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Summary of the Public Information Meeting
Held at Nanoose Place, 2925 Northwest Bay Road, Nanoose Bay
June 28, 2010 at 7:00 pm

Note: This summary of the meeting is not verbatim recording of the proceedings, but is
intended to summarize the comments of those in attendance at the Public Information Meeting.

There were approximately 220 persons in attendance.

Present for the Regional District:

George Holme, Chairperson

Carol Mason, Chief Administrative Officer

John Finnie, General Manager, Regional & Community Utilities
Wayne Moorman, Manager, Engineering Services

Dale Lindsay, Manager, Current Planning

Susan Cormie, Senior Planner

Present for the Applicant:

Russell Tibbles, Vice President, Development & Operations, Fairwinds, Bentall Kennedy
(Canada) LP / Agent, on behalf of 3536696 Canada Inc. and bcIMC Realty Corporation

Edward Porter, Consultant, Ekistics Town Planning

Karly O’Connor, Consultant, Ekistics Town Planning

Matt Hammond, Consultant, Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants

The Chairperson opened the meeting at 7:10 pm and outlined the agenda for the evening’s
meeting. The Chairperson then stated the purpose of the Public Information Meeting and
requested the Senior Planner to provide background information concerning the Official
Community Plan (OCP) amendment process.

Ms. Cormie gave a brief outline of the application process.

The Chairperson then invited representatives of the applicant to give a presentation of the
proposed OCP amendment applications. Mr. Porter and Ms. O’Connor presented the proposed
OCP amendment applications for Schooner Cove and The Lakes District.

Following the presentation, the Chairperson invited questions and comments from the attendees.

Gord Buckingham, 3370 Redden Road, Nanoose Bay, spoke to the native habitat of the area and
the need to preserve this environment. Mr. Buckingham also quoted the OCP concerning non-
automobile modes of transportation on trails and referred to the RDN sustainability document
concerning important ecosystems and features are protected. A copy of this presentation is
attached to and forms part of this summary.

Michael Jessen, 1266 Jukes Place, French Creek, spoke as a private individual and outlined
similar developments which occurred in Alberta. Mr. Jessen asked what provisions have been
made for medical services for incoming people and what land has been allocated for this purpose.

Terry Mclntosh, Vancouver, explained that he is an interested botanist representing himself and
that he was invited by the Nanoose Naturalists to review the Garry oak ecosystem. Mr. Mclntosh
stated that he has not seen a better conditioned ecosystem on Vancouver Island, but felt that the
rare plant inventory needs to be completed, demarcation of the Garry oak habitat needs
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confirmation, and that the proposed condominiums in the middle of the Garry oak habitat should
be abandoned as they would negatively impact the Garry oak habitat.

Don Lawseth, 1895 Sea Lion Crescent, Nanoose Bay, stated that he was representing himself and
outlined his presentation concerning The Lakes District including the need to follow the OCP; the
process and how it relates to environmental considerations; concern for how the environment will
be protected; the need to ensure who will take responsibility for environmental protection of the
proposed park lands; and the need to have the future development reserves as park land. A copy
of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Diane Pertson, 2971 Dolphin Drive, Nanoose Bay, spoke to the history of Fairwinds and her
concern for the environmental impact the proposed development would cause. Ms. Pertson
comments that it is wrong for the taxpayers to have to buy a part of the Lookout area. Ms.
Pertson also commented that there should not be higher residential uses next to the Crown land
and a road should not be constructed next to the beaver ponds. Ms. Pertson commented that the
environmental concerns that have been raised have not been answered. Ms. Pertson raised other
concerns including water supply and septic disposal. A copy of this presentation is attached to
and forms part of this summary. Ms. Pertson asked if there is still high density proposed for the
Lookout area or is it now proposed to be a reserve for future purchase.

Mr. Porter explained that it is his understanding that the proposal is for a reserve lands with an
option to purchase.

Ms. Pertson noted that when the Community Advisory Group (CAG) last met, it was to be a
multi-family area.

Mr. Porter confirmed that this was correct.

Mike Patterson, 3292 Renwick Place, Nanoose Bay, expressed concern for access to the water
through Schooner Cove. Mr. Patterson also commented that whether there is a boat ramp or jib
crane, the problem of parking remains. Mr. Patterson commented that boating is important in this
area and there is a shortage of boat ramps. Mr. Patterson made a request that the RDN ensure that
there is a boat ramp in Electoral Area ‘E’ for public use and that this needs to be included in the
Official Community Plan (OCP) as it is as important as other activities such as hiking and
walking.

Tony Ransom, 2460 Ainsley Place, Nanoose Bay, spoke on behalf of the Nanoose Naturalists,
and provided background information concerning the Nanoose Naturalists and raised a number of
issues including covenants are difficult to monitor; future development reserve area should be
incorporated into park land; the social and educational components of the ESAs need to be
addressed, and there will be control issues with buffer zones; development permit areas need to
be designated; an arborist needs to be hired to provide a report on individual parcels; and invasive
species need to be monitored and managed. Mr. Ransom further stated that they agree with the
park land ownership / management with the RDN and in conclusion, monitoring is needed to
achieve protection. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Chris Junck, Victoria, stated that he was representing GOERT and was not intending to take
sides, but rather provide scientific information. Mr. Junck spoke to the spirit of cooperation and
the need to offset the carbon footprint.



Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011
Page 26

Mike Wilby, 3530 Grilse Road, Nanoose Bay, stated that he was addressing the Schooner Cove
area and that the proposed increase in residential density form 188 to 395 is a change in the OCP.
Mr. Wilby further stated that the RDN needs to take into consideration the immediate neighbours
and commented that no one is interested in over development. Mr. Wilby commented that with
density comes increased traffic flows and they are trying to put too much into a small space. Mr.
Wilby also commented that there is a visual loss of privacy and that there would have to be a
huge parking area to serve the people visiting Schooner Cove. Mr. Wilby suggested that the
medical offices would be better suited for Red Gap instead due to the number of daily patient
trips. Mr. Wilby further commented that there will be a 1,000 people at Schooner Cove. Mr.
Wilby commented that the sound carries over the water creating noise pollution. Mr. Wilby also
commented that he and his neighbours are opposed to the boardwalk on the breakwater, but will
support the extension only as he believes it will have a negative effect on properties.

Ken Woodward, 1972 Eagle Ridge Place, Nanoose Bay, stated that he cannot support the high
density on Schooner Cove. In addition, Mr. Woodward commented that the community would be
better served with a boat ramp in the area. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms
part of this summary.

Jim Lettic, 2855 Ashcraft Road, Nanoose Bay, stated that he was concerned with the issue of
large scale development and the implications that come about from such development including
future costs and servicing issues. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this
summary. Mr. Lettic asked throughout the last 2 years and 51 events, what has the developer
learned about the community and how has it changed the proposed plans.

The applicant’s agent replied that the residents are passionate and cherish their area. The
applicant’s agent gave examples of how they have listened to the community including working
with GOERT to establish the Garry oak areas.

Ross Peterson, 1482 Madrona Drive, Nanoose Bay, stated that he was speaking on his own
behalf, and spoke to four major areas of concern — the Garry oak ecosystem near the Lookout; the
beaver ponds; the Coastal Douglas fir forest; and the Fairwinds environmental impact assessment
and its lack of social values. Mr. Peterson concluded by providing recommendations including
the need for the omissions in the biological studies to be addressed; that there should be no
development on the road clearing at the Lookout area; that the Schooner Cove Road extension
should be rejected, and more environmental impact studies should be undertaken. A copy of this
presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Ann Ward, 2140 Sherbrooke Road, Nanoose Bay, spoke concerning Schooner Cove and
commented that there has not been enough information given in that sketches have been
presented but we do not know which building will be in what location and how high they will be.
Ms. Ward commented that in order to make a valid response more specific information is needed.

Mike Cassidy, 2305 Coventry Place, Nanoose Bay, commented that this is a unique area and it is
important to do the right thing and that additional information is needed for the environmental
aspects. Mr. Cassidy commented that there is nothing about LEEDs for buildings.

Berni Pearce, 793 Temple Street, Parksville, spoke on behalf of Arrowsmith Parks and Land Use
Council, raised concerns with the environmental impact assessment and stated that there are 14
changes that would be required in the OCP’ environmental policies to accommodate the
development. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.
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Christopher Stevens, 3724 Ermineskin Road, Parksville, spoke on behalf of Arrowsmith Parks
and Land Use Council, highlighted deficiencies in the OCP and ESA and spoke about the bird
populations and the natural habitat of The Lakes District area which supports rare species
including species at risk and endangered species. Mr. Stephens requested the RDN to retain a
new biologist to re-review The Lakes District for conservations and biodiversity. Mr. Stephens
commented that the proposed greenways are not sufficient to support habitat protection; the
beaver ponds and the road through this area has not been addressed; and there are sensitive areas
that should still be protected. Mr. Stephens concluded by stating that the application should not
be approved until further study including a proper assessment of the bird species be conducted.

Phil Carson, 1504 Winchester Road, Coombs, Chair, Mount Arrowsmith Biosphere Reserve,
recommended that due to the scale and density of this project, the whole region should be
reviewed before considering this application and that a proper ecosystem based plan is needed
first.

Barb Murray, 3362 Rockhampton Road, Nanoose Bay, stated that she is concerned with no
wildlife/ human / urban assessment being conducted and stated that the deer and beavers will be
affected by the proposal. Ms. Murray stated that the beaver habitat should be protected and that
the road way is already unacceptable on many levels. Ms. Murray recommended more wildlife
mitigation and wildlife corridors. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this
summary.

Gail Hill, 2360 Bonnington Drive, Nanoose Bay, stated that while she admired many elements of
the development, there is a concern with traffic patterns in Nanoose and that doubling or tripling
the traffic volume will affect the deer.

Enid-May Sangster Kelly, 1234 Grafton Avenue, Errington, expressed concern with wording
such as giving back to the waterfront and revitalization.

Tony Young, 3595 Dolphin Bay Road, Nanoose Bay, stated that he is concerned about the reality
of Schooner Cove development and asked if the proposed densities are reflective of what people
want in the area and that the development should not take away from the present population.
Tony also commented that at the time of zoning and subdivision approval, things have changed
from the original proposal.

Daphne Davis, 3429 Redden Road, Nanoose Bay, asked about the water issue and how will the
development proceed without water and that the RDN needs to keep this in mind.

The Chairperson asked if there were any other questions or comments.
The Chairperson asked a second time if there were any other questions or comments.
The Chairperson asked a final time if there were any other questions or comments.

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

The meeting concluded at 9:42 pm.

Susan Cormie
Recording Secretary
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RDN Public Information Meeting— 28 June 2010- Fairwinds Real Estate Mgmt Lakes District

My name is Gordon Buckingham and I live on the land-view side of Redden Road in Fairwinds.

tam really fortunate [actually, I'm damn fucky] to have lived in Nanoose Bay since 1996 — The
fongest time, | have ever lived in one place, in my life.

First, as a sailor, | want express my thanks to the individuals and agencies, some of whom are
here tonight, who have ensured the protection of the Winchelsea Archipelago on the north side

of the Nanoose Peninsula.

Second, I'm a cyclist and if you are up early on a Sunday morning, you may see me riding the
Rocking Horse Loop and or going, very slowly, up Doctor’s Hill on Powder Point Road. However,
yesterday morning, coming down Stewart Road, past the turn off to Moorcroft, | was coasting
down Davenham Road, when a two point buck cut across the road, right in front of me, to {oin
two does. Unfortunately, there is nothing George Hoime can do to protect us from those four-

legged residents of our peninsuia!

8UT, now to the point, | am a two-legged walker and a very slow jogger, which is why | am

addressing you this evening.

For the past decade, or so, | have enjoyed the footpaths and game-trails throughout the Lakes
District and through District Lot 137. As an outdoor enthusiast and an active member of the
Scouting Movement, | have derived much satisfaction and pleasure in observing the fauna and
flora of this incredibie little “refugia”, one of the few remaining examples of the once great,

Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystem.

As a former naval person, | had, for five short years, responsibility for one of the last south-
facing, stretches of natural shoreline on Vancouver Island. $o { am aware of the importance of
the protection and the stewardship of smalf tracts of natural ecosystems, wherever they still
exist {in that case, along the north shore of Nanoose Harbour]. Unfortunately, some people
only see these areas in terms of their dollar-value as real estate, notin terms of “natural
capital” which provides extensive services by cleaning our air and water, in addition to being
the habitat for untold numbers of God’s creatures.
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The RDN Has made the case for protecting significant aspects of “natural capital” in at least two
recent and relevant documents:

A. The Official Community Plan for Nanoose Bay- Articles 1.5.3 Frotecting Rural
Integrity; 1.5.4 Protecting the Natural Environment and 1.5.5 improving Mobility. Regarding
Mobility, f quate “The Nanoose Bay OCP supports the Regional Growth
Strategy policies to encourage non-automobile modes of transportation

along safe pathways and trails.” And

B. Prospering Today, Protecting Tomorrow: The State of Sustainability of the
Regional District of Nanaimo dated September 2006, states on page ii of
the Executive Summary: “important ecosystems and ecological features
are protected, healthy and productive.” Also, “Land resources are
efficiently used and negative impacts of land use and development are
minimized.”

So, while considering the merits of the Fairwinds Real Estate Mgmt Development
Application, I sincerely hope that the members of the RDN Staff and the Board of
the Regional District will show leadership and follow the spirit of their policies,
not just the letter of the taw. The owner of the property has the right, under the
law, to develop this property. However, as a recent newspaper article observed:
The law protects corporations, absolutely; the individuals, somewhat; but the
environment, not at all.

The current application proposal would put a road through several wetlands,
would break up significant areas of wildlife habitat and would impinge on several
Environmentally Sensitive Areas. This is in contravention of policies of two of the
RDN’s own publications.

Therefore, it is now up to the individuals of the RDN Staff and the elected
members of the RDN Board to “DO The Right Thing AND to Do Things Right”.

In my opinion, the current application, as proposed, should NOT be approved.
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o Thank you for the opportunity to speak and express my thoughts on the proposed
neighbourhood plan for the Fairwinds property.

e | will confine my comments to the Lakes District only, and my focus will be its
ecological values and land use planning.

1. Official Community Plan

o The Neighbourhood Plan proposes to change zoning by amending the OCP — which
as we see unfolding in the John Les case in Chilliwack, really means changing the
law.

e Although | would really like to see the property associated with the Fairwinds
Neighbourhood Plan reserved, and the associated intact ecosystems protected in
their entirety, | must accept the will of the community in designating the area as
Urban Containment in the Official Community Plan.

e However, that designation in the OCP comes with goals and policies that must be
met. Forexample:

e Section ll, Objective 1 of the OCP states “Identify, protect and conserve
environmentally sensitive areas within the natural environment.”

@ Section l{ Policy 9 requires:

“Applications to change the zoning of land adjacent to a
watercourse or containing a sensitive ecosystem shall only be
supported if reosonable and acceptable evidence is provided that
the proposed development will not adversely affect the
environmentally sensitive area”

e |do not believe that the Neighbourhood Plan meets these tests, and

therefore does not meet the wishes of the community as expressed in the
OCP.

2. The Process:

e | commend Fairwinds for undertaking a thorough and highly professional
consultation process — perhaps an indication that lessons were learned
from their illegal intrusion into a Garry oak ecosystem a couple of years
ago.

¢ However, the key question is: did this process meaningfully consider input
by local citizens?

e The answer to this may be yes, for much of the urban housing design
features, but not for environmental and ecological considerations.
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o Acouple of examples:

s The proposed arterial road from Schooner Cove along the north end
of Enos Lake and through to Powder Point Road cuts through the
middle of two invaluable wetland ecosystems:

-4

This is an unacceptable and unnecessary intrusion into two
areas that need to be protected and conserved. Fairwinds
has not responded to the concern of many about this.

This road will be one of the first developments, acting as a
highway for construction traffic during the Schooner Cove
development.

The road will likely be a decade or more in advance of
subdivision development in the area, thereby destroying the
key habitat features of the area to just sit there, paving the
way for future development, so to speak.

¢ Habitat fragmentation:

Despite much protest and scientific literature provided,
Fairwinds has not listened to and acted upon complaints
that much of the proposed “park tands”, particularly the
buffers around the subdivisions, look nice on a map and
provide a nice urban feel, but are too small and fragmented
to support sensitive species, and thus functioning

ecosystems,

e Environmentally Sensitive Areas:

ESAs have been delineated, but inadequately, and lacking
sufficient buffers around them. Without significant buffer
areas, these sensitive areas will be subject to a number of
intrusions. The BC Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory Manual
states:

Wherever possible, the sensitive ecosystem would
consist of a core area surrounded by a vegetated
buffer designed to isolate the ecosystem from outside
disturbance. Buffers would bear the brunt of edge
effects such as windthrow, invasive species
colonisation, and increased access.

e This has not been done.
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3. Environmental studies and impact assessments:

o The proposed neighbourhood plan espouses preservation of natural areas
and wildlife — the underpinning of these claims are based on an incomplete
technical studies and a flawed impact analysis:

o Forexample:

Inventory of rare and endangered species is incomplete

e no indication that surveys were carried out at a time

of year and with a frequency that would provide
proper plant identification

» No inventory of species in the Environmentally
Sensitive Areas

o From this, the conclusion is drawn that the inventory
did not encounter any rare and endangered species.

If you don’t look in the right places, you are sure not
to find them.

The ElA essentially re-iterates content from the technical
reports, but provides no new work and little in the way of
deterministic or quantifiable assessment. The assessments
are subjective and vague.

The scope of the EIA with respect to the environment was
limited to “valued ecosystem components”, rather than

considering ecosystem integrity on a local, regional or
provincial scale.

The ElA claims that the Enos Lake stickleback are extinct and
leaves the impression that they are no longer designated as
endangered by the Committee on the Status of Endangered
Wildlife in Canada {COSEWIC) or protected by federal
legislation. '

e This astounding lack of understanding of species at

risk legislation and policies shakes one’s faith in the
rest of the assessment.

e That they are extinct is the opinion of a small group

of scientists — not yet supported by due scientific
peer review processes
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e The stickleback pairs remain listed as endangered by
COSEWIC and rermain protected by the federa)
Species at Risk Act AND protected under the
provincial Riparian Area Regulations as a “regionally
significant species”,

e [nany case, these technical reports claim that impacts to the environment
will not be significant IE their recommendations for mitigation are
implemented,

s However, | don’t see many of these recommendations reflected
meaningfully in the Neighbourhood Plan e.g.:

e Construction Environmental Management Plan,
e Environmental Monitor,

» Stormwater Managemaent Pian,

e Enos Lake Monitoring Plan,

o Environmental Homeowner’s Manual,

e etc..

e Having said all that, | don’t see in the Neighbourhood Plan, nor the
technical studies, any supportable assurances that environmental values
will be protected during construction and post-construction phases.

® Forexample, one might be assured by details that explain:

o How water runoff and associated siltation will be prevented
from entering Enos Lake during and after construction

e The Bonnington subdivision experience showed this
to be more difficult than expected.

o How construction companies will be prevented from taking
shortcuts, such as “nuking” every tree on site during
construction? Financial incentives, such as bonding, should
be introduced to maintain accountability.

e The Rockcliffe Park development is an example of
how Fairwinds seemed to lose control of a third-
party developer.

@ How the spread invasive species by residents will he
prevented after construction? A long-term education and
monitoring program should be introduced.
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o How sensitive ecosystems such as the rare and endangered
Garry Oak meadows be protected from trampling by people,
motorcycles and pets?

e How wildlife corridors will be designed to not disturb wildlife
and not just become people and utility corridors?

e How the integrity of some of the last intact rare and
endangered coastal Vancouver Island Douglas-fir
ecosystems that are on the property will be maintained.

e And!don't see any plans for adaptive management — if
something is not working, and ecosystems are degrading,
are there mechanisms in place to change the plan to restore
damage or enhance protection?

4. Land Use Planning

e The plan proposes 33.7% of the land base he designated as “Regional Park”
and another 11.2% for “Community Park” — adding up to 44.9% of the land
base that will be set aside for protection of the “natural environment”,
Active Community Parks do not qualify for these purposes.

e It's not clear who will take responsibility for management and
environmental protection responsibilities of these lands, including:
operational management, education programs and long-term
monitoring?

¢ This should be very clear before the plan is accepted.

e By the way, the proposed Regional Park and Community Park areas
are made up of land that is either protected by laws or policies
already, and steep slopes that are not economically developable.

o Proposed “future development reserves”

e DOneisinthe middle of a rare and endangered Garry Oak
ecosystem near the Lookout where Fairwinds punched an illegal
road into the middle of a sensitive ecosystem.

e The other rings the Notch half way up, potentially hindering free
migration of sensitive species between undeveloped land on the
Department of National Defence property and parkland at the top
of the Notch.

e Fairwinds now wants to sell these properties to the RDN or develop
them,
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o These properties should be protected as environmentally sensitive
areas, as part of the proposed regional park, and not sold to me so
they can be protected.

In summary:

o The RDN should reject this plan and only consider a subsequent application
in which:

¢ The technical information gaps have been addressed,
* much better protection for sensitive ecosystems is in place,

e remaining environmental impacts have been identified more
comprehensively,

e the plan is in full compliance with the OCP objectives and policies,
and

o The RDN is ready to state its commitment to take responsibility and
dedicate resources required for management of the proposed
public lands.

e Finally, the RDN should NOT consider purchasing the “future development
reserve” lands, but protect them with existing laws.

Thank you

Don Lawseth
250-468-1420
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PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING
Lakes District and Schooner Cove
June 28, 2010

These Development Plans propose the nost monumental impact in our community’s
history except for the original foolish decision to make the tip of an ecologically sensitive
peninsula into an Urban area.

This was in the early 1980°s when these were Crown lands. Since that time, the figure of
2500 residential units has been used for the total buiiﬂfpt. Tht Yleng Shawld net ke
vushed dheougih viguo a6 powt of -4 Ryhaw Reviews Prececs.

L have always believed this could be done and still preserve the sensitive ecosystems.

This Lakes District Plan makes token acknowledgment of the rare and endangered

ccosystenis with development crowding them out, reducing them, and even making

inroads into them, such as the road that was pushed up to the Lookout. The Plan does not

respect them. g p

As an Alternate Representative for NPORA on the Community Advisory Group, I can

) _ S e L Strvwpieivital. )
tell you that CAG members : i ma&mg of these plans; we were a
mock audience to give the appearance that the developers were consulting the
representatives of the community. The environmental concerns I expressed during the
process are sull very grave concerns, There are concerns about the future water supply
and handling of storm and septic sewers — and they need to be addressed and reassurance
given that RDN Staff is not creating some irreversible damage by approving them. Each
of the‘/Slchedu}es attached to the Plans siould require its own public meeting,

A?)‘-%'\S .

['will detail my concerns with a follow-up.4 A meeting like this should not have been
scheduled with short notice and inconveniently for many, during the summer

Diane Pertson

2971 Dolphin Drive

¥ Tk t~F g M)“(Qvlg %‘%2 L,wLou(;{r A vea Jys f?’;k’:@uf'{,
Jortopent Reserntdy be vuthased with texpagers gl
Tohhiwk b 1o wrang that e Sensihve Tiosyclome b g
o Coon [and a3t croucdod 4o gl ) oI 1S el
rci""n el 4xe Lypw {D N Vs Y
’b{%m,e m%e, ‘\‘Lé@?s ver Yoyds ¢ Theree re oFher W@ﬁ?ﬁ'iv Hus:

“f“&,& b 5(“ - Cth&"(\Y \,U,/\‘[‘P \i\’lf\{rQ.?
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Nanoose Naturalists

Stewardship Commitiee

Cominents — Fairwinds Lakes District Neighkbowhood Plan Subiniital to RDN

Public Meeting, Nanoose Place: June 28" 2010

The Nanoose Naturalists was established in 2002 and we currently have 60+ members from in and around
Nanoose Bay. We are a full member of BC Nature, also known as the Federation of BC Naturalists, with over 50
clubs throughout BC and several thousand members. When 1 was President of our elub in 2003/4, we established
a Stewardship Project as our main local focus — the project area comprises the important watershed between
Dolphin and Enos Lakes. In order to be effective within this predominantly privately-owned area, we
approached the owner’s managers for their cooperation. At that time, we were met with a decidedly luke-warm
response and we were naturafly quite frustrated. This attitude changed markedly for the better with the
introduction of a new management team at roughly the sare time that Fairwinds started getting serious about
pianning the development into what is now referred to as The Lakes District.

During the past 2+ years, the Nanoose Naturalists were represented by members of our Stewardship Cominittee
at all the CAG meetings, we have attended all the open-house forums and we have had several one-on-one
meetings with the Fairwinds Development team and their lead consultants. During most of these sessions we
have found Fairwinds and their consuitants very cordial and receptive to open discussion regarding our many
concerns and 1ssues. Taking an objective, big-picture view, we commend Fairwinds for undertaking a thorough
and highly professional consultation process during which they evolved their plans and thinking from an
ordinary, run-of-the-mitl development concept, to the present Neighbourhood Plan which, despite what certain
partics may challenge, contains a significant amount of “green” planning concepts and attributes consistent with
the Nanoose Bay OCP and the Regionai Growth Stratcgy.

However, having said that, we remain very concemed with respect {o several issues that are either not covered,
or are inadequately covered in the Neighbourhood Plan (“the Plan”) or the accompanying technical reports.
Also, we remain sceptical about Fairwinds® ability to implement the Pian once and if it is approved, in whatever
form. The reason for this scepticism is the very poor track record they have established for thernselves during
previous phases at Fairwinds. The LOCAL development management has shown little or no ability (or
willingness) to address constant violations of the covenants, covenants targely set by themselves! Concrete
examples of this are the recent Phases known as Rockeliffe and Bonnington Heghts, both of which commenced
under the current senior management team, where trees and other natural vegetation haye been stripped from
most of the lots prior to and during construction:

Short-term Impact Concerns:

The following major design-related concerns need addressing:

1. Main Access Road — i.e. - The link between Fairwinds Drive (near the 4-way stop) and Schooner Cove
Drive: The proposed routing of this road is not appropriate. 1t affects both beaver ponds and the
important surrounding wetland ecosystems. Also, the proposed road compromises a stand of large,
significant cedar trees where it crosses the southernmost creek.

2. All areas currently mysteriously designated “ Future Development Reserve™ should be formally
incorporated into the parklands in which they are situated — specifically: (1) the area south off
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Bonnington Road that impinges the Environmentally Sensitive Area (“ESA™) ecosystem surrounding the
Lookout and; {ii) any such areas surrounding Notch Hill.

Any planned walkways/trails within the ESA’s should have finitely defined boardwalks {and fencing
where appropriate) to limit human impacts.

The social and educational aspects of the important ESA’s and the wetlands should be addressed in more
detail.

In addition, the following “control function™ aspects need to be addressed in greater detail than is currently
provided in the Plan or any of the reports attached to the submittal:

5.

Covenants, covering the buller-zones within and berween individual development property/iots and the

boundaries of designated parklands, need to be carefuily designed and an enforcement mechanism

acceptable to the Community put in place. The Covenants should be supplemented by the requirgmnent
that Owners and Building Contractors (especially site-preparation contractors) make a SUBSTANTIAL
cash security deposit against adherence to the Covenants - with a Zero-Tolerance PENALTY for
violators.

