consistent with the OCP yet fits the broad
range of uses that are located in Area ‘F’. This directions is set out in QCP policies as follows:

The objective of the future zoning bylaw will be to zone existing land uses as conforming, to the
Sfullest extent that is reasonably possible. Non-conforming zoning status will only be considered for
land uses that cannot meet the criteria outlined below:
1. The use is compatible with surrounding land uses and the character of the area;
2. Has no negative impact on groundwater, surface water or the natural environment;
3. Has an adequate and approved means of sewage disposal; and
4. Meets all requirements of the jurisdictions having authority over the lands or use.

Other OCP objectives and policies encourage the protection of the natural environment and direct future
mixed-use development into Village Centres and the Rural Separation Boundary areas. As well, the plan
supports the protection of rural/residential uses outside the Boundaries. Recognized codes of practice
and the mitigation of industrial impacts are supported for industrial areas. The Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning
and Subdivision Bylaw is attached for the Board’s consideration.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To receive the Electoral Area ‘F' Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw Report and recommend that the
Board introduce “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw
No. 1155, 20017 at 1¥ and 2™ reading and proceed to public hearing.

2. To receive the Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw Report and amend the Draft Bylaw
as directed by the Committee and recommend that the Board introduce “Regional District of
Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1155, 2001” as amended at 1* an
2™ reading and proceed to public hearing

o
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3. To receive the Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw Report, appoint a Select Committee
of Regional Board Directors to investigate issue areas identified in the Report and bring forward a
Committee Report on those issues. Once those issues have been addressed, introduce “Regional
District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1155, 2001” at 1* and 2™
reading and proceed to public hearing.

4, To receive the Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw and refer it back to staff with
direction to prepare a comprehensive consultation strategy and report back with detailed
recommendations on approaches to improve the Draft Bylaw.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION IMPLICATIONS

A Public Consultation Framework was prepared and reviewed by the Regional Board to effectively
engage the public, landowners, adjacent municipalities and government agencies in creation of a zoning
bylaw (see Attachment No.I). To implement this framework, staff conducted telephone surveys of more
than 150 property owners in Area ‘F’ to establish existing uses. A draft bylaw was then developed and a
newsletter was direct mailed to property owners that provided an overview of the draft zoning bylaw (see
Attachment No.2). Copies of the Draft Zoning Bylaw were made available to the public at various
locations and on the RDN website. A site office was opened in the Pinetree Centre in Electoral Area F
and staff met with over 350 property owners representing over 850 properties and visited sites at the
request of landowners. Staff also met with 3 community groups at their request.

A summary of the key issues raised during this portion of the public consultation process is attached (see
Aftachment No.3). Minutes from stakeholder meetings have been included for review as Atrachment No.
4. All other correspondence received during the public consultation is included as Attachment No. 5.

Presentations were also made to the Councils of Parksville and Qualicum Beach as part of the referral of
the draft zoning bylaw to adjacent municipalities, Ministry of Highways, Central Vancouver Island
Health Unit and the Oceanside Construction and Development Association. The comments received
from these referrals are included as Attachment No. 6.

Based on the feedback received from the public, adjacent municipalities and government agencies, clear
issue areas were identified and the proposed bylaw was amended to address these concerns. With the
amendments completed, it is staff’s assessment that the draft Bylaw is at a stage where it may now
proceed to the Development Services Committee and the Board for consideration.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT PLAN/OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLICATIONS

The Growth Management Plan defines growth centres {to be contained by urban boundaries and in some
cases identified as Village Centres, Nodes or Urban Areas) and also designates areas to be maintained for
rural and resource uses. - The OCP implements the GMP by identifying Village Centre and Rural
Separation Boundaries as Urban Boundaries and provides for mixed use development and growth within
‘these areas. The Zoning Bylaw sets out general land use categories to implement the GMP policies and
zoning classifications to mirror the OCP land use designations. The proposed zoning for Electoral Area
‘F* directs more intense residential, commercial and industrial development to the Village Centres and
Rural Separation Boundaries and balances the rural integrity of the area by restricting the density and
scope of development in the rural and rural residential portions of the community. The Zoning Bylaw
recognizes existing uses and manages future development in keeping with both the GMP principles and
OCP policies for the area.

QY s
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ZONING IMPLICATIONS

As noted above, a number of key issue areas were identified by the public, adjacent municipalities and
government agencies in the review of the bylaw. These issues are:

1. Groundwater Protection and Industrial Land Use

Lands in the Church Road are proposed to be zoned Industrial to recognise existing and future industrial
land .ses. During the consuitation process, adjacent municipalities and residents raised the issue of
groundwater protection and the potential impact that industrial uses may have on recharge areas.
Recognizing the importance of this issue, the Bylaw has been amended to incilude three industrial zones
with different intensities of land uses (General Industrial (I-1), Mixed Industrial (I-2} and Resource
Industrial (I-3) ).

In addition to the expanded industrial zones, the Bylaw has been amended to include reguiations to
protect against groundwater contamination. The regulations prohibit a range of uses and processes such
chemical manufacturing and treatment in all industrial and commercial zones, and include runoff control
provisions for site development and restrictions on discharge of potential groundwater contaminants.

To assess the impact of the proposed industrial zoning on groundwater and potential aquifer recharge
areas and to assess our proposed zoning regulations, the RDN engaged EBA Engineering (under the
direction of Dr. Gilles Wendling, a specialist in hydrogeological engineering and groundwater
assessment). EBA reviewed existing groundwater studies previously commissioned for the area and
_ expanded on this information by analyzing the soil strata in the Church Road Industrial area. EBA’s
assessment found that the soil strata includes a significant layer of ‘till’ material located above the major
aquifer in the area and that aquifer recharge is restricted to the mountain slopes in the vicinity of Mt.
Arrowsmith. The ‘till layer’ over the area acts as an impervious barrier generally ranging from Sm to
30m thick. In some locations the till layer is not as thick, 3m to 5m, and is some very isolated locations
the till layer is absent, therefore there is still a need for groundwater protection measures. In relative
terms it would take approximately 50 years for a drop of water to travel Im through a till layer.