Individual Building Permits should only be issued to each owner once a FINAL Building Envelope Plan
has been approved. Such permit would require the owner (and their contractors) to adopt “minimum
disturbance” or “Site Adaptive Design” practises taking the ecological characteristics of each site into
consideration. A specific requirement before submitting a Building Envelope Plan would be that ach
property has an Arborist (or a similar qualified expert?) Report detailing the significant flora requiring
protection. The Owner’s deposit referred to in #3 above would also cover this aspect of development
and shouid be withheld until afier {inal approved landscaping of each property. [Note: Covenants related
to construction materials and building specifications are separate from these items]

Control of invasive species: The developer, not the contractors, shouid be responsible for eontrolling any
mfestation by invasive species, for example Scotch Broom, in areas disturbed by site clearing, road and
infrastructure construction, elc

Debris disposal and management....

Long-Term Impact Concerns;

L

!\J

Parkiand Ownership and Management: Fairwinds has stated they do not wish to own or manage the
designated parklands. This issue needs to be carefuily resolved prior to commencement of the project.
The Land Conservancy or similar organization should be approached to assess interest levels and
qualifications.

Long-term Monitoring: Procedures should be established to perform reguiar monitoring — both of the
integrity of ecological aspects within the whole area and especially within the designated parklands as
well as monitoring owner-adherence to the various covenants. As stated in 45 above, an acceptable and
meaningful enforcement mechanism has to be established to penalize infringements. Remedial
procedures and programis need to be defined for any advetse compromise of ecological integrity,

On-going educational programs need to be held for residents and the public.
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4. Control of the introduction of invasive species including, inter aiia, plant species and any aquatic species
into the lakes and ponds. Penalties and remedial procedures and requirements need to be defined,

in conclusion, some concerned parties are calling for additional technical/scientific studies. Whereas we agree
that the present reports and EIA are lacking certain specific detail, our contention is that further technical )
assessiment of the area will serve only a limited purpose. If one assumes that development will eventual ly take
place subject to the very strict guidelines that we are all demanding, then it will be the vigilans and carcfully-
menitored IMPLEMENTATION of each stage of the development that will result, ultimately, in achieving
minimum tmpact to the ecology of the area — a goal which we all share,

Respectfully submitted:
Tony Ransom
Vice President, Nancose Naturalists

Member: Stewardship Committee.
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June 28 2010

Mr. George Holme
Director, Area E,
Regional District of Nanaimo

Dear Mr. Holme:

The Official Community Plan for the Nanoose Bay area was developed by the
residents of this community to provide direction on the evolution of land use and
development in their community.

The residents place a high priority on protecting the quality of life in the area.
The highest value of all is the natural environment and of its protection. This
includes access to the local beaches and the waters.

According to the OCP, the environment is the primary determinant of growth and
development. The environment is not a commodity that can be bargained with.
The RDN has a primary role in the protection of the right to free access to the
beaches and to the waters. Indeed, the policy of the RDN does not support the
construction of structures on the foreshore that impedes or fimits public access to
or navigation of the waters.

The development plan proposed by the Bentall Corporation would create a
commercial centre and residential accommodation within the Schooner Cove
Urban Containment Boundaries, While it may be argued that an increase of
popuiation and of services is desirable, the plan proposed does so at the
expense of services that exist now.

The plan proposed would significantly reduce services avaiiable at the Schooner
Cove Marina and have a detrimental effect those of us who operate beats. By
filling in the area currently occupied by the boat ramp and the tide grid, the
developers would efiminate these services that are so important to the boating
public.

| would point out that this development proposal was not put forward by local
residents but by a group from outside the community that holds values that are
far different that those of the community itself.
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During the public consultation process it was made overwhelmingly clear by the
members of the community that the continued existence of these services were
impaortant components to the operation of the marina. They are vital t0 maintain
the public’s access to the water that is adjacent to this community. The response
of Bentali was that if members of the community wish have access to the water,
they should be prepared to travel outside of their commurnity to do so. If the
continued existence of a boat ramp and tide grid at the marina is contrary to
Bentall's vision of our community, then | suggest that Bentalfs vision of the
community is contrary to cammunity’s vision of itseif.

Land that provides the public access to the water is an increasingly rare and
valuable asset. It is not something that shouid be surrendered without
consideration of those of us who depend upon the use of this resource. With the
prospect of an increasing population in the area, we will be needing more such
services, not less.

b urge the members of the Regional District to uphold the rights of the residents
of this community to maintain the free access to the beaches and to the local
waters that they have cherished for so many years.

Ken Woodward.

CC:Susan Coermie
Planning RDN
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SPEAKING NOTES

= The area in question is not owned by the developer. It is foreshore land, that
is land below the high watermark. As such, it is public property, Crown Land
administered by the Province.

e People who operate trailerable boats depend upon the launch ramp for
access to the water. For the many of us in this situation, who have used the
ramp for many years, and who operate in the local waiers, traveling to launch
at another location is not feasible.

« The tide grid is used by larger vessels in order to conduct below waterline
maintenance such as replacing anodes and changing propellers. It is aiso
occasionally used for emergency repairs such as when vessels are damaged
below the waterline. In such dangerous situations, travel to ancther location
is not an option.

« The response of Bentall is that if members of the community wish have
access to the water, they should be prepared to travel outside of their
community to do so. If the continued existence of a boat ramp at the marina is
contrary to Bentall's vision of our community, then | suggest that Bentall’'s
vision of the community is contrary to community’s vision of itself,

e According to the OCP Fairwinds is intended to be urban. The Schooner Cove
are is less than five hectares in size while Fairwinds is 500 ha. Yet it is in the
Schooner Cove urban containment area that they wish to turn into a
commercial centre and to significantly increase the population density.

e Could not some of this activity be accommodated in the Fairwinds
Containment Area?
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June 25, 2010

Nanoose Propery Owners & Residenis Association
FP.C. Box 78
Nanoose Bay, B.C, V9P8J8

As the primary representative for the Nancose Property Owners & Residents Association
(NPORA) on the BentallfFairwinds Community Advocacy Group (CAG), | have reviewed the drafi
& final proposals for developing the Fairwinds & Schooner Cove Properiies by BentalyFairwinds
Joint Venture {BFJV). After careful consideration, my comments focus on the issue of farge scale
‘urbal” (urban features embedded in & rural setting) development in Nanoose Bay, with
implicafions for Ciectoral Area “E” and perhaps the entire Region. Since the formal submission of
the BFJV application tc amend the Nanoose Bay OCP, it will now be incumbent on RDN
Directors to comprehend and elther adopt or reject what amounts fo the largest urban
deveiopment proposal in the primarily rural area of Area 'E*. A Pian, by the way, which closely
resembiles the 35 year oid plan o develop these areas and may be nothing more or fess than a
cosmetic rerditicn of a pian conceived in a bygone era when John Travolia danced on stage {c
the Bee Gees! Please consider the follewing comments as you examine and defiberate the
details of the proposed amendment.

- Conservations plans:

A targe portion (47%+/-) of the Fairwinds land is proposed to be dedicated as parkland or
greenspace under the care and management of the RDN. These conservation areas, regionatl or
community space, sensitive ecosystems, etc, are being promoted as a gesture of generasity by
sorme and as an expression of the extent to which the proponent values the Nanoose Bay
residents and community. Upon closer scrutiny, the dedication of this lerge porticn of territory is
more of a divestiture of areas not eligible for development as the result of Frovincial legislation
governing riparian zone protection, steep slopes, sensitive ecosystermns. efc. | am concerned
about the status of this 350+/- acre area and the responsibility for stewardship (iocal, regional,
provinciel, feceral?), funding and enforcement. Without a warking management & financiai plan
in place, § wouid suspect that the RDN will inherit the responsibility and Arez "E" will be solely
respansitle for the expense. For inslance, when applied to parks and public open spaces, the
terms ‘community” and ‘regional’ denote vastly different concepts of jurisdiction and financing, At
the time of final submission, it would appear that RDN Parks staff has not come forward with a
comprehensive plan for managing this endowment.

In terms of environmental protection, we are pleased to see that the RDN is moving
toward the use of covenants to preserve natural vegetation on residentiz) property as part of the
developmeni protocol & building scheme. This convention is currently enacted in such
developmenis as Nuttali Ridge (WsaiBern Developments) where it was appiied during the
development phase and forward to the individual lots created by subdivision. This type of
oversight will serve the community well and preserve the form and character af the developed
areas, hopefully preventing the ‘moonscape’ results of previous phases. Covenants on natural
features will aid in ensuring that future residenis do not further ‘urbanize’ oyr community.

- Utilities and servicing:

With the potential for ancther 4000-5000(7) residents living on the Fairwinds and
Schooner Cove properties, the questions of water, sewer & transportstion corridors must be
addressed during the initial planning stages. | have not seen a definite plan for future expansion
that goes beyond the boundary of the Fairwinds property. VWhen asked about the various
conduits for servicing from source fo the development area, the answer ig usuaily vague but
indicates that responsibility for these issues is believed to be with other parties.

Water might be the most important issue for Nanoose Bay as BFJV has begun
developing a well field at the Parksville end of Area "E", using the AWS conduit along NW Bay
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Rd. tc deliver water to the development. There is zlso some suggestion that future capacity of
the AWS Bulk Water system will be used to support future development. Financial and technicat
issues abound here and should be considered as a pan of the overail plan. Also, in fight of the
current RON program to protect drinking water and watersheds, there needs to be z
determination of the impact of new well develapment on local aguifers, existing domestic wells
and an assurance that supplies fo current develcpment wiil be sustained.

- Public consultation, the RGMPIRGS & fArez ‘B’ {Nanoose Bay} OCF:

The Bentall/Fainvinds Community Advocacy Group (CAG) is a newly devised preliminary
mechanism intended fo solicit & survey community opinion through the input of local residents
associations and stakeholder interest groups. In this instance, it precedes the formal Public
Information Meeting/Public Hearing process and is intended io refine a development proposai
before going to the general public for comment and to the Beard for gpproval. Hypothetically, this
pre-formal process should ensure 3 development proposal will have been vetted by a
representative subset of the community. The response from some of our members has been to
suggest that smali sample of residents represented by the CAG defegates does not represent the
sentirments of the community as a whole. Of concern is the role plaved by such ‘stakeholders' as
the Schooner Cave Yacht Club & the Fairwinds Golf & Country Club wiich are limited o boaters
and golfers including those members who may Jive outside Nanoose Bay They will not be served
or satisfied until they are convinced that the regional and electoral area planning procedures are
respected.

it will be the task of the Boards (EAPC & COW) to determine how much importance to
piace on the prolonged & sometimes tedious ‘consultation’ process sponsored and controfied by
the proponent and the fee-for-service planning team. Careful thought shouid be given to the
value of open houses, workshops, media events & CAG meetings and the refationship of these
structured occurrences 1o the final proposal. Now that the circus has packed up and left fown, it
ig time for the community and the RDN fo carefully consider the impact of large scale, “urbal®
development on the entire community.

Respkctfully, ANy 7 B
L2 »“‘!"’ff RS " Zorsee
AN RV I

Al rokiden g

. NPORA

nporafishaw.cs
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Public Meeting on Fairwinds Development
Comments on Fajrwinds Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan.

By: Raoss Peterson.

2010 is the United Nations Year of Biodiversity. 1 hope that our Jocal government knows
this and understands the significance of this proclamation. The RDN has an opportunity
to provide leadership in protecting biodiversity in this area vy making the right decisions
concerning the proposed Lakes District development. )

As a biologist. T would prefer that there be no development on the Fairwinds property.
However, if there js to be some development, and i it is to be done with minimal impaci
(as Fairwinds says it wants t¢ do), and is it is to compty with various RDN policies and
bylaws for environmental protection (as it must), then there remains a ot of work to do.

I reconumend that RDN not consider this development propesal further until major errors
and deficiencies in the environmental studies have been adequately addressed.

Errors and deficiencies in the environmental studies have led 10 erraneous conclusions of
minimal impacts in the environmental impact assessment repert. I spesk specifically of
inaccurate ecological boundaries around several important Sensitive Ecosysiems,
inadequate protective buffers, inappropriate use of the Riparian Areas Regulation
protection bylaw for purposes of wetland protection, failure 1o consider the social values
attached (o envirenmental assets and measure public opinion of potential impacts.

i wish 1o focus my conumnents on four major areas of concern.
I. The Garry Oak Sensitive Ecosystem near the Lookout.

Fairwinds has identified two separate Garry Qak ecosystems in this area, bisected by the
iliegal road built several vears ago to accommodate the development proposal ai that
1ime.

Inreality, there is only one large Garry Qak ecosystem, not two smaller ones. The
clearing done for the illegal road does not change this fact. Therefore, the proposed mult;
family development on the site of the clearing is actually within the ecological boundary
of the one large Garry Qak ecosystem. T therefore think it is nappropriate for Fairwinds
1o propose that this particular developnient be labeled as “Future Development Reserve™,
subject to purchase by RDN in order to protect it. This site is, or certainly should be,
undet the RDN environmental protection policies, and therefore should be off limits 1o
any development. The public should not have to buy this site back for its protection.
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2. The Two Beaver Pondds,

The ecological boundaries around the two beaver ponds have aiso been incorrectly
defined. The application of the Riparian Areas Regulation for their protection does not
allow for the protection of beaver or red tailed frogs; both of which require substantial
terrestrial habitat contiguons with the wetland. The Riparian Areas Regulation and its 30
metre safety buffer was established by the province for the protection of fish and fish
habitat i streams, not for the more general needs of wetlands where MOTe generous
setbacks are often required. In fact, the beaver mhabiting these ponds demonsurated 0 me
this past winter just where the ecolo gical boundary of their habitat really is. 1 abserved 62
deciduous trees gnawed down bevond the proposed RAR 30 metre pro%?:ction zone,
mainly on the proposed Schooner Cove Drive extension right of way. My guess is that
this right of way would permanently remove almost all of the beaver deciduous weod
supply. The proposed rcadway is therefore within the ecological boundary of this
Sensitive Ecosystem, as are several proposed housing development areas.

3. Ceastal Douglas Fir Forest.

Much of the proposed development is in the Coastal Douglas Fir Forest, an ecosystem
that has been declared by the provincial government to be extremely rare, and ha"s been
subject to preservation measures on Crown land in the Mid-Island erea. The proposed
development would fragment much of this forest ecosystem, leaving litile that would
continue to have any natural ecological function.

4, Environmental Impacts.

None of the above three issues has been specifically mentioned in the Fairwinds
environmental impacl assessment - yet these are critical issues.

Alse, the Environmental Impact Assessment report devotes little attention to the social
vatues attached to the environmental attributes of the area. Thigis a serious omission in
this development submission, as social values (including recreational, culiural and
educational values) form an important basis for public expression of acceptance or
rejection of the proposed development. Although the Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan
has been “two years in the making” 1o quote Mr. Tibbles, there has been 10 opportunity
given 1o the public {until tonight) to discuss and comment on the really important part of
this whole planning exercise — the impacts that would be created, and whether the public
finds them acceptable, or not acceptable.

Surely. the RDN cannot take this process further until a thorough discussion has been
held on the potential impacts. IT it does procede, than 11 would be making unwarranied
assumptions about the publics” wishes, without even asking them. 1 don’t think that RDN
staff have the traming, experience or the information necessary 1o make such predictions
of the public view on their behalf. The brief exposure tonight cannot take the place of
meaningful discussion of the potential impacts.

a2
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Of course accurate descriptions of environmental impact will require reliable baseline
information: including accurate ecological boundaries and adequate buffers as a first step.

Recommendations.

RDN sheuld not consider this application for development further until the inaccuracies
and deficiencies of the biological studies have been adequately addressed.

RDN should reject the location of any development on the road clearing near the
Lockout, and should not purchase this land for protection.

RDN should reject the proposed Schooner Cove Drive extension near the two beaver
ponds, as it poses a high risk 10 the ponds’ ecological integrity, and to the ecosystems’
social values.

BEN - e e o Py talj ani o ci . :
RDN should require a mmelcomplete 611\-3‘101]]1]@]&?}] mipact assessiment; one that is based
on eorrected biological studies, that takes into consideration the various social values
aftached to the environmental assets of the area, and that systematically measures the
public opinion on the acceptance or non acceptance of the calculated potential impacis.

In closing, although | acknowledge that the Fairwinds land is privately owned, the
enimals that live there are not — they are public assets, and we should zll accept the
responsibility for their protection.

Siened:

Ross Peterson

S
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Susan Cormie, Plznnay
George Holme, Area € Director
Regional District of Ranaimo

Dear its. Cormie and kér. Holme,

Re: Bricling Paper on Fainvingds Lekes Digiricr Kelziboudwod Pan

The Arowsmith Perks and Land-Use Coundg! {£PLUC) is submitting this brefing paper for your
consideration as you revievs the Fainwinds Lakes District Neighbovrhaod Plan. Ac You can seg, we
have ider:_t'rﬁ:—::; many prablems with this development proposs, and we are asting that the RDN
not consider this develocpment praposal further until these issues hzve been adegquately
agressed,

We wouild welcome a meeting with appraprizle s@ff so thal vée @n discuss these iSsUcE, and
periiaps armive at appyopriate Emitations to develepment around the Nanoose Lakes areg. We
veould like to send three APLUC membears whio are equipped by both tratning and exnerience 1o
discuss these matters.

As vee have pointed out in our briefing pager, tere are many opgartunities for tha RO to eppiy
strict controf on this proposed development, and satisfy the many abligations for ervirGnmental
protection that RDW has articulated in various bylzws and policies.

YWe would apprecizte your distribnstion of this briefing paper to 2l ROW Soard Members ang o aif
relevant staff, especiafly those staff who will be sttending the Public Meeting on fune J§

Yours truly,

Gt behelf of the Arrovwsmith Parfes and Land-Use Council

0200 %>
\ax,@, Jlen. 2L
Paul Grinder -

3349 Blueback Drive, Nanoose Bav BC VvopoHo
Phone: 250468 1714

Email: pgrinder@gmail.com

Efachments:
. APLUC Briefing Paper “COMMERTS O FAIRWINDS LAKES DISTRIGY KEIGHBOURKGOOD PLANY

i
2. Appendix — Sensitive Bird Species in the Lakes Gistrict

cC

loe Stanhope, Director and Chair, Regional District of Nanaimo

Pnil Carson, Chakr, fiount Arrowsmith Biosphere Foundation/Reserve
Scott Fraser, MLA Alberni-Pacific Rim

Ron Cantelon, MilA Parksville-Guaficum

Barry Avis, AVICC



Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011
Page 50

Lrrovweniik Feplze  Anessaciziion of individuzls zpg grouss committed to engagine
with community, gevernment, ang indusiry to advocele fo.'wfh;
conservation and expeansion of Petks end protecied arese within
the Bownt Arrowsmith watershe de,

ang Lend-Uge
Cevnel!

334% Bluebeck Drive
Nenvose Bey, BC Vop SHg
250 468 174
pElinder@pmeil com

BRIEFING PAPER
COMMENTS ON FAIRWINDS LAKES DISTRICT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

Submitted by:
Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Counci, Qua!icum/Parksvi!le/r\fanoose
Erndorsed by
Arrowsmith Naturalists
Oceanside Coalition for Strong Communities
Arrawsmith Watersheds Coalition Society
June 25, 2010

1. Deficiencies in Environmienta! Studies

Biological inventary,

There are some serious errars and deficiencies in the biological inventery, including the
fallowing, that severely compromise the formulation of mea ningful impact assessments:

- Incorrect identification of ecological boundaries for Sensitive Ecosystems; particularly the
Garry Cak Ecosystem near the Lookeut, and the wetlands or beaver ponds above the end
of Enos Lake.

- insufiicient protective buffers around Sensitive Ecosystems; inciuding ingppropriate use of
the Riparian Areas Reguletion for the protection of wetlands.

- Incomplete inventory of species present.

- Nc systematic inventory of plants and animais in Sensitive Ecosystems {erronequs
assumption made that this was not needed as these areas would be “protected”).

Environmental impact Assessment,

There are serious flaws in the Environmental Impact Assessment repprt, stemming from
the following:

- impaci assessments were based on incomplete and faulty biologicaf invenrtory data.
Therefare the report’s cfaim of “minimal impact” cannot be supporteg by the baseline

data.
- Impact assessments did not consider the forest fragmentation issue - a major source

of patential impact.
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- There was no consideration of the social values attached ta the Sensitive Feosystems, such
as recreational and educational vaiues, and the associated patential impacts on these

values,

- There was no public input to the calculation of potential impacts, and no epportunity for
the public expression of the acceptance or rejection of the potential impacts - an extremely
critical ormission from a meaningful Impact assessment.

The provincial government’s Develop With Core: Environmental Guidefines for Urbon and
Rurollond Development in B.C., menticned by Fairwinds as 2 guideline that was foliowed in
their planning, states that: “the precautionory principle be applied in situations where
significant impocts could orise”. We contend that because of the inadequate environmental
studies conducted, there is every chance that impacts cculd be very significant, and that
therefore the precautionary principle should have been applied in the establishment of
ecological boundaries and protective butfers around Sensitive Ecosystemns.

Of special concern in the biological inventory and the envirenmental impact assessment
reports is the failure to consider the impacts of forest fregmentation and ioss of forest interior
habitat from the proposed development on sensitive bird species found in the area. Please see
the Appendix for a fist of bird species and their sensitivities Lo development-related impacts.

Also lacking is any consideration of the imptications of losing this significant remaining intact
habitat on the overall conservation of the endangered Naraimo Lowlands Ecoregion and

Coastal Douglas Fir forest zone.

2. Lackof Compliance with RDN Environmental Protection Policies

The submitted Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan does not comply with RDN policies znd
cther protective obligations as stated in the Nanoose Bay GCP, RDN Regional growth

Strategy, and the RDN Sustainzbility Repart.

NANOOSE BAY OCF:

Section U, 2.1 Objective 1. “Identify, protect and conserve envirormenially sensitive
areas within the noturel environment...”, ond “Support site specific evaluation af
properties with environmentally sensitive features when the development of thece
properties is proposed by the londowner”.

Comment: The inaccurate and inedequate bioiogical inventory and EI4 preclude the
protection and conservation of environmentally sensitive areas or even the proper
identification of these areas,
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NANOOSE BAY OCP {continued):

Section ll, 2.1 Poliey § “Application...shail only be supporied if reasonaple ond
acceptoble evidence is provided that the proposed development wiif not adversely offeci
the environmentally sensitive arec”.

Comment: We do not believe that there is:”... reasonable &nd acceptable evidence.. that
the proposed development will not adversely affect the EﬂVil’OhmentaHy sensitive area”.
The inaccurate and insdequate biolegical inventory preciudes the assertion of “minimai
impact” as stated in the EIA.

Section IV, 4.7 Ohjective &, “Protect environmentally sencitive features.. .

Comment: We do not befieve that the proposed development adequately protects
environmentally sensitive features.

OPA V.
Comment: We dc not believe that the propased develapment tomplies with the stategd
Purpose of this DPA; that is “the protection of the notural environment, jts ecosystemns, and

bislogicol diversity”,

RDN REGIOKAL GROWTH STRATEGY:

Palicy 4A. states: “the RDN ...agree to work os pariners and individually tg protect open
space that reflects the region’s londscape character and ecological Integrity, and forms o
system of interconnected oreas and naturol corridors copoble of Sustaining native plont

ond enimal communities”,

Comment: A key term here is “ecological integrity”. This infers Protection in the broadest
and most useful ecological sense, That is, protection, not just by placing borders around an
area, but by ensuring that all ecosystem funclions are maintained,

This reguires knowledge of these furictions to start with, and & commitment that natura)
or ecological boundaries are used to define these functions, and that protective buffers
are large enough to protect these functions from outside influences.

In addition, natural corridors have to serve to protect and sustain plant and animal

communities.

We do not believe that the proposed development plan focuses on ecosystem functions,
or appropriate corridor uses by wildlife.

Poliey 4B includes a commitment to better understand envirenmentaily sensitive areas,

Comment: RDN can demand compliance by requiring adequate long-term monitoring of
ecosystems by the developer.
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Policy 4C includes & commitment to consider the ecological character in making land
decisions.

Comment: RDN can demand compliznce by requiring that Fairwinds subscribe to the “Site
Adaptive Design” principle espoused by Will Marsh. This principle requires that socially
important resources {including Sensitive Ecosystems) be identified and mapped first, and
that these become the determiners of development location. We believe that the
preposed development unduly compromises Sensitive Ecosystems by improperly defining
ecological boundaries, by not allocating sufficient protective buffers, and by letting a
preferred road location dictzte ecological boundaries.

RDN SUSTAIRABILITY REFORT (“Prospering Today, Protecting Tomorrow,
Recernmendations for & Sustainable Future”, 2007):

The following excerpts from this decument define areas of non-compliance by the
Fairwinds Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan, and opportunities far RON to seek

compliance,

Environmental Integrity

FPage 7. Preamble. “..we need to improve our knowledoe and understanding of the
sigtus of our sensitive aguaiic and terrestrial ecosystems, with improved research ohd

dota cofleciion”,

Comment: The incomplete and inaccurate biological inventory does not do much to
improve knowledge and understanding. RDN should demand more complete inventories of
plants and srimals throughout the development areas, including in the Sensitive

Fcosystem areas,

Page 7. No.25. "Strengthen RGS palicies to emphasize prevention and mitigation rather
than remedioticn to protect the environment (for example through the yse ;f “eire
Adaptive Design” principles that preserve sensitive and important ecosystems by
restricting development activities to relatively non-sensitive lands ).

Comment: The Site Adaptive Design principles were clearly not foliowed by Fairwinds in
the Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan. Examples of this omission include the proposed
multi family development on the Garry Oak ecosystem near the lookout, the preposed
roadway near the two beaver ponds, and the fragmentation of the rare Dougias Fir forest
ecosystem. Overall, there is fittle evidence of avoidance of impact & a primary principle.

Page 7. No.26.a. “Expand the mapped inventory of imporient ond sensitive ecosvstenis
and features to include evaluation of their sensitivity to various types of disturbance 5,
and priorizotion for protection”.
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Comment: Although there was a limited sttempt 1o describe vuinerab%lities, or
sensitivities, in the Fairwinds consulting report, there was little detajl, Also, vuinerability
assessments were compromised by inadequate and inaccurate diological inventories. ’
it would be useful for RDN to demand more detail from Fairwinds, once accurate and
compiete biclogical inveniories have been submitted.

Page 7. No. 26. b. “Maintain this inventory and calculate area losses and gains from time
to time, and identify any chonge in the health and productivity of these areas as
measured by selected indicators”,

Comment: We do not know whether RDN made the above measures clear to Fairwinds at
the start of the planning process, but the ack of specificity in biological assessments by
Fairwinds will seriously compromise RDN’s ability to make such measurements on
ecosystems affected by the development, and thereby undermine RDN's Opportunities to
fulfill this obligaticn, Of course, it's not too late. RON can still require such detail from

Fairwinds,
Page 7. No. 26. c. “Muaintain natural corridors for water, wildlife and vegetation”,

Comment: The biological inventory and the environmental impact assessment work are
not adequate to verify whether the proposed corridors are adequate fgr wildlife. In
particular, the planned shared use with human hikers, and the proximity to urban
development raise guestions about their suitability.

Page 7. Wo. 26.e. "Muaintain and enhonce biodiversity through the planning ond
maintenonce of RON parks ond open spoces ond increosing the areg of RDN parkicnd
through subdivision rezoning, donation and ocquisition from develapments”,

Comment: Aithough Fairwinds proposes to cede much of its proposed “parkland” to RDN
its biodiversity canrot be ensured unless a suitable management scheme is in place. None

is identified in the Fairwinds plan.

Page 2710 30. No.27.atoe. This dacument identifies several oppartunities fc preserve
environmental integrity through:

- londowner education reoarding RODN pratection policies.