In addition, the report states that the aquifer in the Church Road area is distinct and separated from the
aquifer that supplies the City of Parksville’s wells. Provincial monitoring wells show distinctive
seasonal differences between the Parksville well field and well fields in the vicinity of Church Road
although it is noted that the regional recharge area is likely common on the slopes in the vicinity of Mt.
Arrowsmith. Finally, the report indicates that the regulations proposed for this area are reasonably
expected to protect groundwater from contamination. The EBA report is included as Attachment No. 7.

2. Comprehensive development zones

The Bylaw proposes 11 Comprehensive Development (CD) zones- these are zones established.

for a unique use or a mix of existing uses on a specific parcel (and each applies to only one

parcel). Previous delegations and correspondence to the Committee and Board have identified

issues with several of these parcels. It is anticipated that the designation of some of these uses as

CD zones may be controversial; however, given that the uses predate the zoning bylaw, and

given that the regulations have been drafted to limit the incompatibility of the use with
surrounding parcels, the proposed CD zones provide a workable method for recognizing these Q
land uses within the draft Bylaw. 0

QT 5/
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3. Zoning regulations in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)

Approximately 20% of the land base in Electoral Area ‘F’ is located in the ALR. During the consultation
process, concerns were raised that that there should not be an additional level of government regulations
imposed on these lands through zoning as ALR land use regulations are sufficient. In addition, since the
adoption of the OCP, the Area Director has maintained that the minimum parcel size for land in the ALR
zoned A-1, should be 2 ha.

In response to these concerns and to ensure clarity in the interpretation of the bylaw, the Bylaw proposes
to zone all lands in the ALR as A-1: these lands would be fully subject to existing ALR regulations and
the Right to Farm legislation. It intended that the Land Reserve Commission and Ministry of
Agriculture would interpret what constitutes a farm or agricultural use. Landowners, therefore, will not
be subject to an additional level of regulation; instead the zoning will support the legisiation that already
exists to protect land uses on these properties. This will also ensure that uses approved by Special Use
Permits, including Agri-tourism and Accommodation, will be permitted in the A-1 zone. Minimum
parcel sizes for the Area ‘F’ Zoning Bylaw were established based on the OCP and as a result the
minimum parcel size for all A-1 lands has been maintained at 4 ha.

Following the adoption of a Zoning Bylaw for Electoral Area ‘F’, RDN staff have committed to working
with ALR landowners to discuss issues with the intention of approaching the Land Reserve Commission
with amendments to the ALR regulations for parcels in Area ‘F’.

4. Nuisance Regulations

During the consultation process, staff received a variety of comments about two specific areas of
concern: outdoor storage of tires and outdoor sterage of unlicensed vehicles. .

Unattended outdoor storage of tires has been identified as a significant environmental risk and high fire
hazard for area firefighters. However, area farmers have indicated that they rely on used tires for various
purposes. Specific reference to tire storage has been removed from the bylaw however where outdoor
storage of old or unused tires is identified as trash or refuse it is restricted as a prohibited use of the site
for waste disposal. In addition, the outdoor storage of derelict vehicles has been identified as a
significant environmental issue and the intent of this regulation is to prohibit large-scale storage of un-
roadworthy vehicles, except on parcels zoned for salvage and wrecking. The Bylaw proposes a limit of
5 unlicensed vehicles to be stored outside of a building (other than on parcels without appropriate
zoning) and also ¢learly states that farm vehicles are exempt. .

5. Density of Future Development in Qualicum River Estates

The developer of Qualicum River Estates is requesting that the proposed R-2 zoning for the area be
amended to 2 dwellings per 1 ha to reflect the existing building scheme on currently subdivided lots.
However, the draft Bylaw proposes zoning at 1 dwelling unit per 1 ha, which is pattern of land use in the
rest of the Electorai Area. This density is supported in the draft Bylaw due to the poteatial
environmental and traffic impacts which would result with a doubling in density and potential for
cumulative negative impacts on groundwater.

6. Engineering Standards o@

The proposed Bylaw includes a number of subdivision and development control regulations (includin v o
engineering specifications for roads, community water and community sewer) that have been revieweh _ y
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by both the public and referral agencies. In the proposed Bylaw, references are made to the Master
Municipal Construction Document as providing the construction detail for community water and
community sewer works and services. To respond to new engineering best practices and to provide a
common framework for developers and engineering firms to service development in the region, it is the
RDN’s intention to adopt subdivision works and servicing standards that will apply to all electoral areas
in the Regional District. When this Bylaw has been drafted the Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and
Subdivision Bylaw and the Regional District of Nanaimo Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, will be
amended to refer to the engineering standards in this new bylaw.

These and other issues have been addressed in Attachment No. 8, which outlines public, member
municipalities and agency issues and the proposed Bylaw’s response. In addition, several ‘housekeeping’
amendments will be required to existing bylaws; these amendments are outlined in Schedule No. 1.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

The proposed zoning bylaw is a regulatory bylaw that will establish permitted uses, site regulations and
subdivision standards for individual parcels of land. It should be noted that, despite the adoption of the
bylaw, existing uses predating the adoption of the bylaw may be maintained as legal nonconforming uses;
however, these parcels may be subject to standards as they are further developed or subdivided.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

No new costs beyond those aiready budgeted for would be incurred by the consideration of this Zoning
Bylaw for 1% and 2" reading however it is noted that additional bylaw enforcement resources are
anticipated.

RESOLUTION OF ISSUES

If a Select Committee is appointed as outlined in Alternative No. 3, staff anticipate that the focus of the
Committee will be on the perceived capacity for future industrial and commercial development within the
Bellevue Church Road Rural Separation Area as raised by member municipalities during the referral
process. Staff have met with municipal planners and various planning tools (such as split zoning, limits
on parcel coverage, community servicing provisions, and specified permitted uses) have been used to
orient the capacity for commercial development to local needs. In addition, however, staff have
recognized that the level of industrial development proposed for this area is regional in scope and is
proposed to support the GMP’s designation of this location as a Regional Industrial Area in consideration
of the Industrial Land Study and Economic Planning Strategy. Staff are of the opinion that issues related
to groundwater protection have been answered and the proposed combination of runoff control measures
and restrictions on uses and discharges provide best approach other than to reconsider the regional
designation of this area for industrial use.

SUMMARY/ CONCLUSIONS

Since the zoning project was initiated, comments have been received from over 475 area landowners
representing an interest in over 850 properties. Residents were engaged using a mail out newsletter, a
" phone survey of 150 properties and the Area ‘F” Site Office located in Area ‘F’ for six weeks in May and
June of 2001. A Draft Bylaw and summary of the public consultation issues was also referred pursuant @
to the consultation framework to the City of Parksville, Town of Qualicum Beach, City of Nanaimo, 0
Central Vancouver Island Health Region, and Ministry of Transportation. ?

Q' ¢/
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Following a review of comments received from land owners, local governments, provincial agencies and
the public, staff identified a number of amendments and technical refinements. The attached Electoral
Area ‘F° Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1155, 2001 is the result of this review (see Attachment
No.9). The proposed Bylaw is now presented to the Development Services Committee for consideration
and to recommend to the Board that the bylaw be introduced, and given 1* and 2™ reading and referred to
a public hearing.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. That the staff report and supporting documentation to Electoral Area F Zoning and
Subdivision bylaw be received. '

2. That the proposed “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision
Bylaw No. 1158, 2001” (Attachment No.9), be received.

3. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No.
1155, 2001” be introduced and given 1% and 2™ reading.

4, That “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No.
1155, 2001” proceed to Public Hearing.

5. That the holding of the Public Hearing with respect to “Regional District of Nanaimo
Electoral Area ‘F* Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1153, 2001 be delegated to Director
McLean or his alternate.

6. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Planning Services Fees and Charges Bylaw No. 1239,
2001” be introduced and given 1%, 2™ and 3" reading.

7. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Board of Variance Bylaw No. 1260, 20017 be
introduced and given 1%, 2 and 3" reading.

8. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Development Approval Procedures and Notification
Bylaw No. 1261, 2001” be introduced and given 1%, 2™ and 3™ reading.

9. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Impact Assessment Bylaw No. 1165, 1999” be
introduced and given 1%, 2* and 3™ reading.

10. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.276, 2001” be introduced and given 1%, 2™ and the Public Hearing be waived
pursuapt to Section 890(4) of the Local Government Act and the Bylaw be referred to Public
Notification pursuant to the Local Government Act.

Gener anager Concurrghce

/
4 ¥
//{ r. 7 o gl h
Manager Concﬂée;ifc / CAOQ Concurrence )
p
COMMENTS:

devsvs/reports/2001/3900 20 1155 oc EAF ¥ 2 doc
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Schedule No. 1

ADMINISTRATIVE BYLAWS

The following outlines the amendments to existing Regional District of Nanaimo administrative bylaws
as well as the establishment of new bylaws, which are required to administer the Electoral Area ‘F°
Zoning Bylaw:

Adopt “Regional District of Nanaimo Planning Services Fees and Charges Bylaw No.
1259, 2001”.

Adopt “Regional District of Nanaimo Board of Variance Bylaw No. 1260, 2001”.

Adopt “Regional District of Nanaimo Development Approval Procedures and
Notification Bylaw No. 1261, 200!”.

Amend “Regional District of Nanaimo Impact Assessment Bylaw No. 1165, 1999” to
establish applying the requirements of this bylaw to zoning amendment applications for
Area ‘F’ (“Regional District of Nanaimo Impact Assessment Bylaw Amendment Bylaw
No. 1165.02, 20017).

" Repeal “Regional District of Nanaimo Subdivision Application Fee Bylaw No. 901,
1993 (“Regional District of Nanaimo Subdivision Application Fee Bylaw Amendment
Bylaw No. 901.01, 2001™).

Amend “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987”
delete references to fees and applications, Board of Variance, amendment procedures,
and development permit and development variance permit procedures (“Regional District
of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 500.276, 20017).
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General Manager, Development Services

SUBJECT:  School Sites Acquisition Agreement Amendment— School District No. 69

PURPOSE

To reconsider the July 10, 2001 Board report on amending the current School District No. 69 School
Sites Acquisition Agreement charge.

BACKGROUND

This report is presented as follow-up to the July 10, 2001 Board motion that the report on the School
District No. 69 School Sites Acquisition Agreement charge be referred back to the Development Services
Committee for discussion. At issue is a change in the method of collecting a school site acquisition
charge in accordance with new legislation, moving to a flat rate charge of $26 per development unit from
the current method of using a site specific 5% dedication or valuation approach.

The Regional District approved a School Sites Acquisition Agreement with School District No. 69 in
October 1996. Since the implementation of the agreement, contributions from new development have
been collected to share in the cost of acquiring new school sites within District No. 69. In addition to
raising funds, the agreement resulted in the outright dedication of a future school sites in the Qualicum
River area. The City of Parksville and Town of Qualicum Beach also approved agreements with School
District No. 69 at the same time as the Regional District, in a coordinated effort to address future school
site requirements.

Recent amendments to the Local Government Act will result in a change in the approach used to collect
school site acquisition charges. The new provisions of the Act still require School Districts to calculate
future school site requirements based on projected enrollment; however, instead of using the site specific
5% dedication or valuation approach, a flat rate charge, similar to a Development Cost Charge, is being
implemented. This wiil be calculated by dividing the number of projected development units into a
percentage of the projected capital cost of acquiring new sites and because of a reduction in capital
requirements for_school site acquisition, will result in a significant reduction in the amount collected per
development unit (see report attached).