- Incentive schemes for environmentally friendly octivities.

Pramoticn of xeriscaping and use of indigencus plonts.

- Improved enforcement of environmental protection bylaws.

1

Comment:  Some of these are mentioned in the Fairwinds plan, however there are no
detailed procedures identified. There is an cpportunity for RDN to require more detail on
the first, third and fourth items.
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2. Weter Demand and Suppiy

The developments shouid base the demand reguirements on projected design principles
that might apply at the time of ful! build out. Designing a project of this size using today's
standards is ungcceptable. Reduced tonsumption must be achieved and built into this

project now.

Although the report states “potable water will be provided by the RDN” we seek
assurances that the developer will be responsible for sourcing afl water needed 1c satisfy
detign demand (as above). And the geveloper shall install all treazment facilities, storage
and delivery systems to nrovide water that meets or bezts the Canadian Drinking Water
Guidelines - and turn the system over to the RDN utility division. The Arrowsmith Water
Service is availabie for suppiemental supply. Therefore the developer must be responsible
for providing sufficient water for a minimum of 20 years to meet say 75 per cent of tota|
design demand. And further, such supply must be provided from within the “watershed”

ot the planned development.

We would anticipate that the developer would include in any building scheme absolutely
minimum need for man-made irrigation. Education alone is not enough.

Imposing costs for the additionz| system on existing ratepavers is completely unacceptable
— unless the current system does not meet codes or insurance requirements. The existing
system provides “intangible” benefits to latecomers and therefore the existing ratepayers’

contribution is the fact that there are services available from the current system.

Water systems are primarily based on fire flow volumes. Does tovography of the new ares
suggest problems for adequste fire flows? Again, cost “premiums” for 5 system sized ta
achieve fire flows in difficu!t topography should rot be borne by existing ratepayers.

If the areais to be supplied by groundwater that may be under the influence of the
“Lakes” or other surface water bodies, will drawdown standards or limits be set so that
pumping ceases when water levels in wells ar water bodies reach certain limit points?
More importantily, will factors of safety be applied to licensed weil capacity to ensure that
there will not be unacceptable drawdown of any connecied surface supply?

RECOMMENDATIORS

RDN should not consider this apptication further until the inaccuracies and deficiencies of
the biological studies have heen addressed.

RDN should demand a more comprehensive environmental impact assessment to be
completed -- one that is based on more accurate biological studies, and pne that includes
an assessment of the social values asscciated with the envirenmental assets of the ares
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and & measure of the public’s attitude about the Impacts (whether the public accepts or
rejects the impacts).

it is questionable whether the Nanoose Peninsulz is the right location for 3 development
of this size and scale. Itis very likely that the water requirements will have to be met by
inter-watershed transfers which should be deemed an unacceptable design practice. That
being said, if this development shouid proceed further it must be designed to make most
efficient use of the provided fresh water supplies and should 2dopt latest technologies for
rainwater capture and reuse of waste water (or provide for "two pipe systems") - and
bylaws should be changed to accommodate such features.

In the continued absence of accurate biological work and impact assessment, RON should
zdopt a precautionary approach to environmental protection. That i, development
should be pulled back from sensitive ecosystems unless better infarmation can

gemonsirgte minimal or zcceptabie fevels of impact.

Prepared for APLUC by:

Ross Peferson
Chrisiopher Stephens
Michael lessen

June 25, 2010
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Appendix - Sensitive Bird Species in the Lakes District
Prepared by Christopher Stephens, Arrowsmith Naturelists - June 25 2010

The Biological Inventory znd Environmental fmpact Assessment fail to address the | t
foregt. fragmentation znd related edge effects from the proposed development wE IEphEHCLS
Is;ensmlve forest bird species in the Lakes District. There is also a lack of con;ideratiou 1 Gl"vE "
Importance of this hzbitar within the context of the farger region in sustaining bfrdogooputl;;onc

and species diversity.

The 'Laikes Dist'rict is a highly important bird habitat within our region, supporting many
sensﬂnye species tha.t depen.d cnintact forest habitat. This includes several species at risk. Few
such diverse, extensive and intact areas of habitat remain in the coastal lawlands ‘ *

Accor}déng to jocal ,wi!diéfe consultant and field ornithologist Guy Monty, impacts on birdlif
from the proposed development would be significant. It is well known i;w scientific tit rr ti ;
that forest fragmentation and development lezds to disappearznce and declines in b? j peci
dependant on intact forest ecosystems. Mr. Monty further states that if the pro osedr e
develocpment were to go forward, the Ruffed Grouse, Sooty Grouse and Weste r?S

would face extirpation from the Nznaose Peninsula. 1 ereechou

Species at risk such as the Band-tailed Pigeon and Common Nighthawk would be affected b
cumulative human impact associated with the development as well as habitat [oss FC |
songbirds in this area would bhe seriously impacted as they rely on unbroken forest'fofreﬂ
succ-essful nesting. Cowbirds and crows are sericus threats to nesting scngbirds on the N
Pem_nsula, according to Mr. Monty. The Lakes District provides & vita| cowbird and cr E’ fanDOSG
nesting area for songbirds, important for sustaining populations and species divérsi* i t{ee
area. The fragmentation of the forest by the proposed development would give th e -
predators and parasites access ta nest sites. e hese nest

Following is & taxonomic list of sorne of the sensitive species occlrring in the Froposed
development ares that stand to be affected. Species of highest concern due to rarity
endangerment, sensitivity and reliance on this habitat for survival in the region are hi;géwéighfed

inred.

{ Taxonomic List of Birds Fcomment R

| s T
_ ] i
| Wood Duck ? B ‘
F |
i

| k h l

Luffed Grouse Faces extirpation from Nanoose Peninsula if deve opn
m N
5 p C § insula if lopment goes forward :

| I

L cooiv Srouce i ies: i i i
i Sooly Zrouse Blue-listed cpecies; possible extirpation from Nenoose Peninsula if development BOES

forward

e —— L
P

i
|
o
i Great Blue Heron

i
J Turkey Vulture

!

| |
rCEUper's Hawk (
!
|
!

Sharp-shinned Hawk

| S———
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pa—

I Merlin i

~ . . . . 5 T
Biue-listed species; fisted as threatened under Spacies o1 Risk Act; sensitive tg human

disturbance

Blue-listed species; the proposed development threatens continued existence in

Vlesiern Sreech Dol

region

Morthern Pygriy-Owl Blue-listed species; extremely sensitive to disturh = nce of ferest habitat
- E i

I_Nort hern Saw-whet Owl
T
|

| Common iighifizwh Listed &s threatened under Species at Risk Act; development could rasult in incressed
H ! e

rest disturbance i
E
{

L

5 Hairy Weodpecker T e
s |
J J

Downy Woodpecker
|

Filested \Woodpeeher

¢ Northern Flicker

Blue-listed species; listed a5 threatened under Spe?:ie_; ot Risk Act: development l

|
:
] Red-breasted Sepsucker
|
|

Ciive-sided Flyeaicher
i impacts unknown; mare research needed ;
H i

!

| Pacific-slope Fiycatcher

Hammond's Flycatcher l

|
U e it L ) - e T ——
i Lassin's Vireo Forest fregmentation allows nest parasitism by cowbirds I — 7
S e

Deveiopmeni would resuit in habitzt lass

e
=
e
B
0
el

i
Ferest fragmentation allows nest parasitism by cowhirds E
i

Red-listed; has come very close to extinction in BC: nests 37 Schoaner Cove anr‘{
requires inland forested areas for foraping — uses the [gkes District for this purpose f

e e

i Chestnut-backed Chickadee

|

i Red-breasted Nuthatch %M—Mﬁ

I STV Creener Sensitive ta loss of interior farest nesting habitat _”**‘"m“ﬂ

| I

i vdinier Wren Sensitive toincrezsed predation from forest fragmentation [ —

- |

i Golden-crowned Kinglet T e

E
i

§
mby- crowned Kinglet
i
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| Sensitive to forest fragmentation and nest parasitism ) :

Uncommion te rare nesting species; extremely sensitive to forest fragmentation

| Orange-crowned Warbler S—
| Yeliow Warbjer —w—m—wmﬁ_w_“f
§

|

| |
f Black-throated Gray Warbler —~Mw%m__{
|

|
I
|

!

]

I

| !

] J

g Yellow-rumped Warbler ; s e ‘—‘15
i

|

f Highly sensitive to forest fragmentation

|

i H

f Wilson's Warbler J! R J;
[ o — ;
I Western tenzger Fairly sensitive to forest fragmentation T ]
J’ Biack-headed Grosbeak R ‘“““j;
IJ

r —_—
l
i Dark-eved Junco ! ——
|

|

f
!
H

H 'R ; P ap M

§ Sang Sparrow | Highly vulnerable to cowhird parasitism. Development znd forest fragmentstion near E
|

|

I wetlands would provide parasitic cowbirds with access {0 nast sites g

f

I
| ,‘ —
; Red Crossbill Jj o - _HJ
] !

Purple Finch

H

Development impacts include:
¢ Serious disruption of the forest bird community through habitat alterztion by

fregmentetion.
¢ Extirpation of species dependant on this intact forest habitat from Nanoose Peninsula
« Significant loss of key nesting habitat for sensitive species -
¢ Drastically increased nest predation by crows as a result of the edege effect
«  Parasitism of bird nests by cowbirds as a result of habitat fragmentation
< Competition for nest sites by European Starlings and House Sparrows gided by
fragmentation

The projections in the biologital inventory of overall minimal impact to sensitive species and
ecosystems fail tc take into account these impertant considerations. |n addition, mitigation and
enhancement strategies proposec such as placement of nest boxes, will not COﬂ;pensa{e I‘orc
loss of nest trees, as these will be tzken over by starlings and hcuse Sparrows, uniike natural
nest sites within the forest.

As the Biological Inventory and Environmentai Impact assessment fail to take into account key
principles of forest ecology and bird conservation in assessment of potentizl development h
impacts, they zre inadequate and consequently, do not provide a sound hass for evaluating
this application. The potential for serious impacts to the region’s birdiife have not been duly
evaluated. The RDN should take this application no further without requiring that a proper
assessment be conducted that addresses the impacts of the proposed develcpment on forest

birds.
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June 28, 2010

Dear Regional District of Nanaimo,
Re: OCP amendment application for The Lakes and Schooner Cove Area of Nanoose Bay (Electoral Area E)

!'am & relatively new resident in the Fairwinds development as of 2.5yrs ago anﬂjunpderstood there would be more
development of the Fairwinds properties before moving here but did not understand the process of the rezoning or the
timeframe. it has taken me somewhat by surprise that betk-the re-development of the existing Schooner Cove site
would be parceled in with the undeveloped pristine ‘lakes lands which includes environmentally sensitive wetlands’. it
would be my wish that the Regional District staff reconsider this objective and split the two very separate and distinct
‘parcels’ of land under the current QCP amendment application into two separate applications.

Further concerns have arisen for me as | have investigated and enjoyed the amazing network of trails in amongst the
in Fairwinds. | hevaaasie ' i
w la_\nﬂs and lakes here in Fairwinds. | ha to Nanoose Bay fresh off my 8 year experience as a founding member
Tk ; T
andvolunteer for the North Shore Black Bear Network. [worked closely with the c:cnmmumt\,r_,\["?fl'str|ct;g RCMP and

conservation officer service to educate the public and try and mitigate wildiife conflicts within the urban/forest

shihs i€

| do not have the concerns for bear conflicts here but I have growing concerns for the deer-hurnan conflicts and am
interested to see how they will be handled. I have not read anything in the Amended OCP that addresses human-urban
wildlife conflicts for either deer or beavers, of which both will be dramatically affected by this proposal.

interface.

Beavers are protected under the Wildlife Act as they are considered ‘nature’s engineers’ 2nd to disturb them and their
habitat will affect everything from the smallest microscopic aguatic life to the deer, herons, woodpeckers, migratory
birds etc.... They need an inordinate amount of land to do their extraordinary work. Before roads and bridges are
considered there should be community and municipal plans devised to ensure they are protected thereby protecting
the all important and sensitive wetlands. Careful consideration of the effects of human develop and read building near
beaver hahitat needs to be done.

pi Can
We have an opportunity here to do it right in the phase of development for the Lakes District ¥be proactive and
responsibie stewards for our green spaces and wildlife and not reactive. With the increased nopulation and roadways
and road traffic proposed in this plan the vehicle collision rate with deer in the Nanoose Peninsula will dramatically
increase over it's already unacceptable level. | have seen up close how expensive and controversial reactive programs
and decisions can be when a community is faced with conflicts with their beloved wildlife, The negative association with
a community that has had to cull their wildlife, whether it be bear, deer or beaver is long lasting and avoidable in today’s

planning,

5o before considering going to a Public Hearing, atleast on the Lakes District portion of this OCF amendment, | would
strongly request that the Regional District ask for more work to be done by the development carporation and the
stakeholders and coqw%yﬁgﬂfjdg\f&ﬂggaﬁon and consider wider corridors, possible areas for fencing, bridges

rather than cuiverts’i\‘etc',‘ﬁ and instittition of a co mmunity education program on the how to live in deer and beaver

country to reduce th%conﬂicts later an.

inSy el
Sincerely vou&—/‘ ________ N

Barbara MiUrray 3362 Rockhampton Road, Nanocose Bay, BC VAP SH5 250-468-7718
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Cormie, Susan

From: Boogaards, Stephen
Sent:  June 14, 2010 10:08 AM
To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: FW: RGS and Fairwinds

From: charna macfie [mailto:charna00@shaw.ca]
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 7:11 PM

To: Boogaards, Stephen

Subject: RGS and Fairwinds

Stephen Boogaards,

I have browsed parts of Fairwinds Environmental Impact Assessment by Pottinger Gaherty
Environmental Consultants who have surely been guided and directed by beIMC Reafty Corporation to
bias their report in favor of this massive development in Nanoose.

There are claims made in Fairwinds’ The Lakes District and Schooner Cove Nei ghbourhood Plans, of
the RDN's Regional Growth Strategy that [ have questions about.

In the transportation overview report, it states, "Fuirvinds, including the Lekes Distner and Schooner Cove 15 within ey

area designaied by the Regional Districe of Nanaimo (RDN] as an Urban Camatnment Area i the Regional District's Regional Growsh Straregny. it
doing o, the Regionat District recoginzes thot area vithin Famvinds is sutlable Jor growtl and the RON s poiicy is o ancowrage the developniesi of
compact, complete cempunilies withig these borndares. "

When (he RDN created the designaled greas of growth or extent of allowable arowth i the RGS, | was not following those discussions. Therefore, !
an igaorant of how the RDN came 0 the conclusions they did about the Fairwinds development, its Urhin Containment Botndary and so-calied
ecouragement for the butld owt of Nanoose Bay.

Neow that the RGS is undergoing a review process and questioning the fconsistencics of sustzivable growth”, I guestion Fairwinds 1983 Master Plag
and current pian Jor 2,588 residential units in Lakes Distriot and Schooner Cove, is this large seale development aciualiv a sustainable plan for
Nanoose and the region? Hos is the RUN inwerpreling sustainabiiity? How is Fainvinds Real Esiate Masagement Tng, inferpreting sustainabilin?

I'am skeplical about the tactics and reasoning for Fairwinds' development appiication 10 amend
Nanoose Bay's OCP to {it with the development plans of this corporation, For example the repert
states, " Based on the analysis in this report, it is our opinion that the Nemoose Bay OCP policies
regarding Schooner Cove should be amended to support the implemeniation of the Regional Growih
Sirategy objectives, by aliowing a higher density of residential development at Schooner Cove
Village.” The RGS is being used by Fairwinds as a rationale and justification for their development
plans and OCP amendment.

[understand the concept and poliey in the RGS of compact communities as a way {o discourage urban
sprawl and 1s an attempt by the RDN to manage growth, And T consider the concept that encouraging
growth and denser populations in designated areas along the coast and in and around environmentally
sensitive areas and watersheds is one of the weaknesses of the RGS.

Although Fairwinds Real Estate Management Inc. is claiming they are a sustainable development, this
couldn't be farther from the truth.
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Another inconsistency in their neighbourhood plan are the two STATEMIENLS, 10 "vosiera vibrant and diverse age-

mized community.” and “The planned resideniin development dn the Lakes District is ariented towards retirees apd an older demographie.”

The demographics in Oceanside and Victoria are unbalanced. The oider demographic dominates, and
we lack a youthful population and a stable workforce. Does the region really need more large scale
older demographic oriented developments? Problems resulting from this unbalanced demographics
have already manifested and will continue to do so, unless city planners, communities, and government
address this problem angd find creative solutions.

Has the RDN analyzed the impacts of our region’s water supply or infrastructure costs for such a large
scale development? Since no one realty knows how many people, businesses, industries, golf courses
and institutions our aquifers and surface water sources can support, should we continue growing and
developing at such a scale and rate imposed upon us by the develepment community? As the RDN
revises the Regional Growth Strategy, are they asking the right questions?

C. Macfie
Parksville

LA TR R Y
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Cormie, Susan

From: ross peterson [grpeterson @shaw.ca]
Sent: June 17, 2040 3'55 PM

To: CGeorge Hoime

Cc: Cormie, Susan

Subject: Fairwinds Public meeting

Gecrope;

I'm concerned that too much is being asked of the pubiic by holding essentially four meetings or June 28th.

I think there will be enough information on either the Lakes District and Schooner Cove to warrent separate
sessions for each. Also, | think too much is being expected of the public to go right from the Open House to the
Public Meeting (with some seeing the infarmation for the first tima) znd expect much in the way of reasoned, well
thought out, comment.

I'm assuming here, that RDN vajues reaseoned, well thaught cut commant.

So, in the interest of good public censuliation, | suggest that 4 separate sessions be held, with enough time
between the Open House and Pubiic Meeting to aliow for adequate thought,

Pushing everything together will be seen as a rush job by RDN, in defiance of good cersultation, and i'm sure
everyone wishes thal things be done and be seen io be done cofrecliy the first time.

Ross Peferson

05072010
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Cormie, Susan

From: John Manoin ( Coast RV ) (jemancin@shaw.ca]
Sent: June 17, 2010 11:50 AM

To: Cormie, Susan

Cc: creative@pqgbrews.com

Subject: schooner cove boat ramp

The comrmunity has serious cencerns about the efimination of the schooner cove boat ramp. This ramp has
served the community well for many years. There are no more viable options close by in the area French Creek
marina and boat ramp is currently over taxed and over used and the elimination of yet another beat ramp in the
cormmunity will also hurt or tourism. Schooner Cove will argue that the ramp does not make meney. The reason
far this is this marina has been mismanaged for years. it is a welt known fact that ramp fees, slip fees, are hap
hazardly collected. With a proper team schooner cove has no valid arguement. Many residence in Nanoose Bay,
myself included enjoy using the ocean on day trips. The elimination of this ramp will take this away from all of us.
Alift will have to have appointments made be costly and take away our basic freedom. | strongly oppose the
elimination of cur communities CNLY boat ramp. John Manoin

o rascal lane
Nanoose Bay
B.C.

250 248 1089

T A A T
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June 21, 2070

Regional District of Nanaimo
Developiment Services and Board of Directors

Re: Development at Schoosnier Cove and Lakes District

As this developnient is on a peninsulz without its own aquifer , where will the water
supply ceme from?

Our area is already under strict water consumption reguiations every summer and we
should not be adding more homes to our limited resources.

Having this development on a peninsula also puts an undue strain on our roads which
were never intended for all the extra traffic.

This whole development seems to be planned as if it were a separale entity and that it will
have no detrimental effect on the surrounding neighbourhood.

Where will all the extra sewage go? Will it have secondary treatment or is it all to he
dumped in the ocean?

Yours traly,

Karen Zaborniak

2621 Northwest Bay Rd
Nanoose Bay BC

Vop GE7
kazaZ@shaw.ca
250-468-7416
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3427 Dolphin Drive
Nanoose Bay, BC
VAP gH?

fune 21, 2010

Susan Cormie

Senior Planner

Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Rd
Nanaimo, British Cofumbia.

Re: Submission for Consideration with Fairwinds Development Application, The Lakes District and
Schooner Cove Amendment Application, Nanoose Bay.

Dear Susan Cormie:

The foundationai rhetoric ieading up to the appiication in guestion has been nothing short of stellar with
concerns for focal opinions, the envirenment and concerns for local flora and fauna in the Nanoose Bay
area. This is commendakble in showing care and concern for all elements that can te affected by such a
lerge undertaking. lcannot claim to be all knowledgeable in detail cf plans that deal with basic
services, but there is one service that is personaliy acute for myseif and one other household because of
where we reside. My home is immediately adjacent to the breather pipe that flushes Fairwind's sewage
into Gecrgia Strait. | would expect since there are only twc households affected by the horrific stench
from the breather pipe, you will not likely receive tco many complaints in this regard. Asa matter of
fact, most peopie in the area don't even know this breather pipe exists.

The method employed to silence this horrific stench has been a very amateur set up in which a hoaky
charcoal filter is expected to quell the odeur, an odour which has increasingly been more present as the
size of Fairwinds has grown over the past twenty years. Quite often one of the households must call Mr.
Halderson at the French Creek piant to complain about the stench and eventuatly the filter is changed.
Almost immediately after the filter is changed, the ocour is unchanged. | contend that not adeguately
dealing with this issue seems to demonstrate a general lack of will to professionzlly address a waste
issue of already major proportions but hidden from general knowledge. It also fiies in the face of the
RDN's Waste Management Palicy. RNumber one goal states " to not exceed the capacity of the
environment to assimilate waste" etc. and number & goal "to take measures to mitigate odour”. | Buess
we could say that the first goal is being adhered to as the waste is going into the strait off shore and is
covered from the eyes of all until possibly some future date. One wonders what date that might be
when this new development is added to the flow. Asto goal number six, the RDN has taken measures to
mitigate odour, but has not dealt with the odour in a substantial manner. When the new development
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fs added 10 an already overiexed system, ane wonders how these goals will be met when they are not

met now.

My point here is that the Application befere you is flawed in the most negative terms environmentally
unless professional substructure end soiutions are forthcoming before any future growth in the
Fairwinds area is allowed to go forward. Another concern is that | would hope the current

breather pipe situation could be dealt with in a serious way. Fairwinds is too big for a toy as a solution

to an everincreasing prablem.

Thank ycu.

Sincgre ly, / <
/ 5; Of/e%/&* hbz"y:/‘\

lan Garrioch
tel. 250-458-2772
email vkg@shaw.ca

cc: Mr. Les Vivian
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Cormie, Susan

From: ronq@telus.net

Sent:  June 24, 2010 10:47 P

To: Cormig, Susan; tosborne@rde.be.ca
Subject: Schooner Cove

Susan and Tom, | would like you to know how disappointed | am at the prospect of the Schooner cove launch
ramp being removed. It's not a great ramp, but there are no other alternatives in this area, except Beachcomber,
Beachcomber is also nct much of a ramp. The RDN should have seen this coming years ago. Is that not what the
plenning department is there for? As our paid local representatives, it is your responsibility to provide the facilities
that taxpayers need and expect.

Ail regions of Vancouver Isiand are known as areas that see heavy recreational boating. Have any studies been
undertaken to assess the need for a ramp in the Nancose area? if so, how were the resulis handled? Has &
section of waterfront heen purchased and reserved for the inevitabie, eventual construction of a facilty?

I apologize if the wording of this letter appear too direct or combative. It is not my intention to imply that you are
not doing a good job. It just sa frustraling, dealing with Bureaucracies (not just Regionai and Municipal} that, as &
whole, often forget why they are in piace. Thank You for your attention.

Coug Ronquist
1681 Gull Rd
Nanocse Bay, BC
VET GHE
250-468-8474

2570672010
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Cormie, Susan

From: John Davis {j.davis@shaw.ca]
Sent: June 24, 2010 7:27 Pid

To: Cormie, Susan

Suhject: Scooner Cove

| befieve the boatl ramp is an important part of Schooner Cove and should riot be given up.

John Davis

25/66/2010
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Cormie, Susan

From: mexi [mexi@shaw.ca

Sent: June 24, 2010 3:35 PM

To: Cormie, Susan; Osborne, Tom
Subject: please, ws need the boat ramp

WE LIVE IN AN ISLAND SURRCUNDED BY WATER

WE, THE NANOOSE COMMUNITY NEEDS A BOAT RAMP. PLEASE LISTEN TO THE PEOFLE AND NOT
THE CORPORATION.

PLEASE, BE PART CF US
pairicia ruiz

2381 arbutus cres,
nanoose bay, bc. VEPIG1

25/06/2010
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Cormie, Susan
From: Wayne Newhouse [newhousewm@shaw.cal
Sent; June 24, 2010 2.51 PM

To: Cormie, Susan

Cc: Osborne, Tom

Subject: proposed boat ramp remova! Schooner Cove

We are very much opposed to the removal of the boat ramp at Schooner Cove. We
actually bought our property in Fairwinds because of the Marina and the Boat Ramp. The
proposed jib crane will not suffice in lifting boats safely if they are more than 22 feet.
We along with ail boaters accessing and paying high rentals at Schooner Cove are very
disappointed. Why have public hearings and information sessions and then continue to
ighore what the people want! Wayne and Sandra Newhouse
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Cormie, Susan

From: Ron and Carclyn [ren-cardodd@shaw.ca)
Sent: Jure 24, 2010 1:14 PM

To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: Schooner Cove Boat Ramp

Hi There;

It is vital to the local baating public That we have access to an in area boat ramp. The subject
ramp meets the needs of these of us with trailered boats, Additionally, it should be pointed cut that the
improvements in the breakwater after twa(2) previous storms were paid for through public monies, This in
itself is more than adequate justification to demand that the existing ramp be retained. The crane proposal
ig nothing more than a cash grab by Fairwinds; it does nothing to either enhance their operation or improve
public access fo public waters. I live in Fairwinds, and have done so for 16 vears; I have seen nothing that
Fairwinds™ has done for our general area that they didn't first consider lining their packets. RDN does its
level best ta keep things on an even keel, and thet is appreciated. I look forward to you continuing in that
vein with regard fo the subject ramp.

Ronaid A. Dodd

2345 Eaglesfield Place
Nanogse Bay, B.C.

VOP 9G7
250-468-5437
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Cormie, Susan

From: Warren Bailey {isiand-dreamer@teius.ret]

Sent: June 24, 2010 10:55 AM

To: Cormie. Susan; Osbaorne, Tom

Cco: ghoime@shaw ca; Joe Stanhope; kenwoodward: Mike Paterson
Subject: Fairwinds Proposal for Schooner Cove

Unfortunately I'll be in Alaska for the public meeting regarding the Fairwinds proposal on June 28. 'l
rely on Mike Paterson, Ken Woodward, and others to express their opinions, which I share,

The mest important point is that the foreshore and waters of Schooner Cove are public property! It's
mine, and yours! Fairwinds Inc. was granted the rights 1o use that property for profit, but in return have
an unwritten responsibility 1o provide the communily with a medicum of services! Do vou-- or they--
really believe that if they were applying today for their first lease on this property without including a
faunch ramp and some provision for dry docking a boat for bottom work, that they'd have a chance of
being given the lease? Substitution of the ramp with a "jib boom" is an insult to all of us who use those
facilities. The boom will be operational only during restricted hours, and more than likely be
mechanically non-operational during much of the business day. What if a vessel in the marina develops
a fuel leak or other serious problem requiring a quick haul-out? You'll have an environmental disaster
on vour hands!