As a result of the significant reduction in development costs, the Board directed staff to investigate the
method of determining capital cost used by the School District and to request that other site development
costs including playing field development costs be considered for inclusion in the charge. The Secretary
Treasurer for School District No. 69 has investigated the possibility of a more inclusive capital charge Q
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with their consultants and representatives of the Ministry of Education and has been advised that this
approach is not acceptable to the Ministry in accordance with the intent of the legtslation.

Pursuant to the new legislation, School District No. 69 has calculated and obtained approval for a new
charge of $26.00 per development unit based on the need for future school sites and anticipated number
of new development units within the District.

The process to implement the charge requires the local governments participating within the District
accept the charge, after which the School Board will introduce a Bylaw and adopt the charge. The
Regional District may reject the charge, however after the unsuccessful investigation of options to
expand the charge to include other capital components of school site development, there does not appear
to be any reason to subject the proposal to a dispute resclution process. Representatives of School
District No. 69 have worked closely with RDN staff (as well as the staff from the City of Parksville and
Town of Qualicum Beach) and would likely support the RDN’s efforts to seek an expanded application
of the charge by directly approaching the Ministry of Education or bringing the matter forward for
legislative changes if necessary.

ALTERNATIVES
1. To approve the Eligible School Sites Proposal adopted by the Board of School District No. 69.

2. To not approve the Eligible School Sites Proposal.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no direct financial implications for the Regional District. There is a significant direct cost
savings for new development within multi-lot or multi-unit small lot development proposals.
Subdivisions of less than 3 lots, or subdivisions which create new lots greater than 2.0 hectares, will
continue to be exempt from the charges.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

School District No. 69 staff have investigated the Regional District’s request to consider adding other
capital components of school site development to the Eligible School Sites Proposal. However, they
have been advised by their consultants and the Ministry that these amount may not.be inciuded as part of
the proposal. If the Regional District wishes to pursue this matter and seek an expanded application of
the charge it is recommended that correspondence be forwarded directly to the Ministry of Education or
that the request be brought forward by a resolution to the AVICC and UBCM.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

The Regional District and municipalities within School District No. 69 approved School Site Acquisition
Agreements in October 1996 that provided for the collection of charges or sites for future schools. Asa

resait of changes to the method of calculating school site acquisition charges in accordance with
amendments to the Local Government Act, a new Eligible School Site Proposal has been prepared and @
accepted by the Board of School District No. 6% and approved by the Ministry of Education. The new 0
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proposal will result in a significant reduction in the individual unit charge currently paid by developers
and is calculated by dividing the total future site capital requirements for new school sites by the eligible
number of development units.

Given that there are no apparent opportunities to expand the charge to include other capital components
associated with school site development, staff recommend that the revised Scheol District No. 69
Eligible School Sites Proposal be accepted.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Regional District of Nanaimo accept the revised School District No. 69 Eligible School Sites
Proposal as submitted.

(g

Repor‘ty Writef” %/ CAO Concurrence

COMMENTS:
reports/devsvs/2001/0470 50 sd6% oc agreemt amend.doc
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1.1

INTRODUCTION

THE SCHOOL SITES ACQUISITION CHARGE

The School Sites Acquisition Charge (SSAC) is a charge per dwelling unit to be paid by
residential developers. The charge will be collected by local government and
transferred to school boards. The money collected will be used to help pay for new
school sites needed as a result of new residential development.

The SSAC Implementation Guide outlines the principles underlying the SSAC
legislation, highlights those developments that are exempt from the charge, and
provides a framework for the process to be followed by schoot boards and their local
governments. It also describes the fourteen steps to follow in the process of setting
SSAC,

This document, the Efigible School Sites Proposal, encompasses Steps 1 to 3 of the
process for implementing 5SAC in School District 69 {Qualicum). Step 1 is to estimate
the number of ellgible residential development units that will be built in School
District 69 over the next ten years. Step 2 is to estimate the number of students that
are expected to live in the new eligible development units by 2010, the end of the
ten-year period.

Step 3 is the preparation of this document, the Eligible School Sites Proposal. Step 3

_incorporates all the information required to calculate SSAC for Schooli District 69

1.2

1.3

including:
» Enroiment estimates to 2010,

» The definition of new schools and new school sites required in response to
anticipated enrolment growth.

» Estimates of the cost of new land for new school sites.

To receive the entire implementation Guide, visit the Ministry of Education's website
at http/iwww.bced.gov.be.calcapitalplanning/resources.htm, :

CONSULTANT TEAM

Matrix Planning Associates is a consulting firm with considerable background in the
planning of educational facilities and services. One of our previous projects was the
preparation of the SSAC Implementation Guide. For more information about Matrix,

visit our website at www.matrixplanning.bc.ca,

STRUCTURE OF DOCUMENT

In addition to the introduction, the document is organized into three sections:

» Section 2, Enrolment Forecast, outlines the previous enrolment forecasts by the
School District and the Ministry of Education and compares them to the forecast
based on residentizl development.

» Section 3, Long-Term Facilities Plan, summarizes the existing facilities and the

new facilities identified in the current Capital Plan. Section 3 also outlines the Q
impact on facilities of the new enrolment forecast based on residential 0
development.

» Section 4, Preliminary SSAC Caiculations, presents the five tables required to Q
calcutate the school site acquisition charge. -
1
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2. ENROLMENT FORECAST

21 CONTEXT

The municipalities within the boundaries of School District §9 have the capacity to
accommedate significant growth. It is clear that, in tha future, there will be many

more people living in School District 69, it is much less certain how fast the growth
will occur. It is also less certain how many school-aged children there will be in the
future.

Growth that was predicted a few years ago has not materialized. This could be
biamed largely on BC's relatively poor economic performance over the past few
years. The prospects for future economic recovery are good but not certain.
Population and enrolment forecasts for the area depend heavily on assumptions

about the economy. We have adopted a moderately optimistic view of the next ten
years.