The current proposal is an obvious move to maximize corporate profit, at the expense of any service to
the community! My personal desire would be for the province and/or RDN to cancel the Fairwinds'
foreshore lease and give it over 1o someone who can provide a service 1o the boating community!
Sincerely,

Warren Bailey

366 Judges Row
Qualicum Beach, BC VOK 1G6

R o e I I
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Cormie, Susan

From: Warren Bailey <island-dreamer@telus.nets

Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2010 10:55 AM

To: Cormie, Susan; Osborne, Tom

Cc ghoime@shaw.ca; Joe Stanhope; kenwoodward; Mike Paterson
Subject: Fairwinds Proposal for Schooner Cove

Unfortunately I'll be in Alaska for the public meeting regarding the Fairwinds proposal on June 28, 'l rely on
Mike Paterson, Ken Woodward, and others to express their opinions, which [ share.

The most important point is that the foreshore and waters of Schooner Cove are public property! it's mine, and
yours! Fairwinds Inc. was granted the rights to use that property for profit, but in return have an unwritten
responsibility to provide the community with a modicum of services! Do you-- or they-- really believe that if
they were applying today for their first iease on this property without including a Jaunch ramp and some
provision for dry docking a boat for bottom work, that they'd have a chance of being given the lease?
Substitution of the ramp with a "jib boom" is an insult to all of us who use those facilities. The beom will be
operational only during restricted hours, and more than fikely be mechanically non-operational during much of
the business day. What if a vessel in the marina develops a fuel leak or other serious problem requiring a quick
haul-out? You'll have an environmental disaster on your hands!

The current proposal is an obvious move to maximize corporate profit, at the expense of any service to the
community! My personal desire would be for the province and/or RDN to cancel the Fairwinds' foreshore lease
and give it over to someone who can provide a service to the boating community!

Sincerely,
Warren Bailey

366 Judges Row
Qualicum Beach, BC VOK 1G6
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Cormie, Susan

From:  Sanders, Karen on behalf of email, planning
Sent:  June 25,2010 811 AM

To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: FW: The Lakes Districdt

From: B & P Adam [mailto:b.padam@shaw.ca)
Sent: Thursday, June 24, 2010 5:13 AM

Ta: emaii, planning

Subject: The Lakes Districd:

Piease accept our comments to the community plan proposed for the the Lake District.

We are neighbars to the proposed Notch Hill Future Development Reserve, We know the area quite well and
were surprised this is not environmentally protected fand. There are groves of Garry Qaks, Arbutus, and Dougias
Fir aif very mature as well on very steep topography. As well by increasing development in this area we have
cencerns about drainage, slides, environmenta erosion, damage {o cur properties to just name a few that would
be affected by subdividing the Biuffs of Notch Hill. This is very much a destination Region Area and a community
assel.

If you walk this area you can not imagine it being developed. |t is pristine, envircrimentally sensitive with views
that rival anything Vancouver Isiand has ¢ offer. This area is a park, shouid be named a park and should be
protected. for our generaticn and a legacy for the future,

The Biuffs of Notch Hill are hard to access and would result in major environmental damage to put roads sewer,
water mains, to name a few that wouid have access to the Bluffs. Now they are a hiking destination for central
Vancouver Isiand. Hiking above the waler storage faciiity is being in & park, but totally unigue io this area. Itis
well used by the community and has a history running back to the First Nations. To overrun these trails with a
development would be disgrace and anyone that has walked these sensitive areas would know.

We would fike to the proposed Notch Hill Development Reserve be a legacy of Parkland. As adjoining neighbors
with 3 acres we understand the trust we have been given to provide a stewardship to these lands for us and for
our future generations,

Sincerely,

Bran & Patricia Adam

Lot A,

District 78,

Nancose District Plan 45913

25/06/2010
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Cormie, Susan

From: adrizan_dejong@shaw.ca
Sent: June 25, 2010 10:21 AM
To: Cormie, Susan

Cc: tosborn@rdn.bc.ca

Subject: Schooner Cove baot ramp

good morning

I'have concerns regarding the removal of the boat ramp in the Fairwind Schoaner Cove proposed new
development plan.
As we know Fairwinds is developing a community that is geoing to house many new families Not ail the people

play qolf
they also go fishing or just go boating or kayking fo do this in a growing community we need a safe boat ramp.

Today the excisting BOAT RAMP is very busy so how can Fairwinds development just close it.
Pigase don't let this happen, thank you

Adriaan de Jong

2381 Arbutus cres

Nanoose Bay BC
VEPOGT

25/06/2010
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Cormie, Susan

From:  Heikki Heinorkari [heikkin@shaw.ca)
Sent; June 25, 2010 11:09 AM

To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: Schooner Cove Boat Ramp

Dear Ms. Cormie,

Unfortunately, T won't be able to attend the Public Information Meeting regarding the proposed land
development project by Fairwinds,

I'm sending this email to give my opinion about the boat ramp. That was one of the reasons to move
this area, an easy access to launch the boat. At the moment | use it two times a year but in the near
future the plan is to downsize to a smaller boat. Store it by the house and use the ramp every time | go
out. That would be at least twice a week during the summer months.

The boat ramip and the associated parking is very important facility for our area.

Sincerely,
Heikki Heinonkari

25/06/2010
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George Holime

From: "Jill Davies" <jiidavies@shaw.ca>
To: "George Holme" <ghoime@shaw.ca>
Sent: June 26, 2010 7:53 PM

Subject: Fairwinds
Dear George

I'want fo regisier my strong opposition fo the proposed Fairwinds gdevelopment.

| fee! strongly that it exceeds the OCP and sets an immediate precedent for any developer, large or small, who
believe that ance they have a permission to develop it is a passport to anything further they want o do in the
future.

l'understand that when the existing development was allowed it was on the basis that the remaining land would
be protected. The land in question al Fairwinds has a rare beauty and is clearly a habitat for wiidlife that wil he
lost if this development is allowed.

Too much of our carbon sink is being eroded with a cost to the island now and generations in the future.

| atsc regret the proposed development at Schooner Cove. The unique charm of the Gove will again be lost in the
name of greed.

What once made Fairwinds an attractive community will be changed forever.

I wili be away on Monday and therefore not able to atiend the meeting at Nanoose Place. | hope as our local
representative you will be able to add my name and voice to those who believe that further development shouid
not be allowed.

Sincerely
Jill Davies

9-1600 Brynmari Road
Nanoose Bay EC. VAP 9E1

28/06/2010
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Cormie, Susan

From: lenn {glennemery@shaw.caj
Sent:  June 26, 2010 8:34 AN

To: Cormig, Susan

Cc: QOsborne, Tom

Subject: Boat ramp

Boat ramp

T'am alocal resident with a small boat that requires a ramp for the purpose of launching. With the up
coming closing of the ramp at Schooner Cove my oplions are very limited. The ramp at Beachcomber is
only accessible depending on the tides and also provides very limited parking for truck and trailer.
French Greek ramyp is very busy and puts a smal] boal out into more open waters and not necessarily the
focation you want to be. 1t 1s also a much greater distance 1o travel. Afier speaking to a number of
people on this issue, a much needed ramyp in the Nanoose area is required. There are many others with
these small boats that have moved into the area knowing a close ramp was available with Schooner
Cove advertising it's self as a full service marina. Please give seme thought on this matter as a
launching ramp is as smportant as a local park to the areas residents.

Thank you for your support,

Glenn Emery, 1530 Bell Rd Nanoose Bay
alennemery@shaw.ca

28/06/2010
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Cormie, Susan

From: bartlicks@shaw.ca

Sent: June 28, 2010 8:17 AM

To: Carmie, Susan; Oshorne, Tom
Ce: Mike Paterson

Subject: Nanocse planning

Importance: High

Good Morning,

We cannot express strangly enough, and we voice the cpirion of everyone we've been in cantact with, that
Nanocse Bay is incomplete as a community if it doesn't have a working, public boat ramp! With all the
advancements that are being made, it's ludicrous tc move so far backwards as 1o eliminate the one reliable
boat ramp which could be used at most tides and not provide a replacement.

The plans for a development that is "more accessible” is in truth eliminating access by those who aceess it the
most. it will now be a "lock, but don't touch” accessibitity for people on shore who don't have vachts mocred at
the marina. You are not serving the cemmunity by taking away a part of it's [ifestyle that promoted an
appreciation for our island, healthy recreation and family time out on the water, A hands on

boating experience can't be replaced by a boardwalk or cycling path without feeling you've been grounded.
With today's youth tied to screens, and being frustrated with nothing to do, you are closing off healthy
alternatives.

Again, | cannot stress it strongly enough that you need to listen ta the people you are hired to serve, people
whe are relying on you to sustain our isalnd experiences. Please, since it appears too late to integrate a boat
ramp in the new Schooner Cove plan, immediately seek out alternatives, possibly Mocrecroft, but don't just let
this part of our lifestyle become extinct. it's unfair and so needless in a progressive community such as Nanoose
Bay.

Please, and Thank you for hearing all of us.

Very sincerely,
Dave and Crystal Bartlick
Nanoose Bay residents & avid boaters

28/06/2010
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Cormie, Susan

From:  Bill email [billraicliff@shaw.cal
Sent: June 28,2010 9:21 AM
To: Cormie. Susan; Oshorne, Tom

Subject: Schooner Cove bost launch

The loss of the boat iaunching ramp at Schocner Cove marina would be a very serious toss to many beaters in
the greater Nanocse region. Itis the only launching facility between Nanaimo and French creek that can handle
trailered boats over about 17 feet. The faunching remp at Beachcomer marina is too shallow for anything larger
than that, and parking facilities for cars znd trailers are almost ncn-existent. .
The Schooner Cove plan will eliminate access for all but those who can wish to, or can afford to, keep and
maintain larger vassels. That is g very, very smaif portion of the cilizens of this area.

Access to the sea if difficult as it is. Please, please, do not aliow it to deteriorate further,

Bill Ratcliff
Nanoose Bay

28/06/2010



Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011
Page 82

/
From; "Nettie Kokura" <nkokura@shbw.ca>
To: "George Hoime" <ghcime@shaw.ca>

Sent: June 2B, 2010 4:27 PM
Attach: Unsafe Drinking Water Quaiity. Wps
Subject: As requested :

. T
Neftie and Witliam Kokura

3483 Redden Rd.,

Nanoose Bay, BC, VOP 0f13
Phone: 250 468-7854
Email:
June 21, 2010
Mr. Barry Boettger,
Provincial Drinking Water Officer,
4.2, 1515 Blanchard Sireet,

Victoria, B.C. V8W 3C8

Dear Mr Barty Boetiger:
RE: Unsafe Drinking Water Quality,

The enclosed pictures are of botiied water taken fiom our tap during the summer of 2008 and 2010 to date, water runming in
our sink 2010, and the sludge drained from our hot water fank. We are desperate! It is gur hope that repoming to the niost
senior levels of drinking water stewardship, will assist ig obtaining water that is usabie of 5 daily basis for ordinary use such
as drinking, brushing your teeth, cooking, laundry, showering etc. The water we receive is only usefud for watering pardens

and flushing toilets,

The well water provided by the Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has never met requirements for Quality when it comes
to iron and marganese. The Test results are available on the RDN website clearly indicating that irop and manganese exceed
acceptable limits by unreasonable high amounts. . We have lived here fificen years, and over the years the community
residents have compiained to the Developer and RDN, formed community associations and syh comimittees etc. to deal with
water quality. Individuals incjuding ourselves complained continuously. Individuals were always told they wcré the onfy
ones complaining, that they should install an in home water treatment system, and many residents did. However many
treatment systems do not work well and at times not at i, and all are expengive to instail and majntain, ’

t could provide you with hundreds of copies of emails, that have passed between all the parties invoived inctuding the local
health unit and drinking water officer in Nanaimo. The end result is we are told it is only an aesthetic problem and the water
will not harm us. Would you drink, cook your food, brush your teeth, wash your clothes or even shower in this waler.

An appropriate filtration/ireatment system should have been instatled many vears ago. The RDN was well aware of the hard
water, with High dissolved mineralization and iron and manganese in excess of acceptabie ievels, Excuses that the cost of

06/07/2010
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instatling the

appropriate system was to costly is not valid. The costs incurred by residents instatling and maintaining in home filter
systems, purchasing bottled drinking water, Doing laundry at the launderetie, ruined clothing, and at feast an increase of 2594
in metered water fees MINBINE water rying to clear the shudge from lines (under the advige of the RDN}, far exceed the
amount the RDN Filter/treatment system would have cost individual residents.

When we originally moved to this community the water was hard, often smelled of hydrogen sulphide, with occasional silt
and Brown/yvellow colour, There was very few homes, and subdivision development continued, Water quality deteriorated on
a yearly basis as more honies were built and connected to the water system. The Department of Nationai Defence (DNDj are
also connected to the system. They always requested waler ireatment and advised the RDN that the water did not meet the
requirements of the Federal Government for drinking waler. At their base on Nanoose Bay and Winchelsea Tsiand they have
atways had & “do not drink the water” warning and installed a filtration system of their own for the Nanoose Bay facility.
They buy Drinking water for Winchelsea Island, although a pipe line supplies the installation from the RDN water systern, In
addition to the homes and the DND water is supplied to the Golf Course, Fairwinds Recreational Centre, and the Schooner
Cover Marina and Hotel complex.

In 996 a referendum was held and the RDN built the Arrowsmith Dam (AWS). The RDN advised that we wounid never have
water problems again. The Dam was completed and held an official opening in 2002, Although we have been paying a parce]
tax annually for the Arrowsmith Water System (AWS) since 1996, we did not getany water from the system, untif late 2069,
and then only on an inlermittent basis, as a result of severe anger on the part of local residents.

The water is taken from 3 wells. The wells originally theoretically produced 380 imperial galtons per niinute, Over the past &
years the average usage per unit during the surnmer billing peried is 1.47 cubic meters per day and during the winter billing
period when many residents are gons for 6 months and others are away 6-8 weeks 55.6 cubic meters, (The 2009 averages
were 1.40 and .52 respectively). During the winter our water is less problematic than the summer. The well capacity has
lessened over the years and the usage capacity exceeds the well production capacity during the heavy usage hours of the day.
During peak period usage ( 3hus. In the am and 3 hrs. in the pm) the usage could easily require a pumping capacity of
4501GPM just to serve the 500 existing homes but there is the DND and Commercial units in addition drawing water. The
RN have admitted that the aguifer is unable to replenish itself at the cerrent usage rates,

We have been suffering with unsafe drinkin g water for years. As homes are built additionai unjts are added and the quality of
the water deteriorates. Currently, within the Fairwinds subdivision there is 800 units approved. Only 500 of the 800 are built
on and connected. When the RDN approves buiiding permits for all 800, another 300 units (60% more) will be added, During
peak periods of use we would require a pumping capacity double the current 380 Igpm. According to both the RDN and the
Developer there is no plans to bring on any new supply before 2015, and even then the supply source is unknown and the
date is not firm,

The Developer plans further development and has made application to the RDN for a development permit. The residents are
fearful that this powerful developer (BCIMC Realty Corporation, a.k.a., Fairwinds Development) will befriend, manipulate
and intimidate the RDN and other approving anthorities with their money and power. The newspaper headline “$2 Biltion,
2,075 Homes™ on Thursday May 13™ 2010 is indicative of this. The water service report contajned within the developers
submission 1s prepared by Koers Engineering. The report is yague at best abowt total usage. All calculations are based on the
number of residential upits, and skirts around the water requirements for Commercial and Recreational usage. At no point in
past or current planning are allowance made for the commercial and recreational use like power washing marina docks and
boat washing. Restaurants and DND use, or supplying water to other users and water districts on the Nanoose Peninsula. The
Developer is requesting a reduction for water from the existing bylaw provision of .43 lgpm/unit to .32 Igpm/unit (in Koers
Report). The wells at Wall Brook are on the same aquifer as the wells currenily being used. Other wells on the Nanoose
Peninsula also draw their water fromn the same aquifer. We do not believe the Koers Engineering report can be relied upon to
protect the interests of the community. It is an engineering report paid for by the developers ; for the developers and reflects
the developers wishes. Will any of the authorizing authorities including the RDN Board of Directors, question the report ot

the developer? We doubt it.

The RDN have not been able, as purveyors of water 1o provide “POTABLE WATER” as is required by the DRINKING
WATER PROTECTION ACT on a consistent basis and during the spring, summer and early fall, not at al} for long periods of
time. Allowing for reduction in supply and/or aliowing further development without supplying existing residents should not
be considered.

06/07/2010
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Residents are at their wits end. Reporting to the Health Unit was futite, RDN administration have ignored existing residents
while catering to the developer, The RDN Board of Directors rely on staff reports, our local Director suggested we not email
him any more with complaints. His solution in his last email is “ I feef the Developer and/or Realtors :Euuld warn the
buyers that there is a water problem. This does not mean that the RDN can sit back and play wait and watch, but the
fewer users that hook on the better at this time®™. Now there is a transfer of power and responsibility. The RDN ’have the
power to refuse building permits and halt futuere development until such time as appropriate “Potable Water” can be
guaranteed. The current available water resources (including the Wall Brook set of wells) are not sufficient to service the
approved number of units once they are built on and commected to the water system,

The Board is neglecting their duties, No action will be taken. BCIMC, the developer is to influential,
4....

We are not against development, but we do want the safe assured water supply we are promised and heve been paying far but
not recefving. We are told hy the RDN it is the Developer’s responsibility to suppiy water before development is allowed
The Developer (BCIMC all BC Gavernment employees pension funds) at at a public infurmation meeting clearly stated Li.'lﬁf
watler was the responsibility of the RDN. The potential for intimidation and conflict of interest is 100 great, Each and every
decision maker’s pension is involved.

Individuals and other residents requesting minor subdivisions and or Just subdividing one Jot into two Jots are 10ld by the
RIDN, that subdivisions are not allowed because there is no water. But a Develaper (BCIMC) flashing $2 Billion, 2075
Homes are ailowed fo get subdivision zpprovals and building permits, while the residents face dirty brOWnJyei]m‘v water with
a potential for severe water shortages in future, $2 biltion is an excessjve amount 1o supply 2075 units and the proposed
comrlnercial space. (just under §1 Million per unit, not at al] likely to be spent.) Surely something should be spent on water
supply.

if appealing to senior leveis of Government is nappropriate, please advise what options are available to the residents, We
don’t want another Walkerion or the likes of it in our community,

Respectfully,

Netiie & William Kokurg,

CC:

Ministry of Community and Rura) Development
Honourable Bill Beneit:

Provincial Health Officer

Dr. Perry Kendail.

Minister of Heaith Servicss,

Honoursble Kevin Falcon

Provincial Approving Officer

Bob Wylie.

06/07/2010
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REGARDING THE DEVELCPMENT PROPOSAL FOR THE

LAKES DISTRICT by FAIRWINDS

Dear Susan Corniie, june 28, 2010

fam writing as a concerned Nangose Bay resident and on behalf of the endangered
Garry Oak , Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystems which cannot speak for themselves. Some
countries have actually given nature legal rights something we need to do before it is too late.

Itis deplorable to think of 1675 houses replacing this wonderful at present intact
system which has taken thousand of years to evolve, do we have the right to destroy it, just to
make some money far the BC Civil Servants pensions. There must be other less destructive

ways of finding funds.

I am sure the majority of Nanoose Bay residents would prefer to see Fairwinds
allowed to have a higher density of development in the Schowuner Cove and Dolphin Lake areas
in exchange for leaving the Garry Oak meadows, Enos Lake and wetlands intact with no

develepment.

Regarding the road, which is set to destroy the wetlands and the ancient cedar trees
[how many old ones do we have left, very few] a less destructive and iess costly route wouid
be though the adjacent subdivision. I am sure there would be complaints from neighbours, but
too bad, the wetlands would complain too if they could be heard.

Where wili our children be able to learn about these Ecosystems if they are all
destroyed? Surely, we owe it to the next generations to leave seme of the World intact for
them to enjoy and appreciate as we have heen privileged to do.

Before accepting and signing off on these plans as they stand please consider the
presentaticns made hy the scientists amongst us who are pointing out the many irregularities
of the proposals and environmental studies, We would like assurance that Fairwinds wili be
heid to their promises of ecofriendly and not repeat the destruction as in some of the past
developments. Destruction is quick, repair expensive and often not possible.

The RDN holds the future of this wonderful, irreplaceable piece of land in its hands,
please think carefully before allowing this development to go ahead without further, more
scientific studies to limit irreparable damage. Please take account of our OCP, which we alj

worked hard to produce.

Thank you for your attention,
(){' C'fé,,r, é/;: \/f“f

Vicki Vores vwvoros@shaw.ca
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Cormie, Susan

From: cliff [cifichudy@shav.ca)
Sent: June 28, 2010 831 PM
To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: boat ramp

I don't need one myself but! feel there is a great need for one.......... or more.

05/07/2010
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Cormie, Susan

From: Sylvia St Denis [sylviastdenis@shaw.ca]
Sent:  June 28, 2010 1:33 P

To: Carmie, Susan; Osborne, Tom

Subject: Re Boat Launch Ramp at Schooner Cove

Attention: Susan Cormie, Planning
Tom Osborne, Parks & Recreation

We would like to put it on record that we feel very strongly againsi the removai of the Boat Launch Ramp at
Schooner Cove. This ramp has been in place for many years and is used constantly by boaters in this area. Not
only is it used by bcaters who take their fishing boats in and out on & regular basis but it is also used by many of
us with boats at the Marina who have tc launch cur dinghys in order to get them down io our bosts which are
mooered in this marina. We think that both Fairwinds and the Regional District of Nanaimo are making & very big
misiake in removing this Boat Launch Ramp from Schoaner Cove.

Yaours truly,
Sylvia and Rod St Denis

3300 Rockhampton Road
Nanoose Bay, B.C. V9P 9H5

28/06/2010



Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011

Pade®se | of 1

Cormie, Susan

From: Rick Stobie [rsiobie@shaw.ca}
Sent: June 28, 2010 134 PM
To: Cormie, Susan
Subject: Schooner Cove Boat Ramp
Unfortunately we are unabie to attend the Open House and Meeting re Schooner Cove Development Pian. | did

want to mention that we use this boat ramp almost exclusively to {aunch cur boat and it would be a travesty if this
is taken away from our neighborhoed. The enly other launch is Beachcomber's and it is not really a great hoat

ramp for us as the dock is not long enough. Thank You

28/06/2010
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3370 Redden Road
Nanoose Bay, BC VSP 9H4
30 June 2010

loe Stanhope, Board Chair
Regional District of Nanaimo
&30C Hammeond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2

Dear Mr Stanhope,

On Mcnday evening, 28 June 2010, ! made a verbal submission at the RDN’s Public Information Meeting
regarding the Development Application by Fairwinds Real Estate management. Had | been speaking
from a purely pragmatic perspective, | would have raised such issues as the adequacy of the Nanaose
Peninsula water supplies, the provision of appropriate waste water treatment facilities and the impact
of the increased population an all aspects of infrastructure and social services.

However, [ started my comments with a guote by Dr Martin Luther King, Jr.
“Our lives begin to end the moment we become silent about things that matter to us.”

For the past decade, or so, { have enjoyed the footpaths and game-trails throughout the Lakes
District and through District Lot 137. As an cutdcor enthusiast and an active member of the
Sceuting Movement, | have derived much satisfaction and pleasure in observing the fauna and
fiora of this incredible little “refugia”, one of the few remaining examples of the once great,
Ceastal Douglas Fir ecosystem, which also incorporates some of the best Garry Oak ecosystems

on Vancouver Isiand.

As a former naval persan, | had, for five short years, scme respensibility for one of the fast
south-facing, stretches of natural shoreline on Vancouver Isfand. So | am aware of the
importance of the protection and the stewardship of small tracts of natural ecosystems,
wherever they still exist [in that case, along the north shore of Nanoose Harbour].
Unfortunately, some people only see these areas in terms of their dollar-value as real estate or
as potential generators of property taxes, not in terms of “natural capital” which provides
extensive services by cleaning our air and water, in addition to being the habitat for untold

numbers of God’s creatures.

The RDN has made the case for protecting significant aspects of “natural capital” in at least two

recent and relevant documents:

A. The Official Community Plan for Nanoose Bay— Articles 1.5.3 Protecting Rural Integrity;
1.5.4 Protecting the Natural Environment and 1.5.5 Improving Mability. Regarding
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Mobility, the following statement is made: “The Nancose Bay OCP supports the
Regional Growth Strategy policies to encoursge non-automobile medes of
transportzation along safe pathways and trails.” And

B. Prospering Today, Protecting Tomarrow: The State of Sustainability of the Regionai
District of Nanaimo dated September 2006, states on page ii of the Executive Summary:
“Important ecosysiems and ecological features are protected, hezlthy and
productive.” Also, “Land resources are efficiently used and negative impacts of land

use and development are minimized.”

The owner of the property has the right, under the law, to develop this property. However, as a
recent newspaper article observed: The law protecis cerporations, absolutely; the

individuals, somewhat; bui the environment, not at all.

The current application proposal would put a road through several wetlands, would break up
significant areas of wildlife habitat and would impinge on several Environmentally Sensitive
Areas. This is In contravention of policies of two of the RDN's own publications.

Therefore, it is now up to the individual members of the Board of the Regional District and of
the RDN Staff to show leadership and follow the spirit of their stated policies, not just the letter

of the faw.

limplore the RDN Board and Staff to “DO The Right Thing AND to Do Things Right” by ensuring
the appropriate level of protection for this remarkable remnant of 3 spectacular ecosystem.

The current application, as proposed, should NOT be approved.
Yours sincerely,

0. 8
Gordon Buckingham

Cc: George Holme, Dir Area E; David Bartram, Dir. Area H: Bill Holdom, Councillor: Carol Mason,
C Admin O; John Finnie, GV Regional & Community Utilities; Dale Lindsay, Manager Current

Development
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Cormie, Susan

From: ahransom@gmail.com on behalf of Tony Ransom [ransom@shaw ca)
Sent: June 30, 2010 9:49 AM

To: Cormie, Susan

Cc: Ron and Carelyn

Subject: Fairwinds Neighbourhood Plan - The Lakes District

Attachments: NanNats_Stewardship_Fairwinds_Lakes District_Neighbourhood
Plan_Commenis_AHR_062710.doc

Hi Susan,

Thank-you to you, George and the rest of the RDN team for hosting the Open House and PIM on
Monday evening - I believe it went off fairly well with only minor non-constructive rhetoric from a few
speakers...... certainly better than 1 had anticipated. Hopefully you and the planning team and ultimately
the EAPC will benefit from the many constructive ideas that were presented.

I'handed you a hard copy of my presentation on behalf of the Nanoose Naturalists, and 1 have hereto
attached an e-copy for your convenience. This has a few very minor revisions (edits really) and 1 would
therefore ask that you use this version as our official response.

Many thanks.

Kind regards,

Tony.

Vice President - Nanoose Naturalists
Tony Ransom

2460 Ainsley Place

Nanoose Bay. BC. V9P 9G9

41 {250) 618-2336 (cell)

+1 (250) 468-5346 (home)

05/07/2010
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Nanoose Naturaiists

Stewardship Committee

Comments — Fairwinds Lakes District Neighbowrhood Plai Submitial to RDN

Public Meeting. Nanoose Place: June 28%. 2010

The Nanoose Naturalists was established in 2002 and we currently have 60+ members from in and around
Nanoose Bay. We are a full member of BC Nature, also known as the Federation of BC Naturalists, with over 50
clubs throughout BC and several thousand members. When 1 was President of our club in 2003/4, we established
a Stewardship Project as our main local focus — the project area comprises the important watershed between
Dolphin and Enos Lakes. In order to be effective within this predominantly privately-owned area, we
approached the owner’s managers for their cooperation. At that time, we were met with a decidedly luke-warm
response and we were naturally quite frustrated. This attitude changed markedly for the better with the
introduction of a new management team at roughly the same time that Fairwinds started getting serious about
planning the development into what is now referred to as The Lakes District.