22 PREVIOUS ENROLMENT FORECASTS

The latest forecasts by both the Ministry of Education and School District 6% were
based on enrolments as of September 1999. As indicated in Figures 1 and 2, the
Ministry of Education forecast showed the enroiment declining slightly over the next
ten years. The actual enrolment as of September 2000 was 5,528 — exactly the same
as the Ministry estimate and very close to the School District estimate.

Figure 1; Ministry of Education Enrolment Forecast

Gradé /19941995 1996 . 1997 1938 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Kindegarten .°307 . 363 389 400 . 378 337 319 308 292 295 290 294 300 307 313 3N
Grade 1 364 414 3IM 416 393 362 351 341 324 328 323 377 335 343 3N
Grade 2 372 -394 434 408 411 393 365 356 347 230 335 329 333 341 350
Grade 3 339 399 415 412 40 395 370 3@ 353 336 340 336 341 390
Grade 4 w38 a4z 44 M2 411 3% 375 368 359 342 48 344 349
Grade 5 40 393 . 408 457 468 45T 458 445 420 412 407 385 392 388
Grade 6 409 436 408415 428 441 437 434 422 399 392 385 370 376
Grade 7 48 425 37 436 435 451 466 457 459 446 423 417 409 3%
Grade 8 365" 492385 401 403 420 433 427 48 417 397 3385
Grade 9 : 4% 438 508 594 S35 SS1 544 546 533 509 502
Grade 10 SO1 500 522 529 550 567 561 Se4 552 528
Grade 11 : 38077 S00 495 495 516 523 543 561 558 561 551
Grade 12 - 3783330 . 3910 411 414 410 411 428 435 451 466 464 466
Elementary  2,273:2,325 2.342:2,469:2,4682,629 2,364 2,287 2215 2,148 2.089 2,059 2,040 2044 2,074 2108
Middle 1,182 1,287 1292, 1,28571,220- 1,236 1,264 1295 1318 1,324 1,308 1,273 1,232 1193 1170 1.155
Secondary 1,434,498 1,629 1,705 1,7881,883 1,900 1,917 1,941 1,991 2,052 2,089 2,119 2,121 2.085 2,047
Total 4,889 5110 52635459 5472 5548 5528 5499 5474 5463 5449 5421 539 5,364 5330 5310

As shown in Figure 2, the School District’s latest enrolment forecast parailels the
estimates provided by the Ministry of Education except that by 2002 the School

District’s are 3.5% higher. The School District's enroiment forecast is based on @
population projections by BC Statistics. The Ministry of Education forecast shows a e
total 2009 enrolment of 5,310 compared with 5,494 for the astimates by School

District 69. Home school students are excluded from both totals. q i ?/

2
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Figure 2: Ministry of Education Enrolment by Grades
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2.3

NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Qualicum Beach

Municipal planners axpect only about 150 residential units to be constructed in
Qualicum Beach over the next ten years.

1f the Boundary Extension area becomes part of the Town of Qualicum Beach, the
number of new units will increase. These units are counted as part the Regional
District of Nanaime.

Parksville

As part of the development of Springweed Middle School, an arrangement was
made to jointly redevelop the site of the former Parksville Middle School with the
City of Parksville. This property is located directly across the street from Parksville
Elementary School.

In addition to the provision of a new Parksville Civic and Technology Centre compilex,
a portion of the site will be subdivided for construction of nearly 400 housing units.
In the interim, the area around Winchelsea Elementary continues to be the highest
residential growth area in Parksville, with a substantial number of lots approved for
deveiopment. '

Figure 3 summarizes the estimated number of residential units expected to be buiit Q
in Parksville over the next ten years. Most of the new housing is likely to be e
considered Eligible Development Units (EDU) for purposes of SSAC caleulation. ?

y
3
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ngu're 3: Estimated Residential Development in Parksvifle to 2010

Type of Housing Total Owned Rented
Single Detached House 8505595 . 255
Apartment in Low Building 320 9. 224
Mobile Dwelling 95. . 95 0
Other Dwelling Types 60 . 42 18
Totals 1,325 828 497

Regional District of Nanaimo-

The following summarizes the expectations for new residential development in the

- parts of School District 69 that are not within Qualicumn Beach and Parksville

boundaries:

» Nanoose (Electoral Area E)
More than 2,000 new units are expected for this area, including 1,800 units at
Fairwinds. Currently, the Fairwinds development is being built at approximately
50 to 100 units a year. This will accelerate to 100 to 200 units a year.

» Coombs (Electoral Area F)
Close to 1,000 units is propesed for this area. The development wilf be
distributed throughotit the area with a considerable amount being mobile home
park and multi-unit development.

» French Creek (Electoral Area G}
The proposed new development Is more than 1,300 units divided into four or
five hoidings. These being Morningstar (300 units), Lee Road (300 units), French
Creek Estates (300 units), and residential/commercial development {200 to
300 units).

» Bowser (Electoral Area H)
More than 900 units are expected with some as in-fill, aithough the Regional
District has indicated that they are trying to curb the in-fill development in this
area.

figure 4 summarizes the exact number of residential units to be buitt in the Regional
District of Nanaimo over the next ten years, The table also shows that most (98%) of
the anticipated develepment will be considered Eligible Development Units for
purposes of calculating 55AC,

Figure 4: Estimated Residential Development in the RDN to 2010

Area Total EDU %

Nanoose 2,041 2,000 98%

Coombs 958 930 97%

French Creek 1,336 1,330 100%

Bowser 920 875 95%

Total 5255 5,135 98%
SSAC METHOD &
We asked each local government in School District 69 to estimate the number of o

eligible residential development units that would be built over the next ten years to
2010. The results are presented in Figure 5 and summarized in Table 1 in Section 4.

e
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Figure 5: Estimates of Eligible Residential Units to 2010