During the past 2+ years, the Nanoose Naturalists were represented by members of our Stewardship Committee
at all the CAG meetings, we have attended all the open-house forums and we have had several one-on-one
meetings with the Fairwinds Development team and their lead consultants. During most of these sessions we
have found Fairwinds and their consultants very cordial and receptive to open discussion regarding our many
concerns and issues. Taking an objective, big-picture view, we commend Fairwinds for under taking a thorough
and highly professional consultation process during which they evolved their plans and thinking from an
ordinary, run-of-the-mifl development concept, to the present Neighbourhood Plan which, despite what certain
parties may challenge, contains a significant amount of © ‘green” planning concepts and attributes consistent with
the Nanoose Bay OCP and the Regional Growth Strategy.

However, having said that, we remain very concerned with respect to several issues that are cither not covered,
or are inadequately covered in the Neighbourhood Plan (“the Plan®™) or the accompanying technical reports.
Also, we remain sceptical about Fairwinds” ability to implement the Plan once and if' it is approved, 113 whatever
form. The reason for this scepticism is the very poor track record they have established for themselves during
previous phases at Fairwinds. The LOCAL development management has shown Tittle or no abifity {or
willingness) to address constant violations of the covenants, covenants largely set by themselves! Concrete
examples of this are the recent Phases known as Rockeliffe Park and Bonnington Heights, both of which
commenced under the current senior management team, where trees and other natural vegetation have been
stripped from most of the lots prior to and during construction, without regard of the ecological values:

Short-term Impact Concerns:

The foliowing major design-related concerns need addressing:

I, Main Access Road —i.e. - The link between Fairwinds Drive (near the 4-way stop) and Schooner Cove
Drive: The proposed routing of this road is not appropriate. It affects both beaver ponds and the
important surrounding wetland ccosystems. Also, the proposed road compromises a stand of large,
significant cedar trees where it crosses the southernmost creek. Viable alternates appear to exit and
should be further investigated.
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Allareas currently (mysteriously) designated © Future Development Reserve® should be formally

mcorporated into the ESA/parklands in which they are situated - s pecifically: (i) the area south off
Bonnington Road that impinges the Garry Oak Environmentally Sensitive Area {(“ESA™) ecosystem
surrounding the Lookeut and; (ii) all such similarly designated areas surrounding Notch Hill.

(5]

Any planned walkways/trails within the ESA’s should have finitely defined boardwalks (and fencing
witere appropriate) to limit human impacts.

4. All cwrrentand potentiaf bald-cagle nesting and perching trees should be accurately mapped and
excluded from development sites. Appropriate buffers should be created surrounding each if these
important trees. With the constant degradation of suitable old-growth or semi old-growth tree habitat,
bald eagles are finding it increasingly difficult to find suitable nesting sites.

A

The social and educational aspects of the important ESA’s and the wetlands should be addressed in more
detail,

In addition, the following “control function aspects need to be addressed in greater detail than is currently
provided in the Plan or any of the reports attached to the submittal:

6. Covenants, covering the buffer-zones within and between individual development property/lots and the

boundaries of designated parklands, need to be carefully designed and an enforcement mechanism
acceptable to the Community put in place. The Covenants should be supplemented by the requirement
that Owners and Building Contractors (especially site-preparation contractors) make a SUBSTANTIAL
cash security deposit against adherence to the Covenants - with a Zero-Tolerance PENALTY for
violators.

7. Individual Building Permits should only be issued to each owner once a FINAL Building Envelope Plan
has been approved. Such permit would require the owner (and their contractors) to adopt “mininum
disturbance™ or “Site Adaptive Design™ practises taking the ecological characteristics of cach site nio
consideration. A specitic requirement before submitting a Building Envelope Pian would be that each
property has an Arborist (or a similar qualified expert?} Report detailing the significant flora a requiring
protection. The Owner’s deposit referred to in #3 above would also cover this aspect of development
and should be withheld until after final approved landscaping of each pr operty. [Note: Covenants related
to construction materials and building specifications are separate from these items]

8. Control of'invasive species: The developer, not the contractors, should be responsible for controlling any
infestation by invasive species, for example Scotch Broom, in areas disturbed by site clearing, road and
infrastructure construction, etc

9. Debris disposal and management....

Long-Term Impact Concerns:

I Parkland Ownership and Management: Fairwinds has stated they do not wish to own or manage the
designated parklands. This issue needs to be carefufly resolved prior o commencement of the project.
The Land Conservancy or similar organization should be approached to assess interest Jevels and
qualifications.

2. Long-term Monitoring: Procedures should be established to perform regular monitoring — both of the
mtegrity of ccological aspects within the whole area and especially within the designated parklands as
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well as monitoring owner-adherence to the various covenants. As stated in 5 above, an acceptable and
meaningful enforcement mechanism has to be established to penalize infringements. Remedial
procedures and programs need to be defined for any adverse compromise of ecological integrity.

[

On-going educational programs need to be held for residents and the public.

4. Control of the introduction of invasive species including, inter alia, plant species and any aquatic species
into the lakes and ponds. Penalties and remedial procedures and requirements need to be defined.

In conclusion, some concerned parties are calling for additional technical/scientific studies. Whereas we agree
that the present reports and EIA are lacking certain specific detail, our contention is that furiher technical
assessment of the area will serve only a Hmited purpose. If one assumes that development will eventually take
place subject to the very strict guidelines that we are all demanding, then it will be the vigilant and carefully-
monitored IMPLEMENTATION of cach stage of the development that will result, ultimately, in achieving
mirimum impact to the ecology of the area — a goal which we all share.

Respectfully submited:
Tony Ransom
Vice President, Nanoose Naturalists

Member: Stewardship Committec.
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Cormie, Susan

From: dianejac@shaw.ca

Sent: July 4, 2010 10:24 AM

To: Cormie, Susan; Osborne, Tom
Subject: Schooner Cove Redevelopment

As a concerned citizen living in this area for 16 years, I would like to express my opinion particularly
regarding the possible removal of the boat ramp at Schooner Cove. I would fike 1o believe that this project
has considered the interests of our community, two of which are boating and fishing. Our boat ramp is
used by many locals to fish the abundant waters of the Strait and also far those wishing to get crab and
prawns. We're encouraged to shop locally yet if you toke the ramp owoy it becomes more difficult to
“shop" for the fish in our waters.

Alsc many boaters have to launch and bring in their dinghys and the ramp alsc serves that purpcse. There
have alse been times when a boat in trauble has needed to get fo the grid, beside the ramp and thereby
inspect their boot for damage. It would be a great determent to not include the ramp and grid in your
redevelopment plans,

See you on the 28th.

Peter and Diane Jacobson
3750 Mallard Place
Nanoose Bay, BC V9P 9H1
250-468-9177
dianejac@shaw.cc

I 'am using the [ree version of SPAMIfighter.
SPAMIighter has removed 24893 of my spam emails to date.

Do you have a slow PC? Try free scan!

O8/072010
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July 4, 2010

George Holme
Regionai District of Nanaimo

Dear George,

On behalf of the Oceanside Coalition for Strong Communities, of which | am a
member, | would like to provide you with some feedback regarding last
Monday's public presentation of the proposed development plan for Fairwinds
Lakes District and Schooner cove. The Oceanside Coalition, as part of its
mandate, works to provide the public with the information necessary to make
informed decisions regarding best choices for the community — both social and
economic. We commend the RDN for providing this information session to the
residents of Nanoose Bay.

As I'm sure you are aware, virtually all of the residents who approached the
rmicrophone spoke in opposition to the proposed development, for a myriad of
reasons — too many to mention here. On behalf of the Coalition, which has
great concern for the effects of overdevelopment, and sustainability of a strong
community and healthy environment and lifestyle, we would like to add our
voice in opposition to this massive and unwieldy development. We have some
specific reasons for this position, as follows:

1. The destruction of a significant natural green space, with all its precious
component fiora and fauna - particularly in the fight of the impending
logging of crown land Iot 33. Nanoose is severely deficient in natural park
and green space as seen by the recommendations of the singuiar Parks
and Open Space Committee report.

2. The destruction of the recreation and heart-healthy opportunity of the
natural trail system so kindly provided by Fairwinds for many years. The
beauty and spiritual quality of this forest and wetland is treasured daily by
many — both Nanoose and other Oceanside residents — hikers, cyclists,
dog walkers, runners and stroliers. it is a rare and valuable asset to the
Oceanside and particularly Nanoose community.

3. The Nanoose infrastructure of roadways and water systems wouid be
seriously impacted and overloaded by this development. In the last couple
of years a cyclist was killed on Powder Point Road: although the cause
was indeterminate, Nanoose Peninsula residents are well aware of the
danger with the current traffic load.

4. As the elected representative for the Nanoose area, we believe that you
have been given a mandate by the voters to act in their best interest and to
respond to their apparent wishes by using your voice to stand against this




Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011
Page 97
development as it has been presented. It is the people of Nanoose Bay
that you represent. The non-resident share holders of this profit dnven
corporation, no matter how they spin it, do not act in the best interest of the
community.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.
Yours truly,
Susan Croskery

Gceanside Coalition for Strong Communities.

cc: Joe Stanhope
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E-Mail: nkokuraishaw.ca
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ELECTORIAL AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE,
REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO,

6300 Hammond Bay Road.

Nanaimo , B C, V9T 6N2

RE: AREAE, Proposed Lakes District and Schooner Cove Development

Dear EAPC:

We attended the Public Information Meeting on June 28" and reviewed the submitted
plans as provided by The RDN and Fairwinds Development Corporation (Fairwinds) and
found little or no change from the original plans that Fairwinds asked residents to
comment on. At that time we presented comments and suggestions, along with many
others, all of which have been ignored.

The submission indicates that it was prepared with the co-operation and support of the
RDN. Quotations such as “supporting RDN’s own sustainability goals”, and “taking
direction from the RDN’s Regional Growth Strategy, the Lakes District Neighbourhood
plan reconfigures the currently approved 1675 umits”, implies submission to RDN’s
wishes, and recognition of the OCP (2005).

The OCP was last amended in 2005. Residents and Community groups put a great deal
of time and effort into the development of the 2005 OCP. New residents purchased into
the area believing they could rely on the contents of the OCP to give them some
assurance of what to expect in their future. Fairwinds submission dees not reflect what
is in the OCP nor does it reflect the wishes of the mzjority of the residents.

SCHOONER COVE; Bylaw 1400 (2005) OCP should not be amended tg
accommeodate Fairwinds proposal. They were present and party tc the preparation
of Bylaw 1400. The current OCP allows for all of the residents requests such as
foad facilities ete. It zlso provides reasenable limits for residential units 2t 2
maximum of 188 with restrictions for structures “2 c) to be developed to a height
that maintains human scale (generally less than three storeys”. The QCP also
provides proctection for current residents in DPA I Guidelines @ 1 a),2 ¢), 2 g)
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for the protection of views. These are totally ignored by the Fairwinds Proposal.
No consideration was given to views of berdering and nearby property owners.

The OCP allows for a MAXIMUM of 2500 units within Fairwinds. According to
Fairwinds the RDN’s Regional Growth Strategy has approved 1675 additionzal umits
for The Lakes Bistrict. The 800 existing approved units plus 1675 equal 2475 units,
An additional 188 units at Schooner Cove would mean 2663 units, The proposed
395 units in addition te commercial must be rejected by the RDN. The site cannot
accommeodate the proposed commercial and overbuild of residential units,

Schooner Cever should provide only those few services the site can accommodate after
allowing the 188 units allowed for in the OCP. More extensive services and commercial
facilities may be provided elsewhere within the development and at Red Gap as is
provided for in the OCP. Residents 2nd community input groups did not ask for six
(or more) storey buildings 2nd 395 residential units at Schoomer Cove and if the
RDN staff did; it is not with the blessing of the community.

The Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw @ Section V1 Policy requireing a “Setback of 15
m from the natural boundary of the sea in addition to the existing 8 m Setback from the
top of the bank, whichever is greater” , Should not be changed and should be strickly
upheld. Also the existing boat ramp should be retained. The boat ramp is a prized
community facility along with the open and accessible Bay along Dolphin Drive. Both of
these will be lost forever, with this develo pment. Residents will sose access to the Sea,

The RDN has not been able to provide “potable water” on 2 consistent basis to the
existing 500 homes in Fairwinds and many other water communities on the
Peninsule. The Fairwinds proposal clearly does not provide sufficient current
water or water in the future (o serve the proposed development. Water has been 2
long time problem and we do hope the RDN Board will remember Area B
Representative George Holmes promise at 2 meeting in August 26", 2009 of “ No
water, no development”.

Presentations have previously been made to the RDN’s planning department regarding
transportation, parking and traffic congestion. Fairwinds proposal assumes only small
slow vehicles, bicycles and the likes will be used. This is not practical nor is it probable.
Buses cannot and will not meet the needs of those travelling to work, to acquire daily
needs and or services. This proposal does not meet the definition of “Sustainable
Development” that is “ Development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”

The Lakes District proposal requests the RDN acquire the “Protective Arcas” at
market rates. The REN does not have authority to “acquire” any lands without a
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referendum. The OCP prevides @Section 4 Page 6, 13) “The Province of BC shall
be encouraged to acquire this area pursuant te the Protective Areas Strategy” Any
acquisitions of lands should be left to the Province to deal with. By accepting this
propesal the RDN is agreeing to this acquisition. They de not have this authority,
they can only agree to encourage the Province to do so.

The development is too large and complicated for the RDN to approve at this time. The
RDN will loose control of all decision making powers now and forever into the future.,
Fairwinds have given the illusion of co-operation and consultation while using Social
Manipulation to circumvent the intent of the OCP and desires of the majority of the
Nanocose Peninsula residents.

Respectfuily yours:

A

. // f@/&wzm
“ﬁzme & William Kokura.

Cc: Planning, Regional District of Nanaimo.

Joe Stanhope: Chairman of the Board RDN

George Holme Area E Representative.




Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011

[ RON Page 101
CAQ GMRAPS

GMDS GMT&SWS

GMEEIS GRS

JUL 17 210U
SMCA BOARD
CHAIR _
& Holme

July 6, 2010

Directors of the Board of the Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road,
Nanaimoe, BC VOT-6N2

Dear Directors of the Board,

My name 1s Dr. E. Michael Wilby and my wife Jan and { reside at 3530 Grilse Road in Nanoose
Bay. We are immediate neighbours of Schooner Cove and we reside across from the proposed
Schooner Cove development. We represent a majority of the local residents whose properties
inctude the shoreline bordering the Cove and we have a signed petition to indicate our solidarity.
Thank you for the opportunity to voice our concerns at the meeting of June 28" 2010, '

We all are deeply concerned about the extent of the proposed development, and also with its
destgn and impact on the immediate community. We agree that development can be an asset to
the community but on a controlled. unobtrusive, and harmonizing plan. Fairwinds Development
Corporation has advertised their intent to “Harmonize with the Neighbourhood and the
Environment”. They said they would “not infringe upon the views of existing homes™. They said
they would “respect local residents™ and their plans would “maintain the aura of the natural
views without overwhelming public presence”.

Well, Jan and I would like to be the voice of the residents of Schooner Cove whose properties
extend to the shoreline of the Cove #tself. Although we have concerns about the extent of condo
development with its relative effects on the immediate neighbourhood, we are also deeply
concerned about the plan to extend the development out into the ocean on top of the proposed
enlarged breakwater. We are in favour of the enlargement of the height of the breakwater for the
protection of the marina, but we are not in favour of further extensions of the wall and we are
profoundly against building a boardwalk for public access out onto this breakwater. The sacrifice
is just too great to the environment. The term environment not only implies the effect on the
wildlife that we have seen frequenting the breakwater wall but also on the serene natural views
that presently are unencumbered by the presence of people walking back and forth. Other
significant sacrifices would be visual privacy and noise pollution — obviously we have ali
experienced how sound carries so well across the water. This breakwater is presently the only
side of the Cove that is without the presence of human beings. We local residents are extremely
passionate about our view over the breakwater as well as the visual and sound pollution that wil
be associated with the human traftic on the break water. Our view is an asset to the
ncighbourhood and an asset 10 our properties. I'm sure that others along the shoreline would be
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irate 1f their views and privacy would be sacrificed. Also the developer refers to the spectacular
views from the shoreline boardwalk. Surely that is enough without extending the human
footprint out onto the breakwater,

As said in the Schooner Cove Neighbourhood Plan Proposal, in its Fxecutive Summary, the
developer would be “engaging local participation in the drafting of the Plan” — this I believe
defintely includes those who would be mostly affected by the Plan as we immediate local
residents would be. We are definitely not in favour of an unnecessary extension of the
development onto the breakwater for the purpose of expanding human presence at our sacrifice.
They refer to a “Sustaining Community” — wel] this must include the preservation of the natural
environment and the pre-existing assets of the neighbourhood. The developer continues to refer
to the “particular attention to adjacent neighbourhoods” and a “consideration for Community
Values” — well this community enjoys our wildlife and privacy and views without over extension
of the human element onto the breakwater. The developer refers to “Best Management Practices
(BMP’s) {for Environmental Management™ and also to “Protect the Integrity of Rural and
Resource Areas”™. By these words it seems that we are all on the same side of opinion and that the
breakwater boardwalk with its accessories (buildings et cetera) will be eliminated from the
development plan.

It is evident that the RDN has a mandate in the Regional Growth Strategy Plan for
“Environmental Protection” which surely includes the only non-humanized side of Schooner
Cove. Preservation of the “natural” (as much as possible seawall) without the presence of
humans and preservation of the natural “environmental” views without human presence is
obviously in the best interest of the community and especially those people intimately associated
with the Cove. The Regional Growth Strategy refers to “Protection of Rural Integrity and an End
to Sprawl” — well people flowing out onto the breakwater would be sprawi. Natural
environmental beauty does not include humans in the middle of it. Every person who resides
along this lovely coast obviously has respect for the beauty and serenity of the shoreline and
would want to preserve it as naturally as possible without sacrificing even more of it than
absolutely necessary. Surely the residents of Fairwinds community can empathize with the
position of the immediate neighbours of Schooner Cove and show support to eliminate the
proposal for a walkway out onto the breakwater. We must all work together to create, through
the developers and the RDN, a result that fulfills the needs of the Community without destroying
any natural assets or overwhelming the community with overdevelopment and over-presence of
human beings. As is promoted by the developers we must accept only a plan that respects and
harmonizes with the environment and the neighbourhood.

We appreciate the extent of communication and input from the neighbourhood that has been
allowed by the developers in preparation of their final proposal to the RDN although, in some
respects, we are still waiting to see the effects of our communication. We urge the developers to
abide by their advertised intent without misrepresentation. We especially appreciate and thank
the RDN for representing our community and, according to the Regional Growth Strategy, with
our local values in mind.
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2140 Sherbrooke Road
Mancose Bay BC

VOP 9J8

250 488 9052

ian.anne ward@shaw.ca

July 6, 2010

Dale Lindsay

Manager Current Planning
Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Read
Nanaimo BC VOT 6N2

Dear Mr Lindsay

We have lived at 2140 Sherbrooke Road, directly overfooking the Schocner Cove
development area for the past four years. We are very concerned about the
impact of the Schooner Cove Neighbourhood development on us personally, on
the Fairwinds community and on the Nanoose Bay peninsula.

Peopie move to the Nancose Bay peninsula because it is a semi rural area which
is rich in nature, offers ccean-side living vet is close to urban centres. The
proposed redevelopment plan makes the Schooner Cove Neighbourhood Centre
into an urban area with dense housing at city heights. We need only to look at
the city of Parksville, an urban area, which approved buildings too high for the
city and tco close to the waterfront, biocking both view and access for residents
and tourists. It is a blight in & once beautiful place. We don't want that to happen
in our community.

YWe have participated in ali steps of Fairwinds’ process over the past two years.
Fairwinds states that “Over the past two years, we have worked closely with local
Nanoose Bay residents and community leaders to develop neighbourhood plans
for Schooner Cove and the Lakes District.” This is not entirely accurate since
they set the agendas and directed the activities without incorporating any input
about density, height or traffic concerns in the application. This feedback is
ignored in the final application and questions about these concerns aren't
answered. When we asked about specific details of the development, we were
told that more specific information would be revealed as the process moved to
the development application stage. This was not done. We have seen sketches
of the development, but no specific plans that include placement of buildings or



Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011
Page 104

height of specific buildings; therefore, we don'’t really know the total impact of the
development.

Cur concerns relate to twe specific items: density and height and their impact.

First, we believe that approving 315 or 395 housing units is unreasonable and
unwise (the application states 315 units, but at the public meeting we were told
395). The current OCP (Bylaw 1400, 2005) allows 188 units. The increase in
both vehicle and pedestrian traffic in the immediate area cannot be
accommadated by Dolphin Drive. in the area of Schooner Cove. the road is
narrow, winding and hilly with little or no shouider. Since there are no “no
parking” signs, meny residents park on the road, even overnight, and many
commercial vehicles servicing the existing homes park on the road leaving at
best a lane and a half. Add to this the pedestrians on the road since there are no
sidewalks and there is an existing problem without adding the residents of 395
new homes in the immediate area.

As well, there will be increased foot and vehicle traffic on Sherbrooke Road
simply because it's there and to access the trail system in Fairwinds. Sherbrooke
Road is the entry to Schooner Ridge which is bare land strata making the roads
private. The Strata has insialled signs indicating that the roads are private, but
the existing traffic problem of non-residents using the roads continues. Adding
double the number of housing units currently approved will anly muitiply the
problems.

Second, we are very concerned about the proposed height of “up to six stories”
We feel this should not be approved. The existing Nanocse Bay Official
Community Plan bylaw No. 1400, 2005, states in section Vili Development
Permit Areas, DPA | “2. c) be developed to a height that maintains ‘human sczle’
(generally less than 3 storey)” The lot we purchased from Fairwinds was
advertised as “ocean view.” We knew there would be future development of the
Schooner Cove area, sc we researched the OCP and felt we would stili maintain
an ccean view from a home on that lot. We felt protected by the OCP and so paid
a premium for the view lot. Approving six storey buildings is not acceptable. Six
story buildings will block our view; we would be looking directly into other
people’s hemes and they into ours. The OCP also states: “2. g) be designed to
maintain views wherever possible” which should surely apply to existing housing,
not just to new development. The loss of our view along with the proximity to high
density housing will also mean a dramatic drop in the value of our home.

The changes proposed to the Lakes District are an improvement over the
existing OCP, but the changes to the Schooner Cove Neighbourhood Centre are
inappropriate and unacceptable.
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We love fiving in both Fairwinds and Nanoose Bay and sincerely hope that the
RDN will listen to the area residents so that we and residents of an appropriately
developed Schooner Cove Neighbourhood can continue tc reside in this beautiful
semi-rural area.

Regards
/ ;/ ) .

lan and Anne Ward
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Petition Template - Cover Page
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Petition Template - Final Page

Petition to Central Coast Council

Persan lodging
petition:

[Print full name, address and signature of the person lodging the petition.
This must appear al the end of the petition.]

The person lodging this petition is:
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Cormie, Susan

From: Chris Junck <chrisjunck@goert.ca>»

Sent: Wednesday, July 07, 2010 2:15 PM

To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: GOERT comments at Fairwinds PIM
Attachments: 2010 06 28_Fairwinds PIM presentation.doc
Hi Susan,

I finally found some time to type up my speaking notes. I believe that the notes are reasonably accurate, but during the
presentation I was flipping between two versions of the hand-written notes and I may have deviated from the script a bit.
At least now you have something to compare to the notes that you took during the meeting.

I want to respond to a point that Russell Tibblies made during the question period about GOERT's involvement in the
planning process. He inferred that the "GOERT polygons” on their maps were delineated by us. To the best of our
knowledge, the maps were produced by Fairwind's consultants, not by our staff or recovery team members. Nobody from
our organization has ground-truthed the polygons either. It is more accurate to say that the information was available on
the Fairwinds website, so we did have an opportunity to review and comment on the polygons.,

Thanks,
Chris

<<2010 06 28_Fairwinds PIM presentation.doc>>
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Chris Junck

Species at Risk Outreach Specialist

Garry Cak Ecosystems Recovery Team
208-606 Courtney St.,

Victoria, BC V8W 1B6

Office; (250) 383-3445 Cell: {250) 888-4086
Fax; (250) 590-3410

www goert.ca
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"A lifeline for our rarest species”
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El’f‘ﬁ Please print this email enly if necessary
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Fairwinds Open House and Public Information
Meeting — GOERT's Comments by Chris Junck

Good evening. My name is Chris Junck and I am representing the Garry Oak
Ecosystems Recovery Team.

[ would like to start with a few comments to clarify our role in this process. We
aren't here to take sides or pit one group against the other. We don't provide an
opinion about whether or not a development should be approved. Our role
throughout the planning process has been to provide scientifically based
information about Garry oak ecosystems and protection measures to anyone that
requested it — citizens, Community Advisory Group members, other
organizations, Regional District of Nanaimo planners, the developers and their
consultants. We try to develop and maintain good working relationships with
everyone in the hope that this will result in better land-use planning decisions.

We want to acknowledge that Fairwinds involved us throughout the planning
process and a iot of good work has been accomplished. 1 participated in the
public open houses and workshop and our team was invited to provide input on
the various versions of the plans. Many of the biologists on the team do this
work on a voluntary basis in their spare time. They're very busy people, so
sometimes our responses haven't been very timely. A good example of this is our
review of the biophysical assessment. Dr. Terry McIntosh and others clearly
articulated the biologists” concerns with the report, so I won't go over the details
again. We realize that these concerns are coming late in the process and we
understand the implications of that for the developer. However, we hope that the
comments wili be carefully considered.

We hope to continue to work with Fairwinds to protect the Garry oak ecosystems
in this area. As an example, one of our members recently noticed some patches
of invasive rose campion on the Notch. She and her husband and Fairwinds staff
removed the plants using best practices information that we supplied.

We acknowledge that the developer proposes to set aside significant portions of
Garry oak ecosystems. We also hope that the RDN will be able to use carbon
offset trading or other creative ways to purchase as much of the remaining
environmentally sensitive areas as possible. I can provide information about this
idea if you wish.

We have concerns about how to manage and mitigate the impacts from
increased numbers of residents and visitors to the proposed park areas, and the
likelihood that invasive plants will escape from nearby yards. Careful planning,
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public informaticn, site monitoring and on-going management wili be required to
reduce the impacts.

In conclusion, we hope that everycne continues to work together in the spirit of
Co-Operation that has been established.
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June 28, 2010

Fairwinds Open House and Public Information
Meeting — GOERT's Comiments by Chris Junck

Good evening. My name is Chris Junck and [ am representing the Garry Oak
Ecosystems Recovery Team.

I would like to start with a few comments to clarify our role in this process. We
aren't here to take sides or pit one group against the other. We don‘t provide an
opinion about whether or not a development should be approved, Our role
throughout the planning process has been to provide scientifically based
information about Garry oak ecosystems and protection measures to anyone that
requested it — citizens, Community Advisory Group members, other
organizations, Regional District of Nanaimo planners, the developers and their
consultants. We try to develop and maintain good working relationships with
everyone in the hope that this will result in better land-use planning decisions.