Local Government - - Type of Housing " Total Owned Rented
Town of Apartment in Low Building 11 40 10
Qualicum Beach Other Dwelling Types 100 80 20
Totals 150 120 30

Regional District Single Detached House 3150 2,850 300
of Nanaimo Apartment in Low Building 1,300 1,100 200
Mabile Dwelling 190 190 0

Other Dwelling Types : 495 395 100

Totals 5135 4,535 600

City of Parksville Single Detached House 850 595 255
: Apartment in Low Building 320 96 224

Mctile Dweiling 95 95 0

Other Owelling Types 80 42 18

. Totals 1,325 828 497

School District Single Detached House 4,000 3,445 555
Total Apartment in Low Building 1.670 1,236 434
Mabife Dwelling 285 285 0

Other Dweliing Types 655 517 138

School District Totals =~ 6,610 5483 1,127

' Next, we used information from local government to colour the basic Statistics

Canada data on Yield Factors. We reduced those Yield Factors to correspond to the
88% participation rate in School District 63, The participation rate is calculated by
dividing the September 2000 enrolment (5,528) by the estimated number of people
between S and 18 years of age in School District 69 (6,307). We further reduced the
yleld rates in anticipation of continuing trends towards much of the new housing
being aimed at people without children.

We then applied those modified Yield Factors to estimate the number of students
that were likely to live in the new residential units. The results are presented in
Figure 6.

thure 6: Est:mat!ng Yield Factors

Single detached house Bath 42.7% 87.6% 17.4% 0.28
Mobile home Both 28.1% 87.6% 24.6% 0.13
Other dwelling types __Botl_'! o 113% 87.6% 15.2% o
Other dwellng types. wned: - T.5% 876%  66% 0.4
Dther dwelling types - hented - 276% 87.6%  24.2% 0.15

As outlined in Section 4, we estimate that there will be a total of 1,344 students
living in new eligible residential development by 2010. If we add this number to the
enroiment as of September 2000 of 5,528 students, the total enrolment in School
District 69 by 2010 would be 6,872 students,

After consultation with the Ministry of Education, our client thought that the
estimate of nearly 6,900 students by 2010 was too high. As a result, we applied an

K
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8% discount to the existing enrolment. The rationale for this discount is that we
expect that the number of schoo! aged children from existing housing will decrease
over the next ten years. This is in keeping with the rising age profile for the Qualicum
and Parksville areas. In addition, we hypothesized that most new residential units in
School District 69 will be in larger developments that gualify as “eligible' (four or
more units) for both School Site Acquisition Charges and Development Cost Charges

Qur best estimate was that there will be 6,400 students in School District 89 in 2010.
Figure 7 illustrates total enrolment estimates for the three forecasts — the Ministry
of Education, School District 69, and our estimate using the 'SSAC Method',

Figure 7;: Comparison of Enrelment Forecasts
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3.4

LONG-TERM FACILITIES PLAN

EXISTING SCHOOLS

The schools in Scheol District 69 are organized into elementary, middle, and
secondary schools. The district is divided into three zones according to the catchment
areas of the three middle schoals. There are two secondary schools.

Figure 8 outlines the nominal and operating capacities of the schools in School
District 69. Nominal Capacities are in modules of 25 students per class, whereas
Operating Capacities acknowledge the negotiated maximum class sizes for
kindergarten and primary grades.

Figure 8: Existing Schoofs, September 2000

Nominal Capacity Operating_Capacity
Zone  School _ E::'e K;:f;’; 16';""?2 Total K;:fti: .F :d.f; Total
North  Bowser Elementary Kto§ = 40 200 240 3 166 202
Qualicum Beach Elementary Kto$§ 80 250 330 r 208 280
Qualicum Beach Middle 6to8 0 37 375 0 375 375
Kwalikum Secondary St012 0 425 425 0 425 425
Central Arrowview Elementary KitoS 80 300 380 72 250 322
Emrington Elementary Kto5 80 300 380 72 250 322
Winchelsea Elementary Ktod 80 273 355 72 229 301
French Creek Elamentary KtoS5 - 40 100 140 16 83 119
Oceanside Middle BtoB 0 450 450 0 450 450
South  Parksville Elementary Kto5 80 3N 380 7 250 322
Nanoose Bay Elementary Xte5 80 125 405 72 270 342
Springwood Middle 6108 il 450 450 ] 450 450
Bailenas Secondary 91012 0 575 575 0 575 575
Totat Capacity: =+~ - 560 4325 4885 504 3981 4,485
Zones  North Subtotal 120 1,250 1,370 108 1,174 1,282
Central Subtotal 280 1,425 1,705 252 1,262 1,514
South Subtotal 160 1,650 1,810 144 1,545 1,689
Figure B does not include False Bay School on Lasqueti Island. The False Bay School
serves fewer than 50 students from Kindergarten to Grade 10 on Lasqueti island.
Similarly, Figure & does not include alternative programs.
3.2 PROGRAM DIRECTIONS

There is no plan to change the grade configurations of schools in School District 69,
The district maintains a strong commitment to the middle school medel.

A major study of Parksville area schools completed nearly ten years ago confirmed
the District's intent to retain a grade configuration model based on K-5 elementary

schools, 6-8 middie schools, and 9-12 secondary schools. This has been reinforced by @
subsequent decisicns to: o

School.

» Replace the former Parksville Middle School with the new Springwood Middle ?
<q y
= Repiace the existing Qualicum Beach Midd!e School.
7
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» Construct a new Oceanside Middle School,

» Expand both Kwalikum and Ballenas Secondary Schools,

CURRENT CAPITAL PROJECTS

The capital projects currently identified for School District 63 reflect the District's
latest enrolment forecasts as presented in Figure 7. Since the latest District enrolment
forecast indicates a decline in enrolment, the latest capital plan focused on
addressing substantial pent-up demand. As indicated in Table 3, pent-up demand is
estimated at more than 1,000 students. :

There are only two areas of the District that will be problematic without the
provision of additional new spaces. Residential growth in both the Regional District
and Parksville are both expected to generate enrolment demand in excess of existing
area school capacities.