We want to acknowledge that Fairwinds involved us throughout the planning
process and a lot of good work has been accomplished. I participated in the
public open houses and workshop and our team was invited to provide input on
the various versions of the plans. Many of the biologists on the team do this
work on a voluntary basis in their spare time. They're very busy people, so
sometimes our responses haven't been very timely. A good example of this is our
review of the biophysical assessment. Dr. Terry McIntosh and others clearly
articulated the biologists’ concerns with the report, so I won't go over the details
again. We realize that these concerns are coming late in the process and we
understand the implications of that for the developer. However, we hope that the
comments will be carefully considered.

We hope to continue to work with Fairwinds to protect the Garry oak ecosystems
in this area. As an example, one of our members recently noticed some patches
of invasive rose campion on the Notch. She and her husband and Fairwinds staff
removed the plants using best practices information that we supplied.

We acknowledge that the developer proposes to set aside significant portions of
Garry oak ecosystems. We also hope that the RDN will be able to use carbon
offset trading or other creative ways to purchase as much of the remaining
environmentally sensitive areas as possible. I can provide information about this
idea if you wish.

We have concerns about how to manage and mitigate the impacts from
increased numbers of residents and visitors to the proposed park areas, and the
likelihood that invasive plants will escape from nearby yards. Careful planning,
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public information, site monitoring and on-going management will be required to
reduce the impacts.

In conclusion, we hope that everyone continues to work together in the spirit of
co-operation that has been established.
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Cormie, Susan
From: Daena Hamilton <dhamilton@fairwinds.ca»
Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 10:46 AM
To: Rusell Tibbles; Paul Sullivan; Chuck Brock; Paul Fenske: Karly O'Connor; Edward Porter
Cc: Ccrmie, Susan
Subject: Email Correspondence re SCLD
Hello Team
This message came into Kyla downstairs at the Info centre.
d

From: dave shaw [mailto:welds57@shaw.ca]
Sent: Thursday, July 08, 2010 10:21 AM

To: Kyla Karakochuk

Subject: Re: Update - july issue

is it true you plan to build a 27 meter high condo block next behind
my garage on my property line with no setback?

This e-mail may be privileged and/or confidential, and the sender does not waive any related rights and obligations.
Any distribution, use or copying of this e-mail or the information it contains by other than an intended recipient is

unauthorized.
If you received this e-mail in error, please advise me (by return e- mail or otherwise) immediateiy.

Ce courrier électronique est confidentie! et protégé. I'expéditeur ne renonce pas aux droits et obligations qui s’y

rapportent.

Toute diffusion, utilisation ou copie de ce message ou des renseignements qu'il contient par une personne autre gue le
(fes)

destinataire(s) désigné(s) est interdite.

Sivous recevez ce courrier électronique par erreur, veuillez m'en aviser immédiatement, par retour de courrier
électronique ou par un autre moven.
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Cormie, Susan

From: Sanders, Karen on behalf of email, clanning

Sent: July 21, 2010 1:06 PM

To: Cormie, Susan

Ce: Lindsay, Dale

Subject: FW: Fairwinds, Lake District & Schooner Cove, OCP Amendment Application

Attachments: Fairwinds Public Meeting June 28th 2010.doc

From: Shaughan [maifto:gointi@shaw.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2010 11:03 AM

To: email, pianning

Subject: Fairwinds, Lake District 8& Schooner Cove, OCP Amendment Appfication

Planning Department

Please see attached letter regarding Fairwinds OCP Amendment Application.
| will also send a hard copy in the mail.

Regards
Shaughan & Connie Holden

26/07/2010
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July 21, 2010

1985 Harlequin Crescent
Nanoose Bay, BC. V9P 92

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

Re: Public Information Meeting and Open House for the Eakes Distriet and
Schooner Cove, Electoral Area “E” — Fairwinds - June ;&“’ 2010 - 7.00pm — 9.00pm

In order for the RDN to be clear about public opinion on this proposed development, |
would like to add my input and thoughts. (Our house borders on Fairwinds land and will
be adversely affected by the new plans.) This meeting was well attended by several
hundred people with standing room only. This shows that there is serious public interest
in this proposed development.

It was soon painfully obvious to ali present that there was no community support for the
Fairwinds plans. Other than the Fairwinds representatives (and their hired consultants),
those who stood up and voiced an opinion were against the Fairwinds preposals.
Observing the Fairwinds team during the proceedings one saw a look of shock and
bewilderment on their faces. They said they were very proud of all the public
consultations they had held. Yet they were conipletely unaware of the extensive
opposition in the community. Clearly, they had not heard or paid any attention or
perhaps even noted the comments from residents affected by the development plans.

[ think that The Fairwinds Team miscalculated, misled and misrepresented the majority
of the Nanoose Community. This community has a significant number of “boomers™
who have had above average success in their work Hves and are informed and astute.
They know when they are being “snowed” or “blindsided”.

There are many issues that have not been considered or addressed in an acceptable
manner. [ concur with all those present that the proposed development is objectionable
for the following reasons:

1. The setback distances around lakes, sensitive wetland areas and riparian eco-systems
are far too inadequate. The plan puts homes much too close to these areas, Wildlife will
simply leave or be destroyed.

2. The proposal says there will be walking trails in forested areas. If 1600 more homes
are built in the Lakes District, there will be no forest left to walk around in.
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3. The shear number of residencies proposed is appalling. The Nanoose Community does
not want additional 2000+ residencies put into the Fairwinds area. Traffic volume on
Dolphin Drive is already getting dangerously busy. It was never designed for thousands
more cars. Adding one more through road (across the beaver pond) will not alleviate this
problem. Water jssues are also a huge concern out here with current water pressure being
low. Proposals for dealing with water needs have not been even remotely or adequately
addressed.

3. The single application is too large to be considered as one application. The two
proposals have separate types of objections that need addressing.

4. The meeting also showed the inadequacy. bias and errors in the consultants reports
(mainly the Environmental and Biophysical Assessments) affecting the ecosystems and
wetlands. Experts in the audience showed how inadequate these reports were.
Considering Fairwinds hired the consultants, this is clearly a conflict of interest situation
where the faction paying the bill is not going to be contradicted by those being paid.

5. What also came out al the meeting was the fact that there was a lack of invitation to
“proper and representative stakeholders™. Several groups who will be affected by the
development were not included or invited to input the process.

When we first moved 1o this area six years ago, the existing OCP and Fairwinds
development proposal showed no plans for development directly behind our house
because of the Enos Lakes environmental area. We were assured that there was
insufficient space to allow for the 30m setback from the Lake, a walking trail, road
allowance, building lots and park space . I was shocked to see not only the “traditional
and single family and duplex” homes designation but also a pump station right on top of a
riparian ecosystem very close to our house and property Jine. The setbacks used on the
new plans are 12m and 15m — not the 30m as recommended in Riparian Area
Regulations. We will have a road and houses right up to our property line.

We (and other residents on Harlequin Crescent whose homes are adjacent to Fairwinds)
have objections to these changes in the residential zoning proposed by Fairwinds. Tt will
destroy and remove the reason we choose to live here.

In order to protect this precious and beautiful environment, we would ask the RDN to
increase all setbacks in Riparjan Ecosystems to at least 30m as per RAR. For wetlands
this is a different matter, but a fair start would be to increase setbacks to at least 60m or
more. The proposal for the position of a pump station should be away from riparian
ecosystems and wildlife trees that are home to eagles and other birds.
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These actions alone would go a long way to decrease the objections by the community. It
would maintain forested areas (not remove them as proposed). assist in keeping walking
trails, help protect the beaver ponds. and help maintain the bird popuiation. Larger parks
wouid mean less housing. We need to preserve the Lake Districts as it is one of our
region’s few remaining intact natural habitats.

We encourage the RDN to split the Fairwinds application into two: One for the Schooner
Cove Development, the second for the Lake District Development.

In one of the earlier plans the proposed number of Schooner cove condos was around 180
and in the Lake District around 800 homes. Even these numbers may still be too high for
the community to accept. The new plans have 400 condos and 1600 homes — more than
double previous plans. This is outrageous,

To get a more accurate assessnient of these development plans, independent consultants
should be engaged either by the RDN or provincial government (this is a huge piece of
land). They would provide unbiased reports and recommendations for the RDN to
consider.

The developers of Fairwinds have clearly not listened to or considered the wishes of the
residents of the area affected by all their plans — despite their boasting of many
community meetings. They want to make money. It is possible far them to make maoney
and still wreck Iess destruction on the environment..

Most of the community realizes, unfortunately, that there will be development. However,
we would ask the RDN to NOT approve the application until the plans exceed
environmental standards and meet the acceptance by the majority of the Nanoose

community.

We encourage the RDN to seriously consider the huge repercussions of approving the
new proposal to go through as is.

Yours truly,

Shaughan and Constance Holden
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3431Dolphin Drive
Nancose Bay, B.C.
ygr dweg

July 25, 2010-07-29

Susan Cormie

Senior Planncr

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

Re: Letter dated July 21,2010 from lan Garrioch of 3427 Datphin Drive, Nanoose Bay, B.C. This was in reference to
the Fairwinds Development Application, The Lakes District and Schooner Cove Amendment Application, Nanoose
Bay.

Dear Susan Cormie:

I agree with Mr. Garrioch’s facts and eoncerns regarding the sewer outfall and the pipe breather pipe focated adjacent
to our properties. The unbearable stench emanating from the sewer outfall is irritating making it uncomfortable to sit
outside and prevents us from: entertaining on our sundeck because | feel embarrassed ta subject family and friends to
this intolerable smell.

The hot summers are the most unpleasant time of the year, as the smell seems to linger around tonger and more often.
Doing work around the house and yard is difficult as sometimes the aroma is so strong you start to feel ill so 1 am
forced to go inside until it gets casier to breathe.

This situation affects Mr. Garrioch more than myself, as he is a permanent resident whereas 1 only come to my place
about 6 months of the year, Despite this, 1 am a taxpayer who feels strongly that this situation has to be rectified.

Even though I agreed to allow Ranch Point Estates, developers at the time, to put the outfall pipe through the property
to save them thousands of dollars, which had the effect of being a shorter route to the waterfront. There was no mention
of having a manhole or vent adjacent to our properties. We found this out later when the stench started to become a
problem. As more homes were constructed in the area the smell got worse.

With the proposed development there appears to be a further 2000 homes along with a shopping centre to be
constructed. 1 don’t sec how the current sewer outfall will be able to handle this, not to mention the aroma will get
worse. Consideration should be given to relocating this to a different location where a larger sewer outfall can be
constructed to adequately handle the proposed influx of residential & commercial buildings.

I'would aiso ke to point out that the sewer outfall has seriously decreased the value of our home and is more a
detriment than a positive feature. A year ago we appealed our property assessment and were successful in having the
vajue reduced because of this problem, It may have been a victory but | am not pleased that my property value has
declined.

I request that you look into the matter with the view to having this intolerable situation corrected.

Yours touly,
AR £oe A AL E

Les Vivian
250-468-9291
250-477-1765
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Tuly 21,2010

George Holme, Director, Area B

Dale Lindsay, Manager, Current Planning
Susan Cormie, Senior Planner

Regional District of Nanaimo

6300 Hammond Bay Road

Nanaimo, B.C.

V9P 6NZ

Dear George, Dale and Susan,

Re: Proposed Fairwinds Bevelopment

The following represent issues and questions we would like to discuss with you regarding the
proposed Fairwinds development at our meeting on July 27, 2010. Ross Peterson, Christopher
Stevens and Michael Jessen will attend the meeting on our behalf.

i. Procedures.

What are the anticipated time lines for the various steps in the RDN review process?
Will the minutes of the Technical Advisory Committees meetings be available to the public?

2. JCP Amendmernt.

Exactly what OCP amendments are being proposed by Fairwinds?
Please describe the meaning and implications of the term “Comprehensive Development” that has
been used by Fairwinds in its discussions with the public.

3. Do we want or need this development?

Jt1s assumed that the RDN will be undertaking a formal analysis of the costs and benefits (to the
community) of this proposed development; after all, RDN should be acting primarily on behalf of

the public interest.
Please explain the process whereby the proposed development will be judged to be either good or
bad for the Nanoose Bay community and the broader RDN area.

An important part of this analysis should be a review of the development proposal’s compliance
with the Regional Growth Strategy, the Nanoose Bay OCP, and the RDN Sustainability Report.
Will RN commient on how this compliance review will be carried cut, and how areas of nen-
compliance wiil be handled.

How much will public opinion count in this analysis?
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4. Goad science.

Using the principle that its never too late to do the right thing, RDN assessment of the Fairwinds
Lakes District proposed development should be postponed until the environmental studies and
environmental impact assessment have been completed to a satisfactory standard. At this point, the
RDN simply does not have adequate information for good decisions.

As an alternative, the RDN can apply the precautionary principle to the development, whereby the
proposed development is pulled back from important and sensitive ecosystems so that the
development focation would have a smaller and more acceptable level of environmental impact.

As it stands, neither the RDN nor the public knows what the potential impacts are. This is a poor
basis for making important decisions,

5. Water.

Explain how water availability will influence the RDN assessment of this proposed development.
How will the proposed “use of RDN water” affect current users and uses?

Does the RDN fully understand what the Nanoose Bay population carrying capacity is with respect
to the availability of potable water?

6. Regional park management.

Is the RDN prepared to assume financial and management responsibilities for the proposed
Regional and other parklands?

Have third party management arrangements been discussed, such as with conservancy
organizations?

Is the RDN considering purchasing the proposed “development reserve” areas?

Why were the wetlands (classified as Sensitive Ecosystems) not included in the RDN request to
Fairwinds for Regional Parkland?

7. Proposed Schooner Cove Drive extension.

What is RDN’s view on the necessity of the proposed Schooner Cove Drive extension? Exactly
what are the problems that this road is supposedly going to address and overcome? Or do the
benefits of this road accrue to Fairwinds alone, by making the development simpler to design?

What is the history behind the resistance to choosing a Transtide/Florence ahignment for this road?
If agreements were made between Fairwinds and local residents to avoid this alignment, how
binding are they?
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8. Ecological and Conservation Considerations

According to the Biodiversity BC report, the Coastal Douglas Fir biogeoclimatic zone (CDF) is
B(C’s rarest and most threatened biogeoclimatic zone, aimost entirely restricted to the southeast
coastal lowlands of Vancouver Island. Much of this habitat has been lost to development, in fact the
highest percentage of any ecosystem in BC. The Lakes District is one of the most significant
remaining unbroken tracts of habitat remaining in this threatened ecosystem. The directors of the
RDN passed a motion to encourage the Provincial Government to protect the remaining intact CDF.,
Should it not support its own motion?

Will the RDN consider the regional and provincial implications the proposed development
could have on endangered species and ecosystems, in keeping with its own environmental
protection obligations?

The RDN has legal authorities under the local Government Act and Community Charter to protect
sensitive ecosystems, and zoning for development does not preclude the application of DPAs, OCP
policies and other bylaw mechanisms to protect the environment.

Are these various legal authorities in any way compromised by: (1) previous zoning of the
Lakes District land as "RSIN" (residential), or (2) inclusion of the Lakes District land within Urban
Containment Boundary?

The Regional Growth Strategy seeks a balance between conservation and development, and in Goal
4, Policy 4a, commits the RDN to “protecting open space that reflects the region’s landscape
character and ecological integrity...capable of sustaining native plant and animal communities”.
Sustaining our region’s natural landscapes and the native biodiversity they support requires the
consideration, in a regional context, of the amount of development that has taken place and the
extent and integrity of remaining natural areas, in order to determine what must be set aside to
maintain our region’s ecosystems and biodiversity. The Lakes District is a significant remaining
area of highly sensitive, endangered coastal lowland ecosystem, and consequently its protection is
critical for maintaining our region’s biodiversity.

Will the RDN take this regional view in making its decisions?

The Lakes District is within Development Permit Area IV, which requires “the protection of the
natural environment, its ecosystems and biological diversity”.

How is the RDN prepared to assess what impacts to biodiversity this development could
cause?

Sincerely,

On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,

3345 Blueback Drive. Nanoose Bay, B.C. V9P 9HS
Phone: 250 468 1714
Email: pgrinder@gmail.com



Amendment Application No. PL2009-225
February 25, 2011
Page 134

July 21, 2010

1985 Harlequin Crescent
Nanoose Bay, BC. V9P 9]2

Regional District of Nanaimo

6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC. V9T 6N2

Dear Susan Cormie,

Re: Public Information Meeting and Open House for the Lakes District and
Schooner Cove, Electoral Area “E” — Fairwinds - June 28™ 2010 - 7.00pm - 9.00pm

In order for the RDN to be clear about public opinion on this proposed development, I
would like to add my input and thoughts. (Qur house borders on Fairwinds land and will
be adversely affected by the new plans.) This meeting was well attended by several
hundred people with standing room only. This shows that there is serious public interest
in this proposed development,

It was soon painfully obvious to all present that there was no community support for the
Fairwinds plans. Other than the Fairwinds representatives (and their hired consultants),
those who stood up and voiced an opinion were against the Fairwinds proposals.
Observing the Fairwinds team during the proceedings one saw a look of shock and
bewilderment on their faces. They said they were very proud of all the public
consultations they had held. Yet they were completely unaware of the extensive
opposition in the community. Clearly, they had not heard or paid any attention or
perhaps even noted the comments from residents affected by the development plans.

I think that The Fairwinds Team miscalculated, misled and misrepresented the majority
of the Nanoose Community. This community has a significant number of “boomers”
who have had above average success in their work lives and are informed and astute.
They know when they are being “snowed” or “blindsided”.

There are many issues that have not been considered or addressed in an acceptable
manner. [ concur with all those present that the proposed development is objectionable
for the following reasons:

1. The setback distances around lakes, sensitive wetland areas and riparian eco-systems
are far too inadequate. The plan puts homes much too close to these areas. Wildlife will

simply leave or be destroyed.

2. The proposal says there will be walking trails in forested areas. If 1600 more homes
are built in the Lakes District, there will be no forest left to walk around in.
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2.

3. The shear number of residencies proposed is appalling. The Nanoose Community does
not want additional 2000+ residencies put into the Fairwinds area. Traffic volume on
Dolphin Drive is already getiing dangerously busy. It was never designed for thousands
more cars. Adding one more through road (across the beaver pond) will not alleviate this
problem. Water issues are also a huge concern out here with current water pressure being
low. Proposals for dealing with water needs have not been even remotely or adequately
addressed.

3. The single application is too large to be considered as one application. The two
proposals have separate types of objections that need addressing,.

4. The meeting also showed the inadequacy, bias and errors in the consultants reports
(mainly the Environmental and Biophysical Assessments) affecting the ecosystems and
wetlands. Experts in the audience showed how inadequate these reports were.
Considering Fairwinds hired the consultants, this is clearly a conflict of interest situation
where the faction paying the bill is not going to be contradicted by those being paid.

5. What also came out at the meeting was the fact that there was a lack of invitation to
“proper and representative stakeholders”. Several groups who will be affected by the
development were not ineluded or invited to input the process.

When we first moved to this area six years ago, the existing OCP and Fairwinds
development proposal showed no plans for development directly behind our house
because of the Enos Lakes environmental area. We were assured that there was
insufficient space to allow for the 30m setback from the Lake, a walking trail, road
allowance, building lots and park space . I was shocked to see not only the “traditional
and single family and duplex™ homes designation but also a pump station right on top of a
riparian ecosystem very close to our house and property line. The setbacks used on the
new plans are 12m and 15m - not the 30m as recommended in Riparian Area
Regulations. We will have a road and houses right up to our property line.

We (and other residents on Harlequin Crescent whose homes are adjacent to Fairwinds)
have objections to these changes in the residential zoning proposed by Fairwinds. It will
destroy and remove the reason we choose to live here.

In order to protect this precious and beautiful environment, we would ask the RDN to
increase all setbacks in Riparian Ecosystems to at least 30m as per RAR. For wetlands
this is a different matter, but a fair start would be to increase setbacks to at least 60m or
more. The proposal for the position of a pump station should be away from riparian
ecosystems and wildlife trees that are home to eagles and other birds.

23e
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These actions alone would go a long way to decrease the objections by the community. It
would maintain forested areas (not remove them as proposed), assist in keeping walking
trails, help protect the beaver ponds, and help maintain the bird population. Larger parks
would mean less housing. We need to preserve the Lake Districts as it is one of our
region’s few remaining intact natural habitats.

We encourage the RDN to split the Fairwinds application into two: One for the Schooner
Cove Development, the second for the Lake District Development.

In one of the earlier plans the proposed number of Schooner cove condos was around 180
and in the Lake District around 800 homes. Even these numbers may still be too high for
the community to accept. The new plans have 400 condos and 1600 homes — more than
double previous plans. This is ocutrageous.

To get a more accurate assessment of these development plans, independent consultants
should be engaged either by the RDN or provincial government (this is a huge piece of
land). They would provide unbiased reports and recommendations for the RDN to
consider.

The developers of Fairwinds have clearly not listened to or considered the wishes of the
residents of the area affected by all their plans — despite their boasting of many
community meetings. They want to make money. It is possible for them to make money
and still wreck less destruction on the environment..

Most of the community realizes, unfortunately, that there will be development. However,
we would ask the RDN to NOT approve the application until the plans exceed
environmental standards and meet the acceptance by the majority of the Nanoose
community.

We encourage the RDN to seriously consider the huge repercussions of approving the
new proposal to go through as 1s.

Yours truly,

Shaughan and Constance Holden
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Cormie, Susan
From: Hewitt, Nicole
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2010 2:10 PM
To: Burgoyne, Linda; Thorkelsson, Paui: Thompson, Paut; Cormie, Susan
Subject: FW: B.Murray Addendum to Letter July 31st. Omission of Environmentai Impact

Assessment Information during 2yr of Public Consultation Process

From: Barb Murray [mailto:murrlaw@shaw.ca]

Sent: August 4, 2010 1:36 PM

To: Hewitt, Nicole

Cc: jstanhope@shaw.ca; larry.mcnabb@nanaimo.ca; quaillanding@shaw.ca; giselerudischer@gmail.com:;
maureen_young@shaw.ca; gholme@shaw.ca; lwb@shaw.ca: dwbartram@shaw.ca; colinhaime@shaw.ca;
bill.bestwick@nanaimo.ca: bill.haldom@nanaimo,ca; diana.johnstone@nanaimo.ca; jim.kipp@nanaimo.ca;
john.ruttan@nanaimo.ca; loyd.sherry@nanaimo.ca; emayne@parksville.ca; mayor@qualicumbeach.com; 'Fairwinds
Comm. Assoc.'

Subject: B.Murray Addendum to Letter July 31st. Omission of Environmental Impact Assessment Infarmation during 2yr
of Public Consultation Process

August 04, 2010

Ta The Regional Dhstrict of Nanaimo.

Fwould Tike to submit this addendum to my previous letter of July 317

re: Omission or Oversight of the Failure to Include an Important Environmental Assessment Report or Draft Copy
Repaort by the Fairwinds Resort Corporation during their Public Consultation Process
htp//se fairwinds.ca/downloads/technical appendices/tr lakes/Em‘ironmemal%ZOl1}113301%2GAssessmenl'.gLif by
Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants Lid. )

Pywould like to draw your attention (o a very nmportant report that came 1o my altention afler attending last cvenines
Fairwinds Resort Corporation information session for members of the Fairwinds Community Association.

[was not aware until fast night that there had been an Environmental Impact Assessment repont completed by cansultants
in February, 2010 When [ ooked for this report on-line today | eould not find it but after calling Fairwinds Resort | was
able to locate the fink(see above). This report is dated February 2010 on the website but | was (old by Fairnvinds Resort

statt that it was not posted until May 2010 when the Fairwinds application was submiited 10 R[N,

In the name of Tairness and transparency In a process that could alter the nature and character of the community of
Nanoose Bay forever this Environmental Impact Assessment Report needs to be allowed 10 be scrutinized and commented
on by the public at large and the many stakeholders involved. After an appropriate time for review and nput has passed
and any necessary editing changes done then it should be re-submitted (o the RDN stafl and (he various agency pariners
mvolved,

The two year public consultation process maimly drew from the resident’s and stakeholder s spomtancous “wish list and
personal concerns” which is all very well and good but if they cannot re-evaluate thejr inpul after assessing the impacis or
the unintended conseguences of their “wighes™, and that of the devetoper. then how can the Board of Directors of the RDN
properly assess the public’s response to this proposal?
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wank vou for your continuing attention to the Fairwinds Resort Application to Amend the Nanoose Bay OQCP

Yours sincerely.

Barbara Murray

3362 Rockhanmipton Road
Nanoose Bay. VAP 9H3
1-250-908-7718

murrlawiashaw,.ca
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3431Daolphin Drive
Nanocose Bay, B.C.
e N

Juiy 25, 2010-07-29

Susan Cormie

Senior Planner

Regicnal District of Nanaimo \
6300 Hammond Bay Rd. R
Nanaimo, B.C.

Re: i,gller. dated July 21,2010 from lan Garrioch of 3427 Dolphin Drive, Nanoose Bay, B.C. This was in reference 1o
the Fairwinds Development Application, The Lakes District and Schooner Cove Amendrent Application, Nanocose

Bay.

Dear Susan Cormic:

1 agree with Mr. Garrioch’s facts and concerns regarding the sewer outfall and the pipe breather pipe located adjacent
to our properties. The unbearable stench emanating from the sewer outfall is irritating making it uncomforizble 10 sit

outside and prevenis us from entertaining on our sundeck because 1 feel embarrassed 10 subjeet farnily and friends to

this iniolerable smell. ’ )

Thf} hiot summers arc the most unpleasant time of the vear, as the smell scems 10 linger around longer and mare ofien
Doing work around the house and vard is difficult as sometines the aroma is so strong you start to feel il so [ am
forced to go inside until it gets easier to breathe.

This situation affects Mr. Garrioch mare than myself, as hc is a penmanent resident whereas | only come to my place
about 6 months of the year. Despite this, | am a taxpayer whe feels strongly that this situation has (o be rectificd

Even though ! agreed to allow Ranch Point Estates, developers at the time, to put the outfal] pipe through the property
to save them thousands of dollars, which had the effect of being a shorter route to the waterfront, There was 1o mI;miEm
of having a manhole or vent adjacent to our properties. We found this out later when the stench started to become a
problem. As more homes were construeted in the area the smell gol worse.

With the proposed development there appears to be a further 2000 homes along with a shopping centre to be
constructed. T don’t see how the current sewer outfall will be able 1o handle this, not 1o mention the aroma will get
worse. Consideration should be given to relocating this to a different location where a larger sewer outfali can be
construcled to adequatcly handle the proposed influx of residential & commercial buildings.

I would also like to point out that the sewer outfall has serjously decreased the value of our home and is more
detriment than a posilive feature. A year ago we appealed our property assessment and were suceessful in having the
value reduced because of this problem. It may have beer a victery but | am not pleased that my property value has
declined. ’ ’

frequest that you look into the matter with the view la having this intolerable situation corrected.

Les Vivian
250-468-9291
250-477-1765
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Arrowsmith Parks Ao association of individuals and groups commitied o engaging

) with community, government, and industry to advocate for the

and Land-Use conservation and expansion of parks and protected areas within
Council ihe Mount Arrowsmith watersheds,

3349 Bineback Drive
Nencose Bay, BC VO9E 9H9
FUIS0-458 1714

pgrinder

August 7, 2010

George Holme, Director, Electoral Area E

Joe Stanhope — Board Chair, Director, Electoral Area G
Lou Biggeman - Director, Electoral Area F

Dave Bartram - Director, Electoral Area H

Joe Burnett - Director, Electoral Area A

Maureen Young — Director, Electoral Area C

Regional District of Nanaimo

6300 Hammond Bay Road

Nanaimo, B.C.