We present this capital plan as a starting point in determining the impact of the
substantially increased enrolment based on the SSAC calcutations.

In the 2001/2002 Capital Plan for School District 69 has identifted the foilowing five

major capital projects:

» New Dashwood/Shaw Hill Elementary
Build a new elementary schocl on a new site in the Dashwood/Shaw Hill area at
the northern end of the District in response to increased demand. Target
completion is 2007. '

»  New Parksville West Elementary
Build a new elementary school on a new site in the southern end of the District
in response to increased demand. The site currently shared by Winchelsea and
Ballenas is too smali for future expansion of the.elementary school. Target
completion is 2003. '

» Qualicum Beach Middle Replacement
Replace the existing Qualicum Beach Middle School with a new and larger school
on a new and larger site. The current plan is to increase the capacity from 375 to
500 students. The new site has already been acquired. Target compietion is 2002,

» Kwalikum Secondary Expansion
Expand Kwalikum Secondary School from 425 to 900 spaces. Target completion is
2002,

» Ballenas Secondary Expansion
Expand Ballenas Secondary School from 575 to 950 spaces. Target comnpletion is
2002,

PLANNED SCHOOL CAPACITIES IN 2009

Figure 9 summarizes the total aggregated capacities of schools in School District 69 in
2009 after the current Capital Plan has been implemented. The summaries at the
bottom of Figure 9 show that, if all the projects in the Capital Plan are implemented,
the total operating capacity for the schools in School District 69 will increase by 1,644
spaces,

The capacities for alternative programs are not included in Figures 8 or 9.

@

'\

&
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Figure 9: Summary of School Capacities in 2009

Nominal Capacity Operating Capacity
Zone School and Project E;::f K;g?;: _ 16';:13 Total K;:f:e: .F:zdf; Total
Morth Bowser Elementary Ktohs - 40 200 240 36 166 202
Qualicum Beach Elementary Expansion Kto 5 80 350 430 72 pi] 363
New Dashwood/Shaw Hill Elementary Ktws . 80 200 280 72 166 238
Qualicum Beach Middle Replacement 6108 0 500 500 0 500 500
Kwalikum Secondary Expansion 9to 12 0 900 500 0 300 900
Central Amowview Elementary Expansion KtoS -~ 80 400 480 72 333 408
Errington Elementary Expansion Kto5 S 80 400 430 72 333 405
Winchelsea Elementary Kto5s .. B0 275 355 72 229 30
French Creek Elementary Kto3 40 100 140 36 83 n9
QOceanside Middle 6to 8 0 450 450 0 450 450
South  Parksville Elementary Kto 5 80 300 380 FP 250 3
Nanoase Bay Elementary Kto5 80 325 405 72 270 42
New Parksville West Elementary Kto § 40 175 215 36 146 182
Springweod Middle Btod .0 450 450 0 450 450
Ballenas Secondary Expansion %1012 0 950 950 0 950 950
Total Capacity =1 . .. 680 5975 6655 _ 612 5517 §129 |
Zones  North Subtotal T 200 2,150 2,350 180 2,023 2,203
Central Subtotal ' 280 1,625 1,905 252 1,478 1,680
South Subtotal 200 2,200 2400 180 2,066 2,246
Grades  Elementary 680 2,725 3,405 612 2,267 2,879
Middle 0 1,400 1,400 0 1,400 1,400
Secondary 0__ 1850 1850 0 1,850 1,850
Total Increase in Capadty from 2000 120 1,650 1,770 108 1536 1,644
Site Acquisition for Proposed New Capital Projects
There are two sites from the current capital plan that qualify for consideration as
part of the S5AC calculation: '
» The proposed new elementary schoo! in the Dashwood/Shaw Hill area. The
deveioper of the new Little Qualicum River Estates project in the north end of
the District has aiready dedicated a site within the project for a new elementary
school. As a result, for purposes of estimating SSAC, the cost of this property is
shown as zero,
» The proposed new Parksville West Elementary in the southern end of the District.
- For purposes of estimating SSAC, we have assumed that the land acquired for
this school will be purchased from a private owner.
The size of the sites for each school is based on the anticipated "build out’ or long
term maxirnum capacity of each school. This, in turn, has been used to determine the
required site areas for each school, based on Ministry of Education guidelines.
35 DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS Q

There are two elementary schools in the vicinity of the proposed new Parksville West e
Area Elementary. The existing Parksville Elementary has a nominal capacity of 300 q g
students in Grades 1 to 5, in line with District guidelines, and an operating capacity of

250. The September 1999 enrolment was 372, representing a shortfall of 122 spaces.
9
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Over the next ten years, the enrolment demand for grades 1 to 5 is projected to only
decline slightly, to 365 students.

Winchelsea Elementary has a nominal capacity of 275 students in Grades 1 to 5, and
an operating capacity of 229. In September 1999 the enraiment was 350,
representing a shortfall of 121 spaces. By 2009 the enroiment is expected to decline
10 269, decreasing the shortfall to 40 spaces. The school is co-sited with Ballenas
Secondary.

Parksville Elementary School has already reached its limit in terms of desirable
enrolment capacity, and any growth would be limited by site constraints. Winchelsea
Elementary recently was expanded to its current capacity. With the planned increase
in capacity of Ballenas Secondary from 575 to 950, the existing site could not support
any further additions to Winchelsea Elementary.

The proposed new Parksville West Area Elementary is required to accommodate
anticipated residential growth over the next ten years, as well as to address
anticipated ongoing space shortfalls at both Parksville and Winchelsea Elementary
Schools.

There are no available District-owned properties in the area that could accommodate
the required new elementary school.