VOP 6N2

Dear members of the RDN Electoral Area Planning Committee,

The Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council (APLUC) is concerned with the provisions for
environmental protection with respect to the proposed Fairwinds Lakes District Neighbourhood
Plan (a 700+ acre urban development proposal) in Nanoose Bay.

APLUC believes that the basic science behind this proposal is faulty and that the RDN review and
assessment process that should ensure appropriate levels of protection of important ecosystems on
this property is uncertain and is likely to lead to suspicion and mistrust by the public.

APLUC therefore offers several actions for EAPC consideration to improve the ecological
understanding of the potential impacts, to set quantifiable environmental goals to satisfy "the
broadest and most critical of issues" in the OCP, and to clarify the process used by RDN in
evaluating this proposal.

APLUC would weicome the opportunity to discuss these suggestions further with members of the
EAPC.

Sincerely,

On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,

Paul Grinder

3349 Blueback Drive, Nanoose Bay, B.C. V9P 9H9
Phone: 250 468 1714

Email: pgrinder@gmail.com

Cc:
Dale Lindsay, Manager, Current Planning, Regional District of Nanaimo
Susan Cormie, Senior Planner, Regional District of Nanaimo
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APLUC Suggestions to the RDN Electoral Area Planning Committee
Regarding the Proposed Fairwinds Development.

1. Informed Decision Making and Good Science.

The Nanoose Bay OCP provides a vital context for RDN"s decisions regarding this
development proposal. Among other environmental protection provisions, the OCP states
the following:

e Inrecognition of the value the community places on protecting the
natural environment of Nanoose bay, the Nanoose Bay OCP
recognizes that the environment is the broadest and most critical of
issues considered in this plan.

¢ The environment is the primary determinant of growth and
development. It determines the ultimate build outs..

o Applications to change the zoning of the land, or subdivide land,
adjacent to a watercourse or containing a sensitive ecosystem shall
only be supported if reasonable and acceptable evidence is provided
that the proposed development will not adversely affect the
environmentally sensitive area...

Applying these environmental protection obligations to this proposed development
requires valid baseline data.

There have been a number of criticisms of the validity of the Fairwinds® biological data
base and the environmental impact assessment. APLUC views these criticisms to be
credible, as they have been made by people with academic standing and experience.

Because good decisions (by the RDN) require good information, APLUC is concerned
that continued debate over the gquality of information will call into question all RDN
assessments and decisions.

APLUC therefore suggests two options to overcome this problem:

1. Suspend review of the development proposal until appropriate amendments
are made to the Fairwinds data base, to include 2 full inventory of species,
accurate definitions of ecosystem boundaries, and descriptions of species and
ecosystem interdependencies, or,

2. Implement precautionary principles for this proposed development in the
absence of reliable biological data. This would involve the withdrawal of
physical development features further from the ecological boundaries of
sensitive ecosystems so that amy errors made would be on the side of
environmental protection.
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2. Independent Ecological Heview.

Much of the argument and discussjon concerning the proposed development is ecological
in nature and understanding the issues requires good ecological science, both in terms of
the biological data base and in the analysis of the data. RDN is not in a good position to
adjudicate the Fairwinds data base nor the environmental impact assessment conclusions
because of its own lack of academic training and experience. This problem has been
exacerbated by the number of public criticisms of the Fairwinds biological data and
conclusions.

It is clear to APLUC that RDN should engage the services of an independent
ecological consultant to advise staff on the credibility of the Fairwinds biological
studies and the EIA conclusions.

3. Survey of Social Values and Public Attitudes.

A critical requirement for any RDN decision on the proposed development is an
understanding of the public’s views of the proposed development — particularly of the
social values attached to the environmental assets and the potential impacts, This requires
that the public be adequately informed, and then an assessment of their views should be
undertaken. Unfortunately, Fairwinds has not provided this information to RDN, and this
leaves RDN in a difficult position. To proceed with an assessment and decision without
this social value and public attitude information would be a questionable if not a
dishonest procedure; as RDN would be making an unwarranted assumption on public
opinion, without any supporting evidence. The proposed development is simply too
significant in terms of its potential impacts to allow this to happen.

There is only one option left to RDN — that the public be adequately informed
through a proper quantifiable environmental impact assessmemt process, and then
RDN carry out a formal survey of the social values of the environmental assets and
the public attitudes of the potential impacts of the proposed development. APLUC
believes that social values and attitudes towards impacts are as important as the
ecological values themselves, as these determine how “the environment” defines or
contributes to our desired lifestyle.

APLUC does not view the Fairwinds public consultation process as providing adequate
information on social values or attitudes towards impact, as there was no consultation
after the presentation of the development concept (May 2009) or after the publication of
the Environmental Impact Assessment report (May 2010). The Fairwinds public
consultation program was limited primarily to input on form and character,

Similarly, APLUC does not view the RDN - sponsored public information meeting in
2010 to be a suitable survey technique for public views. Although there were many
speakers, they cannot necessarily be considered representative of the public at large.
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Finally, the Fairwinds reports, including the Environmental Impact Assessment report did
not include any analysis of social values or public attitudes towards the potential impacts.

APLUC would welcome the opportunity to participate in the development of the needed
survey and in the analysis of the results.

4. Clear Process

In a meeting with Director Holme and RDN planning staff, it became clear to APLUC
members that the process forward is not clear, and that there are uncertainties regarding
RDN obligations for environmental protection. For example, what is the paramount
consideration — the environmental protection provistons in the Nanoose Bay OCP, or the
stated obligation by RDN staff to approve a development that “meets all regulatory
requirements™? APLUC believes that since the OCP is an RDN bylaw, its environmental
protection provisions are obligatory, and cannot be summarily dismissed or minimized by
any other authority. If environmental protection provisions are overridden, then the
rationale for doing so must be explained.

Uncertainty and lack of clarity in this regard creates doubt and suspicion in the minds of
the public, and can taint the best-intentioned political decisions, APLUC suggests that
RDN lay out a clear, detailed and quantifiable pathway of procedures and decision
criteria for the review process for this development.

5. Site Tour,

Most people would acknowledge that the reality of the proposed development involves
much more than lines and colours on a map. APLUC believes that those assessing the
proposal and making decisions must have first-hand information on the landscape, its
environmental assets and the proposed changes. The best way to achieve this is via a
site visit or tour of the property.

APLUC would be pleased to assist in such a tour for RDN staff and EAPC members.
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Cormie, Susan
From: Paul Grinder <pgrinder@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 8:54 AM
To: Jstanhope@shaw.ca: lwb@shaw.ca; dwbam‘am@shaw.ca; cuaillanding@shaw.ca:
maureen_young@shaw.ca; Cormie, Susan; Lindsay, Dale: gholme@shaw.ca
Subject: Suggestions to the RDN Electoral Area Planning Committee Regarding the Proposed

Fairwinds Development

Dear members of the RDN Electoral Area Planning Commitiee, Dale, and Susan,

Below, please find the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council's “Suggestions to the RDN Electoral Area
Plannig Committee Regarding the Proposed Fairwinds Development.” This document is a back-up copy of the
letter we mailed to each of you on August 7, 2010. We look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,
On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,
Paul Grinder

APLUC Suggestions to the RDN Electoral Arca Planning Committee
Regarding the Proposed Fairwinds Development.

i T —— T — %

1, Informed Decision Makino and Gooed Science.

The Nanoose Bay OCP provides a vital context for RDN's decisions regarding this development proposal,
Among other environmental protection provisions, the OCP states the following:

o Jnrecognition of the value the community places on proteciing ithe natwral environment of
Nanoose bay, the Nanoose Bay OCP reco gnizes that the environment is the broadest and
most critical of issves considered in this plan,

&« The emvironment is the primary determinant of growth and development. Jt determines the
ultimeate hyild ouis ...

e Applications io change the zoning of the land, or subdivide land, adiacent 10 a watercourse
ar coniaining a sensitive ecosysiem shall only be supporied if reasonable and acceptable
evidence is provided that the proposed development will nog adversely affect the
environmentally sensitive areq...

Applying these environmental protection obligations to this proposed development requires valid baseline data,
There have been a number of criticisms of the validity of the Fairwinds’ biological data base and the
environmental impact assessment. APLUC views these criticisms to be credible, as they have been made by

people with academic standing and experience,

Beczuse good decisions (by the RDN) require good information, APLUC is concerned that continued debate
over the quality of information wili call into question all RDN assessments and decisions.

APLUC therefore suggests two options to overcome this preblem;
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I. Suspend review of the development proposal until appropriate amendments are made to the
Fairwinds data base, to include 2 full inventory of species, accurate definitions of ecasystem
boundaries, and descriptions of species and ccosystem inferdependencies, or,

2. Implement precautionary principles for this proposed development in the absence of reliable
bioJagical data. This would involve the withdrawal of physical development features further from
the ecological boundaries of sensitive ceosystems so that any errors made weuld be on the side of
environmental protection.

2. Independent Ecological Review,

Muchi of the argument and discussion concerning the proposed development is ecological in nature and
understanding the issues requires good ecological science, both in terms of the biological data base and in the
analysis of the data. RDN is not in a good position to adjudicate the Fairwinds data base nor the environmental
impact assessment conclusions because of its own lack of academic training and experience. This problem has
been exacerbated by the number of public criticisms of the Fairwinds biological data and conclusions.

It is clear to APLUC that RDN should engage the services of an independent ecological eonsultant to
advise staff on the credibility of the Fairwinds biolegical studies and the ETA conelusions,

3. Survey of Social Values and Public Attitudes.

A critical requirement for any RDN decision on the proposed development is an understanding of the public’s
views of the proposed development — particularly of the social values attached 1o the environmental assets and
the potential impacts. This requires that the public be adequately informed, and then an assessment of their
views should be undertaken. Unfortunately, Fairwinds has not provided this information to RDN. and this
leaves RDN 1n a difficult position. To proceed with an assessment and decision without this social value and
public attitude information would be a guestionable if not a dishonest procedure; as RDN would be making an
unwarranted assumption on public opinion, without any supporting evidence. The proposed development is
simply too sigmficant in terms of its potential impacts to allow this to happen,

There is only one option left to RDN - that the public be adequately informed through a proper
guantifiable environmental impact assessment process, and then RPN carry out 2 formal survev of the
social values of the environmental assets and the public attitudes of the potential impacts Ofthelprop(}sed
development. APLUC believes that social values and attitudes towards impacts are as mportant as the
ecological values themselves, as these determine how “the environment” defines or contributes to our desired

lifestyle.

APLUC does not view the Fairwinds public consultation process as providing adequate information on social
values or attitudes towards impact, as there was no consultation after the presentation of the development
concept (May 2009) or after the publication of the Environmental Impact Assessment report (May 2010). The
Fairwinds public consultation program was limited primarily to input on form and character.

Similarly, APLUC does not view the RDN — sponsored public information meeting in 2010 (o be a suitable
survey technique for public views. Although there were many speakers, they cannot necessarily be considered
representative of the public at large,

Finally, the Fairwinds reports, including the Environmental Impact Assessment report did not include anv
analysis of social values or public attitudes towards the potential impacts.
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APLUC would welcome the opportunity to participate in the development of the needed survey and in the
analysis of the results.

4. Clear Process

In a meeting with Director Holme and RDN planning staff, it became clear to APLUC members that the process
{forward is not clear, and that there are uncertainties regarding RDN obligations for environmental protection.
For example, what is the paramount consideration — the envirommental protection provisions in the Nanoose
Bay OCP, or the stated obligation by RDN staff 1o approve a development that “meets al] regulatory
requirements”? APLUC believes that since the OCP is an RDN bylaw, its environmental protection provisions
arc obligatory, and cannot be summarily dismissed or minimized by any other authority, If environmental
pratection pravisions are overridden, then the rationale for doing so must be explamed.

Uncertainty and lack of clarity in this regard creates doubt and suspicion in the minds of the public, and can
taint the best-intentioned political decisions. APLUC suggests that RDN lay out a clear, detailed and
quantifiable pathway of procedures and decision criteria for the review precess for this development,

5. Site Tour.

Most people would acknowledge that the reality of the proposed development invelves much more than lines
and colours on a map. APLUC believes that those assessing the proposal and making decisions must have firsi-
hand mformation on the landscape, its environmental assets and the proposed changes. The best way fo
achieve this is via a site visit or tour of the property.

APLUC would be pleased to assist in such a tour for RDN staff and EAPC members,
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Dale Lindsay, Manager, Current Planning of NANE f!ﬁ%mc ’ |

Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, B.C. V9P 6N2

Dear Mr. Lindsay;

Be: Proposed Fairwinds Develonment

Thank you for your Aug. 23 response to our meeting comments.

Our document should have been titled “Comments arising from the meeting....”, rather than
“Minutes of the...”. Our document was intended primarily for APLUC members, who were not at
the meeting. Many of the comments in the document were indeed expressed earlier by APLUC, as
they were included in our suggested meeting agenda. We will ensure that APLUC members receive
all of the subsequent discussion arising from this initial record of comments.

We offer the following comments for further clarification, and questions that still need answering.
1. Procedures.

No further comments at this time.

3. OCP Amendment,

Thank you for adding the concept of a specific OCP amendment to “increase density beyond the
188 units for Schooner Cove”. We didn’t recall this specific mention at the meeting,

Question: Can you tell us which specific parcels (outside the UCB) will be removed from the plan?

3. Do we want or need this development?

Most of our comments were included in our previous submission to you and have been included
here to provide context for our APLUC members.

Your comment that Fairwinds had initiated a substantial process to collect input and comments
from the community needs to be addressed. Yes, a process was initiated, but fell short of providing
a clear picture of public acceptance or rejection of the plan, as there was no consultation regarding
the potential impacts — a rather serious omission in our opinion.
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To clarify, regarding the DPA TV process, APLUC feels that some quantification (objective criteria)
is needed for the term “...reasonable and acceptable evidence ... that the proposed development wil]
not adversely affect the environmentally sensitive areas”. This is absolutely fundamental to any
analysis of the acceptability of the proposed development.

(Juestions:
1. Can you provide us with your view of what would constitute “reasonable and acceptable
evidence...”? Are you relying on Fairwinds® consultant’s opinion?
2. Can you describe the process RDN will use to calculate the overall benefit/cost of the
proposed Lakes District development?

You stated: “When APLUC raised the option of rezoning the lands for conservation, I very clearly
indicated that complete conservation of these lands was not under consideration. The lands are
within an UCB and designated for development under the OCP”. This statement raises important
questions. It must be recognized that the designation of land can be changed in response to
conservation needs and new ecological information in order to achieve a sustainable situation where
ecosystems and species are conserved. In this case, the endangerment of the Coastal Douglas Fir
ecosystemn and the significance of the Lakes District lands as a rare unbroken CDF ecosystem
warrant reconsideration of the land’s zoning as part of an integrated, sustainable planning process.
Please see Section 8. below for further discussion.

(Juestions:

1. Is the RDN prepared to review the zoning designation of the Lakes District to reflect our new
and greater awareness of the need for biodiversity conservation, and look at implementing the
landscape and species conservation mandates of the regional Growth Strategy in Policy 4a?

2. Does the RDN agree that in order to be progressive and sustainable, we need to look at
bringing past zoming into line with today’s conservation needs?

4. Good Science.
Question: Can you give us RDN staff’s opinion on the quality of Fairwinds® environmental studies?
5. Water.

Mo further comments at this time.

6. Regiorzal Park Management.

APLUC’s statement that RDN did not view wetlands as important as Garry Oak Ecosystems should
have been worded differently. It is our view that lesser emphasis is being placed on the protection of
wetlands because of the different park status suggested by RDN.

Questions:
1. Why were the wetlands given a parkland status different from Garry Oak Ecosystems?
2. What criteria were used for this?
3. Does RDN feel that the protection of the wetlands is as important as that for the Garry Oak
Ecosystems?
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7. Propaesed Schooner Cove vrive Extension. g

As we have suggested, there is indeed iegislation to protect beavers — the provincial Wildlife Act.
Again, just because the beaver is ubiquitous does not meke them any less important. Indeed, these
particular beavers have a particular importance for many local residents who use the trails and
wetlands for recreation and education. As we pointed out, the proposed road alignment would
eliminate most of the beavers’ deciduous tree resources, and the ecclogical boundaries for these
wetlands should be set to accommodate this harvesting activity. In addition, the wetlands and their
sensitive species such as the COSEWIC listed Red-legged Frog would face significant impacts from
having an active road so close. Such effects include: noise, habitat fragmentation, pollution and
degradation, direct mortality, and loss of critical buffer habitat.

Questions: 1.How does RDN propose to evaluate other options for the proposed
Schooner Cove Drive extension?
2. What is the history behind the resistance to choosing a Transtide/Florence
alipnment for this read?

8. Ecological and Conservation Considerations.

Our statement concerning RDIN’s level of concern for CDF ccosystems came from vour minimal
response to our statements and questions, so yes, this is our opinion. Also, you did say something to
the effect that “not everything can be protected” — a philosophy that may be acceptable in principle,
if there has to be some level of development.

The Biodiversity BC report, produced by a collaboration of government and conservation
crganizations found that: “The Coastal Douglas Fir zone is the rarest biogeoclimatic zone in BC
and is of great conservation concern. The CDF zaone has experienced the highest percentage of
ecosystem conversion of any gf BC’s ecosysiems. The Coasral Bouglas Fir zone also has the
highest level of species of both provincial and global conservation concern ™ Many of cur region’s
land birds have declined due to habitat loss, with fragmentation of their required forest habitat being
one of the most sericus issues. The Lakes District provides rare contiguous CDF forest zone low
elevation habitat that is key for many bird species, and is thus of importance for conservation of our
region’s bird diversity.

Questions:
1. Is RDN prepared to discuss with Fairwinds amendments to the plan to protect a greater
percentage of intact (non-fragmented) CDF ecosystem?
2. Is RDN prepared to consider rezoning the CDF ecosystem to conservation status as a means
of protecting this highly endangered ecosystem?

A final comment, referring to several of the above sections, involves the apparent sanctity of the
current residential zoning for the Lakes District, and how this may be impeding good environmental
protection practices.

The RDN’s often quoted fall-back position when questioned ahout zoning changes to accommodate
envircnimental protection is the presumed inviolate sanctity of the current residential zoning for the
Lakes District, and that Fairwinds can go ahead with traditional development “withour significant
inpul from the RDN and the community” (as you have said). This is an inappropriate position for the
regulator to take, as even Fairwinds has said that it does not wish to undertake a traditional
developiment in the Lakes District. In some ways, Fairwinds has opened the door to INOTe inmovative
approaches to development that preserves more imporiant ecosystems, and it seems to us thet RON
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should be pushing this enverope further to provide more protection o: sensitive ecc;systg%gg %ﬁ%n that
suggested by Fairwinds. Again, the opportunity is there, but it takes some forward thinking to
follow through. We urge RDN to consider the opportunity for at Jeast some rezening of the Lakes
District lands to conservation status, particularly for the CDF ecosystem.

It is possible, and perhaps understandable that the “acceptance” of the current residential zoning for
the Lakes District, and the inclusion in the UCB, may have been based on incomplete information
(certainly incomplete ecological information from Fairwinds). In our view, a reconsideration should
be undertaken of the area’s zoning, taking into account current information and the endangerment of
the CDF ecosystem.

In our view, it’s never too late to do the right thing, and APLUC urges the RDN to work with
Fairwinds to amend the Neighbourhaod Plan for the Lakes District to set aside a significant porticn
of the endangered CDF ecosystem, and apply a conservation status through rezoning,

Ross Peterson
Chrstopher Stephens

Michael Jessen

Cc: Susan Cormie, George Holme
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Cormie, Susan
From: david collyer <david.collyer@shaw.ca>
Sent: Sunday, August 15, 2010 11:03 AM
To: George Holme; Cormie, Susan
Subject: Fw: Critigue of Fairwinds Plans for the Lakes District and Schocner Cove
Attachments: Emailing: Lots Mostly Left to NatureQ06 jpg

To George Holme and Susan Cormie,

I'sent this critigue to the FCA after their request. | would also iike to draw your attention to my cencern of unnecessary
sites degradation which | think could be greatly reduced if Fairwinds would respond in a positive way to reduce it

David Collyer

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

From: david collyer

To: Fairwinds Comm. Assoc,

Cc: scormie@dn.be.ca

Sent: Sunday, August 15, 2010 8:46 AM

Subject: Critique of Fairwinds Plans for the Lakes District and Scheooner Cove

t do not have objection tc the content of the Fairwinds submission except it does nat include sufficient means of
protection for the sensitive environmental ecological systems. | have raised this concern at several of the joint Nanocse
Naturalist Stewardship Committee/Fairwinds Planning Team meetings who met several times over the past three years at
which we submitted our requests for consideration of gcod planning principles and to review/critique the proposed
development plans. Fairwinds adopted many of our suggestions but little of how to protect the natural enviranment

from wasteful and unregulated construction practices. The Fairwinds submission has vague reference to protection of the
ecological systems but no limitations on entry into sensitive areas not necessary for their immediate construction
coniracts. All contractors have been aliowed unlimited access to ali land on and adjacent to their coniracted

construction site areas and this unlimited access has caused much of the unnessessary damage. Ancther way this type of
damage has occurred is the way Fairwinds have installed site services.from phase to phase of the work, and also the way
individual home contractors excavated and dumped their material over excessive areas. There was little if any protection
of the sensitive and rare ecological systems.Much of the damage would have been prevented if the excavated materiat
had been immediately removed to a final dump site, but it has constantly been dumped in the immediate area of the
current phase under construction, and when the next phase happened it was picked up and dumped again. |

believe therefore, that the same conduct will be aliowed.on future work. A closely related cause of unnecessary site
damage has been the continuous practice of allowing all contractors to again damage sensitive ecoiogica!l systems by
lack of concern by Fairwinds on site development of home lots with resultant haphazard and non native landscaping
materials and practices which in most cases covered the entire lot area to the detriment of not only the sensitive
ecological systems but alsc to the resultant use of irrigation over the entire lot not covered by homes and related
pavement/patio areas. Both this site damage and excessive water use would be limited if Fairwinds imposed as one cf the
condttions for construction/site development controls on preventing these types of practices with penalties {covenants and
performance bonds] for non compliance. The attachment provides a good guideline for limiting site damage while at the
same time maximizing the area ieft to the natural ecological systems.

David Collyer [david.collyer@shaw .ca]
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Wilderness kept
around homes
saves maoney

In rural areas

MARTY HOBE
Canwest News Service

For Uiose who faithfully
keep their lawns biimmed
and carry out seek-and-
destrey missions on dande-
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liens, it's enough to make
¥0u CTinge.

But while we urban neat
freaks can't get our heads
around the fact people
actually let their grass
grow knee-high — even
mixed with randomly
seeded wildflowers —
there is a growing senti-
ment in rural areas to have
exactly this happen.

Iv's called conservation
development and the
newest exampie of this
style is being proposed by
Mark Kwasnicld, & high-
end custom builder who
now and again puts his ta]-
ents (o country residential
land development,

His latest project is §1-
verhom in the municipai
district of Rocky View jusi
north of Calgary, a largely
niral area that is home to
many & high-end hooie,
estate or ranch.

To help bring Silverhom
ajong, Kwasnicki recruited
Elvin Karpovich, a Calgary
company director.

One of the more inter-
esting elements of this type
of land development is that
it tries to reduce the size of
the footprint it leaves on
the land by preserving
trees, sloughs, dugouts, nat-
ural vegetation and wildlife
corridors, while giving
potential homebuyers lots
measuring from a half to &
full heg¢tare.

But here is another
calch to conservation
deveiopment: You can't

TIMES COLOMIST ARCHIVE

Caigary developer tatches on to a fandscaping style
that has long been famidiar to sooke homeowrniers.

just rup around willy-nilly
doing landscaping.

There are severa] ele-
ments to the home site,

The {irst is the building
envelope, which will be
targe enough for a 4,500
square-foot rwo-storey
home —or 6,009 if you
want ta go to three levels.

Then there is a five-
metre ancg around the
home for gardens or lawn,
and beyond that, “H's a no
tnuch zone out there,” says
Kwasnicki “Evervthing
has to stay in its natural
state.”

The county endorses the
conservation develnpment
idea. In fact, it was offi-
cials led by Rocky View
reeve Lols Hobberfield,
who worked with Kwas-
nicki and Karpovich to
refine the proposal.

But there are challenpes
to be faced for any hurns
diction considering this
style of development, says
Karpovich.

The biggest will be get-
ting municipalities to
accept and approve some
of the design elements
built into a conservation
plan - things like road
standards, non-manicured
medians and beulevards,
and using existing ponds
and sloughs for stormwa-
ter run off, he says,

Cther elements include

the communal sanitary
(reatment system, public
open spaces that are cre-
ated as patural areas, and
the maintenance or npn-
majntenance of these
spaces, says Karpovich,

“Cur goal is to show that
these spaces need minimal
0 no maintenance and that
the natural environment is
easy o maintain, "he says.

"But in saying that, we
have provided for smaller
usable spaces within the
building enveiope to accom-
medate a manicured fawp,
Our intent is not to com-
pletely eliminate 2 mowed
lawn, but o substanually
reduce the acres end acres
of mowed grasslands you
Imd in typical country rest-
denbal developments,”

It sounds [i%e it might
be time to put away that
rider mower snd find your.
sell a push one.

Promoting conservation
measures has been done
before and liscally, it
maokes a lot of sense, hMore
and more cormmunities are
getuing out of the land-
scape upkeep business
because of the cost and
menpower involved.

Karpovich says the
other chaltenge is petting
builders and homebuyers
1¢ understand how conser-
vation development will
benefit them.
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Cormie, Susan

From: Hamilton, Karen on behaif of email, planning

Sent: Monday, August 16, 2010 12:22 PM

To: Cormie, Susan

Ce: Lindsay, Dale

Subject: FW: Fairwinds Development should follow existing CCP

From: MICHAEL SIMARD [maifto:mjsimard@shaw.ca]
Sent: Friday, August 13, 2010 4:12 FM

To: email, pianning

Subject: Fairwinds Development should follow existing OCP

RDN,

Re: Fairwinds proposed development application.

The existing OCP should be respected as it is a result of community consuitation.

Fairwinds currently has approx. 700 units developed on approx. 50% of the community area.

The current proposal to add another 395 units in Schooner Cove & 1675 units in the Lakes District makes a
total of 2070, three times the current amount and in my opinion far too many. 2070 units would add approx.
4000 vehicles to the community. too much traffic, too much noise.

Fairwinds is a beautiful rare community (similar to Pebble Beach California) not comparable to any other
community in Canada.

Please do not allow Schooner Cove to become congested with 395 Condos & 1000 vehicles.
There can be a happy medium which respects the community residents & allows for development.
I would like the development to take place under existing OCP guidelines.

Michael Simard
3484 Redden Rd.
Nanoose Bay, B.C.
VOP 913
250-468-0277
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Cormie, Susan
From: Paul Grinder <pgrinder@gmail.coms
Sent: Manday, August 16, 2010 8:54 AM
To: jstanhope@shaw.ca; lwb@shaw.ca; dwbartram@shaw.ca: quaillanding@shaw ca;
maureen_young@shaw.ca; Cormie, Susan; Lindsay, Dale; ghclme®@shaw.ca
Subject: Suggestions to the RDN Electoral Area Planning Committee Regarding the Proposed

Fairwinds Development

Dear members of the RDN Electoral Area Planning Committee, Dale, and Susan,

Below, please find the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council's “Suggestions to the RDN Electoral Area
Planning Committee Regarding the Proposed Fairwinds Development.” This document is a back-up copy of the
fetter we mailed to each of you on August 7, 2010. We look forward 1o hearing from you.