ENROLMENT AND CAPACITIES IN 2010

Figure 10 summarizes the forecast demand for school spaces by 2010, as well as the
anticipated available operating capacity. It assumes that all of the proposed interim
expansion projects, as well as the proposed new or replacement projects have been
approved and implemented by 2010. The enrolment and capacity numbers both
include kindergarten.

Figure 10: Anticipated Net Shortfall in 2010

Grdelevel 20 DOV Shortall
Elementary 2,954 2,879 75
Middle 1,477 1,400 n
Secondary 1,969 1,850 119
Total " 6,400 6129 - 271

The analysis in Figure 10 illustrates that expanded facilities will be required for
schools at each of the three levels.

To meet this shortfall, we make the following preliminary proposals:

» Expand existing elementary schools through the use of portables until such time
as a new elementary schooi is justified. Possible future new schoois would be
located in the southern and central parts of the District.

» Both Springwood and Oceanside could be expanded by up to 150 spaces each.
Each of these schools is designed to accommodate expansion to 600 students. ‘

' Before any permanent physical expansion is implemented, however, we suggest
the use of portables.

< _i \9/
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» Expand Kwalikum Secondary School incrementally using portables in response to
increased enrolment. The site of Ballenas Secondary School allows for very little
additional capacity. Consider a third secondary school in the future when
enrolment warrants.

These proposals are preliminary and will require more study before they are
incorporated into the District's capital plan submission.

Py
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4. PRELIMINARY SSAC CALCULATIONS

4.1 STUDENTS FROM NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Table 1 shows the results of Steps 1 and 2 in the process to establish the $SAC. The
background analysis for the calculation of the Eligible Development Units and the
Students from those units is discussed in Section 2. 'Other housing types’ inciudes row
houses, apartments, and semi-detached homes,

Table 1: Estimate of Eligible Development Units and EDY Students
F ' Yield EDU

Type of Housing Ownership Factors  Students

Single detached house Both 28 1120.0
| Apartment in low building Rented 65.1
i Apartment in low building Owned 49.4

Mobile home Botﬁ 371
: Other dwelling types Both 721
‘ Total 6610 020 1344

The following notes clarify or qualify the material presented in Table 1:

= We choose to apply different Yield Factors to rented and owned apartments only
since there was little evidence of noticeable differences for the other housing
types.

» The average Yield Factor of 0.20 is lower than the average Yield Factor from the
1996 Census of 0.38 (after adjusting for participation rate). The decrease could
be explained by the fact that many new residents will be older and without
dependent children.

4.2 COST OF NEW SCHOOL SITES

Table 2 presents our preliminary analysis of the cost to acquire all the sites needs to
meet the estimate student demand by 2010,

The land costs are very preliminary and are based on the following guidelines for the
purchase of raw land in varfous parts of School District 69 plus an allowance to
provide servicing to the property:

?Elemen! ~Purchase  Service Total _TntaI;
Unit Cost - Siacre . “$lacre - $lacre. $iha |
North 130.000 110,000 240,000 593,000 !
Central 100,000 110,000 210,000 519,000
South - 120,000 110,000 230,000 568,000 -

As the majority of school sites considered will be in or adjacent to residential
developments, major off-site sewer, power, and water services will be in place, On- @
site servicing costs are estimated in the $100,000 to $120,000 per acre range, e
assurning a level development site with few impediments to construction. These costs ?
wouid be in addition to any Development Cost Charges levied by individual planning q
jurisdictions.

X
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In recognition of the preliminary nature of the estimates, all costs In Table 2 are
rounded to the nearest thousand dollars.

Table 2: Future Capital Projects Requiring New Sites

Name of School 2255": of  Grade Level mggpl;ec?:; Sif;z{eh 2; c}?:tctl;er: Costpc;;;e:y
Dashwood/Shaw Hill TALME Elementary 50; 1.90 SEY ! 0
Parksville West Esti # Elementary o 1.90 5555680000 1,079,000
Total : ' . 700 3.80 1,079,000

Both sites listed in Table 2 are in the current Capital Plan. Property for the proposed
Dashwood/Shaw Hill Elementary School is already owned by School District 69. The
developer of the residential area dedicated the site.

4.3 PENT-UP AND FUTURE DEMAND

Table 3 presents the basic method of calculating pent-up demand for School District
69 as of September 2000. The total enrclment for Septemnber 2000 was outlined in
Section 2.3. The current capacity of all schools in the District was presented in
Section 3.1,

Table 3: Estimate of Pent-up Demand

Current Enroiment

Current Capacity

Pent-up Demand 1,043

Table 4 presents the overall estimate of increased enrolment for Schaol District 69.

Table 4: Enrolment Forecast for School District

Current Enrolment 5,528

Year Ten 2010
A RN

Current Year

Year Ten Enrolment

Ten-Year Increase 372

4.4 SSAC CALCULATIONS

Table 5 cutlines the calculations necessary to establish the average SSAC per eligible
residential unit. All of the data in Table 5 are from earlier tables in the SSAC
Calculator. o '

o
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Table 5: Estimate of New Development Share of New School Facilities

Fic Stimatey]
" Ten-Year Enrolment Increase 872
 Plus Pent-up Demand 1,043
) Net Increase Requiring New Facilities 1,915
1 Students from Eligible Development Units 1,344
nrolment [ncrease Proportion 46%
% Mew Development Proportion 46%
4 Estimated Net Cost of New Property - 1,079,000
t Attributable to Eligible Development Units 491,325
Proportion to be Paid through SSAC 35%
i Estimated Share to be Paid through SSAC 171,964
otal Eligible Development Units - 6.610
i Average Charge per Unit 26

Table 6 outlines the preliminary calculation of the actual SSAC, as it would be appiied

to each type of dwelling unit. All calculations of $SAC are rounded to the nearest
dollar,

Table 6: School Site Acguisition Charge Calfculation

Low 1250 $33  $1,000
_Medium low 1.125 $29 $900
Medium 1000  $26 $900
_Medium high 0875 $23 $700
High 0.750 _ $20 $600

Base Rate $26