Sincerely,
On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,
Paul Grinder

APLUC Suggestions to the RDN Electoral Area Planning Committee
Regarding the Proposed Fairwinds Development.

M

1. Informed Precision Making and Good Science.

The Nanoose Bay OCP provides a vital context for RDN's decisions regarding this development proposal.
Among other environmental protection provisions, the OCP states the foliowing:

o Inrecognition of the value the community places on protecting the natural environment of
Nanoose bay, the Nanoose Bay OCP recognizes that the environment is the broadest and
most critical of issues considered in this plan.

e The environment is the primary determinani of growth and development. It determines the
ultimate build outs ...

¢ Applications to change ihe zoning of the land, or subdivide land, adjacent 10 a watercourse
or confaining a Sensitive ecosystem shall only be supported if reasonable and acceptable
evidence is provided that the proposed development will not adversely affect the
environmentally sensitive area...

Applying these environmental protection obligations to this proposed development requires valid baseline data.
There have been a number of criticisms of the validity of the Fairwinds® biological data base and the
environmental impact assessment. APLUC views these criticisms to be credible, as they have been made by

people with academic standing and experience.

Because good decisions (by the RDN) require good information, APLUC is concerned that continued debate
over the quality of information will call into question all RDN assessments and decisions.

APLUC therefore suggests two options to overcome this problem:
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1. Suspend review of the development proposal until appropriate amendments are made to the
Fairwinds data base, to include a full inventory of species, accurate definitions of ecosystem
boundaries, and deseriptions of species and eeosystem interdependencies, or,

2. Implement preeautionary prineiples for this proposed development in the absence of reliable
biological data. This would involve the withdrawal of physical development features further from
the ecological boundaries of sensitive ecosystems so that any errors made would be on the side of
environmental protection,

2. Independent Ecological Review.

Much of the argument and discussion concerning the proposed development is ecological in nature and
understanding the issues requires good ecological science, both in terms of the biological data base and in the
analysis of the data. RDN is not in a good position to adjudicate the Fairwinds data base nor the environmental
impact assessment conclusions because of its own lack of academic trainin ¢ and experience. This problem has
been exacerbated by the number of public criticisms of the Fairwinds biological data and conclusions,

Itis clear to APLUC that RDN should engage the services of an independent ecological consultant to
advise staff on the credibility of the Fairwinds biological studies and the EIA conclusions.

3. Survey of Social Values and Public Attitudes.

A critical requirement for any RDN decision on the proposed development is an understanding of the public’s
views of the proposed development - particularly of the social values attached 1o the environmental assets and
the potential impacts. This requires that the public be adequately informed, and then an assessment of their
views should be undertaken. Unfortunately, Fairwinds has not provided this information to RDN, and this
leaves RDN in a difiicult position. To proceed with an assessment and decision without this social value and
public attitude information would be a questionable if not a dishonest procedure; as RDN would be making an
unwarranted assumption on public opinion, without any supporting evidence. The proposed development is
simply 100 significant in terms of its potential impacts 1o allow this to happen.

There is only one option left to RDN — that the public be adequately inforined through a proper
quantifiable environmental impact assessment process, and then RDN carry out a formal survey of the
social values of the environmental assets and the public attitudes of the potential impacts of the proposed
development. APLUC believes that social values and attitudes towards impacts are as important as the
ecological values themselves, as these determine how “the environment” defines or contributes 1o our desired
lifestyle.

APLUC does not view the Fairwinds public consultation process as providing adequate information on social
values or attitudes towards impact, as there was no consultation after the presentation of the development
concept (May 2009) or after the publication of the Environmental Impact Assessment report (May 2010). The
Fairwinds public consultation program was limited primarily to input on form and character.

Similarly, APLUC does not view the RDN -- sponsored public information meeting in 2010 to be a suitable
survey technique for public views. Although there were many speakers, they cannot necessarily be considered
representative of the public at large.

Finally, the Fairwinds reports, including the Environmental Impact Assessment report did not include any
analysis of social values or public attitudes towards the potential impacts.
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APLUC would welcome the opportunity to participate in the development of the needed survey and in the
analysis of the resulis.

4. Clear Process

In a meeting with Director Holme and RDN planning staff, it became clear to APLUC members that the process
forward is not clear, and that there are uncertainties regarding RDN obligations for environmental protection.
For example. what is the paramount consideration — the environmental protection provisions in the Nanoose
Bay OCP, or the stated obligation by RDN staff to approve a development that “meets all regulatory
requirements”™? APLUC believes that since the OCP is an RDN bylaw, its environmental protection provisions
are obligatory. and cannot be summarily dismissed or minimized by any other authority, I environmental
protection provisions are overridden, then the rationale for doing so must be explained.

Uncertainty and lack of clarity in this regard creates doubt and suspicion in the minds of the public, and can
taint the best-intentioned politicai decisions. APLUC suggests that RDN lay out a clear, detailed and
quantifiable pathway of procedures and decision criteria for the review process for this development.

&, Site Tour,

Most people would acknowledge that the reality of the proposed development involves much more than lines
and colours on a map. APLUC believes that those assessing the proposal and making decisions must have first-
hand information on the landscape. its environmental assets and the proposed changes. The best way to
achieve this is via a site visit or tour of the property,

APLUC would be pleased to assist in such a tour for RDN staff and EAPC members.
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2346 Eaglesfield Place

Nanoose Bay, B.C.
VOP 9G7

Tel(250) 468-7088

September 2, 2010

Ms. Susan Cormie

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

V97 6N2

Dear Ms. Cormie:

I attended last month’s meeting held at the Fairwinds Centre sponsored by the
Fairwinds Community Association and chaired by the President, Mr. Bob Popple.

I heard presentations on the Lakes District Neighborhood Plan and the Schooner Cove
Neighborhood Pian given by Mr. Paul Fenske of Ekistics Planning, Vancouver, and
Mr.Chuck Brook of Brook and Associates, Victoria. There was also a mode! of the
Schooner Cove Neighborhood Plan on display. Most of the 60 or so people present
seemed impressed with what could be coming to their area in the way of two new
well planned and researched communities.

I had taken the time in days prior to the meeting to read thoroughly the Lakes District
Neighborhood Plan and Schooner Cove Neighborhood Plan proposals.

Based on what I have read and heard, I consider these excellent plans for Fairwinds and I
hope they are favourably accepted by the Regional District of Nanaimo.

Thank you for considering my input and I look forward to watching for a
speedy approval of the plans so the next step of the development process can get started

KehJ. _
Member, Fairwinds Community Association

Former Member, Deep Cove Yacht Club, North Vancouve
Vancouver Island mid island resident since 1997
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George Holme, Director, Area E
Dale Lindsay, Manager, Current Planning SEP 17 1010
Susz}n Com_ue,_Semor Piai_mer SweR GOARD
Regional District of Nanaimo ChAIR ' ]
6300 Hammond Bay Road e G lvve
Nanaimo, B.C.
V9P 6N2

Dear George, Dale and Susan,
Re: Response to Poitinger Gaherty Environmental Cousultants Limited (PLC)

We, the Arrowsmith parks and Land-Use Council (APLUC), would like to offer the following
comments in response to the August 24th letter from Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants
Limited (PGL) titled "Reponses to Environmental Concerns". We are in receipt of a copy of PGL
letter and assume that the RDN has also been copied, so would like to ensure the RDN receives a
balanced perspective on these issues. As PGL appears to have been selective in which comments
from the June Public Information Meeting they have chosen to challenge, we assume they must
agree with the numerous other public criticisms of their environmental impact assessment.

Overall, it appears from the PGL comments that they (PGL) have not done any field observations or
measurements on their own. Effective environmental protection cannot be done solely by adherence
to written guidelines, best management practices, etc.

Comment on Paragraph 1:

The EIA recommendations are not part of the Fairwinds application. In fact, PGL suggests
agreement to these recommendations can take place in later stages of the approval process. We
would contend that those recommendations become part of the application, thus part of an OCP
amendment, rather than applying them on & subdivision by subdivision basis that we think they are
suggesting.

Commient 1. "Incorrect identification of ecological boundaries for Sensitive Eecosystems..."

PGL's position that ecosystem boundaries set by Cascadia are "materially correct", does not match
Terry MclIntosh's view, as expressed at the June PIM, that the Garry Oak FEcosystem near the
Lookout has been incorrectly measured. Dr. Mclntosh is a PhD botanist, very familiar with Garry
Oak ecosystems, having assessed the Notch Garry Qak ecosystem recently, and is a member of
GOERT.

GOERT should be contacted about the degree to which they were complicit in setting Garry Oak
meadows boundaries. We do not believe they contributed meaningfully to this exercise. There is a
difference between where boundaries are set, and the requirements for protection. Adequate
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protection often requires either a larger area, with prescribed activities, than the descriptive
boundaries, or buffers around such.

Comment 2. "Insufficient protective buffers around sensitive ecosystems; including
inapproprizate use of the Riparian Areas Regulation for the protection of wetlands",

The issue with wetlands protection is that the proposed Schooner Cove Drive extension would
climinate most of the deciduous growth available to the beaver, a keystone species for wetlands
ecosystem. Therefore provisions of tunnel access won't be much of a benefit for the beavers if the
tunnels do not lead to resources needed by the beavers.

As we have previously mentioned, RAR standards were not established for beavers and wetlands,
but for fish and streams.

A US reference suggests that a 100m buffer would protect beaver; quite a bit more than the 24.6 to
30.6m average suggested by PGL.

Comment 3. " Incomplete inventory of species present"

The proposed neighbourhood plan espouses preservation of natural areas and wildlife — the
underpinning of these claims are based on an incomplete technical studies and a flawed impact
analysts. For example, the inventory of rare and endangered species is incomplete. There is no
indication that surveys were carried out at a time of year and with a frequency that would provide
proper plant identification. Likewise, there is

no inventory of species in the Environmentally Sensitive Areas and from this, the conclusion is
drawn that the inventory did not encounter any rare and endangered species. If you don’t look in
the right places, you are sure not to find them.

The Cascadia report does not provide information about when field inventories were carried out,
and though we are hesitant to say they were not done periodically during the spring flowering
season when plants can be identified, we do know anecdotally that they did not. At a minimum,
PGL should be challenged as to how they can assess the Cascadia work without this information.

Cemment 4, "No systematic inventory of plants and animals in Sensitive Ecosystems".

Cascadia didn't conduct inventories on Sensitive Ecosystems. A better inventory program wouid
have identified species of special concern or importance that would help drive mitigative efforts and
long term management programs.

Comment 5. "Impact assessments were based on incomplete, faulty bielegical inventory data.
Therefore the report’s claim of "minimal impact" cannot be supported by the baseline data™.

APLUC cannot accept the PGL claim of "minimal impact” without a resolution of the
incomplete/faulty inventory issue. The PGL claim simply has no validity. The major faults with the
inventory include: (1) failure to consider the specific needs of the beaver as part of the wetlands
ecosystems, (2} the obvious (to us) incorrect identification of Garry Oak ecosystem boundaries, and
(3) failure to acknowledge the importance of the fragmentation of the endangered Coastal Douglas
Fir forest ecosystem.

Comment 6. "Impact assessments did not consider the forest fragmentation issue". and
Comment 10. "failure to consider the impaets of forest fragmentation ",

PGL's claim that the Plan's attention to minimizing habitat loss, planning around corridors, and
varying the size of habitat paiches effectively address the fragmentation issue, needs examination.
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"(a)} Keep habitat loss to a minimum".

The claim of protecting "almost half of the Lakes District as a natural area” is misleading. Most of
the forest (particularly the CDF ecosystem) is highly fragmented by the Plan, and the remaining
pieces cannot be considered viable CDF ecosystems, and therefore should not be labeled as "natural
areas”. These areas may appear green in the Plan, but won't remain functional "natural areas" when
fragmented.

"(b) Plan around wildlife corridors".

The proposed shared use of the corridors with people raises some concern about the viability of
these corridors as wildlife habitat. For example, what is the maximum human use that these
corridors would tolerate before becoming non-functional with respect to wildlife use? This question
was posed to the Planning Team some time ago, but no answer was given.

"(c) Vary the size of habitat patches".

Some of the proposed habitat patches are too small to maintain biodiversity, and in fact may have
the opposite effect. Scientific research has shown that fragmented strips and patches can act as
“population sinks” for sensitive forest species, which take them to be suitable habitat, making them
unnaturally vulnerable to edge exploiting predators and invasive species. The fragmentation of the
Lakes District landscape into patches connected by green strips significantly compromises its
ecological integrity. Higher elevation habitat is also disproportionately represented, with far too
little habitat in the wetland/riparian zones where many sensitive species occur.

Comment 7. "There was no consideration of the social values attached to the Semsitive
Ecosystems™.

Social vaiues of ecosystems are not only tied to their rareness and sensitivity. In fact, social values
may have nothing to do with rareness and sensitivity. PGL erred in not consulting with the public
on this.

APLUC disagrees with the statement: "...the avoidance or mitigation of impacts to sensitive areas
in general will also minimize the effect on the social value attributed to these same sites", as this
overly simplifies the 1ssue of social values,

Comment 8. ""There was no public input te the calculation of potentizi impact".

The "many open houses, public meetings, special committee meetings, ... etc" do not constitute
public consultation on potential impacts. The EIS was available to the public well after the
Fairwinds-hosted meetings concluded, and the RDN-hosted public meeting cannot be considered a
substitute for a meaningful discussion of impact issues.

There is nothing in the PGL report that describes any measurement of social values of
environmental features or ecosystems, or of public attitudes on potential impacts. APLUC considers
this to be a very serious omission in the process of responsible environmental impact assessment.
Significantly, and without this information, RDN is not in any position to judge the public
acceptability of the proposed development - a key issue with respect to balancing cost/benefits of
the development.

Comment 9. ""the precavtionary principle should have been applied.”

Although PGL claims that the Plan exceeds guideline buffer distances (such as RAR
recommendations), there are situations where APLUC believes these are inadequate, such as with
the wetlands, and therefore does not believe that enough precaution has been exercised.

APLUC questions whether the various items identified under the Environmental Management Plan
necessarily constitute precautionary principles.
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Comments 10. " lacking is any consideration of the implications of losing this sigrificant
remaieing intact habitat on the overall conservation of the endangered Nanaimo Lowlands
Heoregion and Coastal Douglas Fir Forest zone™.

There is misinformation in Pottenger Gaherty’s description of the extent of the Coastal Douglas-fir
zone, which seriously compromises the validity of their statements on this keystone issue. Pottinger
Gaherty incorrectly states that the Coastal Douglas-fir ecosystem extends on Vancouver Island
“from Campbeil River te the island’s southern tip”. In fact, the CDF only extends north to slightly
past Bowser. Having grossly overstated the size of the CDF zone, PGL then concludes, based on
that error, that the Lakes District is “a small portion of this land mass”.

In fact, given the actual small size of the CDF zone, the levels of development within the CDF plus
the especially high ecological integrity and diversity of the Lakes District, itisa very significant
component of the remaining CDF ecosystem, of which 49 percent has been lost to development, the
highest level of any natural habitat in BC.

Assessing the extent of the ecoregion represented by the subject lands, the extent of remaining
natural habitat within the ecoregion, the ecological uniqueness/habitat values and integrity of the
subject lands plus the level of impacts is at the foundation of the Environmental Assesment process.
PGL has failed to correctly do this.

PGL arrives at an erroneous conclusion of minimal impact on the larger CDF ecosystem through
failing to correctly factor the rarity of the Lakes District landscape as an unbroken CDF habitat, the
size of the CDF zone, the amount of the CDF that has already been lost to development plus the
scale of impacts to the Lakes District landscape. The Lakes District is in fact a critically important
remaining tract of diverse, unbroken habitat in the threatened CDF zone.

1% — Appendix ~ Sensitive Bird Species

In citing availability of habitat for Ruffed Grouse provided by the proposed plan, PGL counts Notch
Hill as Ruffed Grouse habitat. PGL then argues that sufficient habitat will be available to ensure the
survival of Ruffed Grouse. However, according to our current knowledge, Notch Hill does not
generally provide suitable habitat for Ruffed Grouse. Rather, these lowland birds rely mostly on the
wooded areas and riparian zones surrounding the Beaver Ponds and lake, as well as mixed forest
around Enos Lake. These arcas would be significantly impacted by the proposed subdivision plan.
PGL fails to comment on some of the most serious bird conservation issues raised, including the
presence of nesting Olive-sided Flycatchers, a COSEWIC listed, federally threatened species,

The Lakes District provides rare remaining prime habitat for nesting Olive-sided Flycatchers in the
form of treed uplands, snag wetlands, open forest, woodlands, and natural forest openings in a
contiguous landscape. Research suggests that human impacts such zs land clearing can cause Olive-
sided Flycatchers to experience high rates of nesting failures due to increased predation.
Documented issues associated with effects of habitat fragmentation on other sensitive species we
mentioned have not been addressed by PGL.

12 - Conclusion

The Plan does not protect the Garry Oak meadows "in their entirety" as claimed by PGL. As we
have mentioned before, the Garry Qak ecosystem has not been accurately defined, and the Plan
would encroach on the sensitive ecosystem.

APLUC does not agree with the claim that "the proposed Plan provides a significant benefit ..." The
sensitive ecosystems in the Lakes District are already protected through various RDN mechanisms
(OCP, RGS, Sustainability), despite the current Residential zoning, APLUC does not belicve from a
practical sense that this zoning necessarily trumps the environmental protection obligations of the
RDN, and therefore does not accept that the proposed parkland is a "gift" from Fairwinds,
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On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Couneil,
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Pau} Grinder

3349 Blueback Drive,
Nancose Bay, B.C.
VOP 9HS

250468 1714

pgrinderfemail com
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Cormie, Susan

From: al kirkley <akirkley@telus.net>
Sent: Friday, October 22, 2010 9:05 AM
To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: Fairwinds Lake District Proposal

Please see the extract below.

If the Fairwinds Lake District Plan is approved as it stands with the road
between the two beaver ponds we can expect similar results for the population
of red-legged frogs that inhabit the area.

"The red-legged frog is one of several endangered species of wildlife living in
Burns Bog. Recently, Robert Matas of The Globe and Mail reported that the
frogs living in the wetlands around the new Sea-to-Sky highway to Whistler
are not faring as well as their Burns Bog siblings. About 14 kilometres outside
Whistler, the road runs right through the red-legged frogs' migration route.
Unless the frogs ask for directions to the nearest wildlife tunnel under the
road, they are stuck trying to cross the multi-million doliar highway. This is a
skill the red-legged frogs haven't learned to master. "
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Wayne & Denna Turner 05 Octeber, 2010
1981 Harlequin Crescent
Nanoose Bay, B.C.

VAP 942

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

VAT 6N2

Dear Sirs,

Please accept this letter as our statement of objection regarding the propesai for the Lakes
District & Schooner Cove, Electoral Area "E" as submitted to the Regional District of Nanaimo by
Fairwinds. While the renovations to the marina area, with new commerciat space, would be a
welcome addition, we have concerns regarding several other areas of Fairwinds proposai.

We are very concerned about the Lakes District portion of the proposal. The tranguil beauty of
the area enjoyed by scores of residents, hikers and bikers wouid be forever aftered. This unique
eco-system of lakes and forest is one of the reasons people are drawn to the Fairwind area.
When fully developed the forest, wetiands and wildlife will ail be negatively impacted. Smali
pockets of green within subdivisions will discourage wildiife by transforming their traditiona habitat
including feeding, established movement patterns, access to breeding grounds, etc.

Adding over 1500 homes will affect the area with increased traffic on already very narrow, busy
roads. Streams of cars will add noise and pollution to our peninsula. According to Fairwinds
proposai there appears to be provision for fimited support services for the significantly increased
population. Therefore, the populace will be required to drive to access full services elsewhere.
The building of one thoroughfare that bisects Fairwinds property {Schooner Cove Drive) does
NOT soive the problem of volume that wili absolutely develop if this proposal goes forward.

There are many knowledgabie challenges to Fairwinds research on issues such as setbacks,
proximity to waterways, unigue eco-systems identification as weil as water and sewer objections.
We wouid like to add our names to the long list of opponents, including all those that spoke
against the proposal at the 28 June, 2010 meeting as well as the large number that did not get the
opportunity to voice their concerns. it appears that Fairwinds has not done due diligence in its
research and has presented flawed findings to both the Regional District of Nanaimo and the
general pubiic,

We urge the Regionai District of Nanaimo to consider the objections of many learned contributors
providing feedback and exercise extreme caution in accepting any development plans for this
unigue area.

Thank 37§

f

%

/' Whyrte Tumer Donna Turner
; 0-468-9651
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Cormie, Susan

From: J&H Nickson <thenicksons@shaw.ca»
Sent: Maonday, November 15, 2010 1:51 PM
To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: Fairwinds application

Susan ;

Please take note, if the Planning Dept already hasn't, the rcad network throughout the Nanoose Peninsula is not capable
cf handling the volume of traffic that will be generated by the proposed number of homes and condos that are being asked
for in the proposal.

Access and egress to the Fairwinds area is simply not up to date, to service the build-out population,

This needs further attention.

Sincerely

John Nickson
2389 Arbutus Cres
Nanoose Bay
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November 16, 2010

Maggie Henigman
Acting Senior Ecosystems Biclogist
IMinistry of Environment

3349 Bluebzek Drive
Napoose Bey, BC V9P 9K§

68 1714

pEricder@gm=il com

Ar zesocietien of individuals énd Groups cemmitied to engag?naage 166
with communiiy, government, and intiusiry to advacate for the
censervation snd expansion of parks zng protected areas within

i CAQ'S OFFICE

H

2G80A Lebiewt Reoad

Nanaimo, B.C. V8T 6]9

Dear Ms. Henigman:

Re: Eovirenrrente] ImpHeatious of Proposed Rasd for Feirwinds Developmen

We, the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council, have reviewed th_e comments of the MoE and the
MoTé&!I regarding the Fairwinds Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan and find there is no mention of
the proposed location of the east/west connector {Schooner Cove Drive Extension} and its potential

ecological impacis.

We are concerned that the propesed alignment of this connector would have serious and

permanent

impacts ¢n the ecclogical functions of two begver ponds, defined as Sensitive Ecosystems in the

Federal-Provincial Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Program.

We do not believe that the Fairwinds® epplication of Riparian Areas Regulations (RAR) provisions
is adequate o protect the ecological functions of these beaver ponds. It is our understanding that the
RAR provisions were drafied by MoE to protect fish and fish stream habitat, and not the more

general and sometimes broader needs of wetlands, end particularly beaver ponds.

In the case of the Fairwinds Lakes District beaver ponds, there are significant areas where the
proposed road alignment would encroach cn important wetland resources, and where even the RAR
setback provisions wouid not be met, especially along the western margin of the more northerly

beaver pond.

The proposed alignment vould remove almost all of the beavers’ deciduous ree resources, In
November 2009, beaver had felled 64 saplings on the right of way of the proposed road, which
represents virtually all of the beaver’s harvest of that year. There are beaver trails in many places
along the proposed right of way, and Fairwinds’ assurance that planned culverts would provide
needed access across the road does not address the issue of compromised food supply.

A2

CAO VIGNREPS |
GrMDS V] GRTESWS
GMEEIS GMRECS

NOV 2 9 2010
SMCA | TBOARD
CHARR |
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The proposed road alignment does not accommodate the terrestrial habitat needs of the Blue Listed
Red Legged Frogs found in the area. There is ro identification of where the frogs’ terrestrial
habitats are in relation to the road alignment, and Fairwinds® plans for culvert access provisions are
not convincing. We draw you attention to the attached news coverage of frog mortality on the Sea
to Sky Highway (“Despite tunnels, many amphibians flattened while trying to cross highway,

experts say”),

We believe that avoidance of impacts is preferable to mitigation and restitution. We think there
other alignments for this road that shouid be considered in order to reduce ecological impacts. One
of our members, when serving on the Community Advisory Group for this development, attempted
te persuade the Fairwinds consultants to consider other alignment options, but except for a
statement to the effect that the proposed alignment was the best available, no systematic comparison
of routes was undertaken. We think this still needs to be done. I a connector road is required, we
prefer a route that avoids the area between the two beaver ponds. One option that seems worth
considering includes an alignment that essentially follows along the western edge of the Fairwinds
property from Fairwinds Drive, before turning east to join the existing Schooner Cove Drive.

We feel there is still time for a comparative analysis of optional routes, and ask that vour Ministry
request that this be done. We lock forward to your reply.

Sincerely,

On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,
0 0l O

4 -0

QAL | PG A P Dy

Paul Grinder

3349 Blueback Drive, Nanoose Bay, B.C. VOP 9H¢
Phone: 250 468 1714

Email: pgrinder@gmail.com

Cc:

Debbie O’Brien, Senjor Planning Technician, MoT&I

Angela Buckingham, Chief Environmental Officer, MoT&]

George Holme, Director, Regional District of Nanaimo, Area E

Dale Lindsay, Manager, Current Planning, Regional District of Nanaimo
Susan Cormie, Senior Planner, Regional District of Nanaimo
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#r. Payl Grinder

3345 Bluehack Dirive

Nenpose Bey, Britieh Columbia
VEP GHE

Dear W, Grinder

Thank you for vour comespondence of September 18, 2010, in which you provide
the Arrowsmith Parks and Lend-Use Council's responge to the Proposed Fairwinds
Lekes Dictriat Development Review.

! appreciaie ieerning the Council's views on this matier and welcome the opportunity
i respond o those sections of vour ietter tha! relate to Fisheries and Ooeans
Canade (DFO). Typicatly. locel governments bave jurisdiction over their municipai
zorng end devsinpment permi roceeses and are responsible for ensuring that
deveivpers meel bicadsr provincial and federal regulatory requirements.

The Britieh Columnbiz Riperian Aress Regulation {RAR) enables local governments
*o sllow cevelopment within 30 matres of the high-water mark of & stream, provided
et prescribed riparien assesement mathode have been followed. The SESEBEMENT
methets require that 2 qualifisd environmenta! professional {GEP} detarmine 2
developmen! setbeck from the stream, define measures io protect the fiparisn ares
ant provide an opinicn on whether or not the proposed development will rescl in the
harmiu’ elteration, disruption or destrustion (HADD) of rdparian fish habital,

in cases where the OEF determines that ihe development, according to RAR, will
net result in & HADD of riparian fish habilat, the locel government cen aliow the
deveiopment to proceed without review by DFQ. The majority of RAR submissions
fall within this category.

Canada

Page 168
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Mowever, when the QEF delenmines that the deveionment is ;w@iy icresuiting
RADD of riparien fish habitatl, the RAR requires the QEP 1o include approval from

the Depanment with the asssssment, This irigpers & review under the Fisheries Act
by OFO'e Fabiial Manzpement Ff@ﬂr&m in accordance wﬁh DEC's Foticy for the
Management of Figh Habita: wh h cen be found 2! < www c:?&rmoﬁc cafoceans-
habitatinabitat /nolicies-poiiticue/operating Qeramnfnaex £.880 >, 25 well g the
Cansdian Environmentai Assesemeni Act and Species &t R’fsk Act.

You are concemsd that the pr Gpotea Fairwinds Lakes District development could
affect Enos Leke benthic end limnetic stickleback, You are cormect in siating that the
species of Encs Lake sticklsback are cumentiy listed as Endangered on Scheduls 1
of the Species al Risk Act ervd are, therefore, protecied under that legisistion. This
mekes it untawlul to harm Enos iske stickieback or to destroy their oritics! habitst
without @ permil.

Phank you o7 takung the Bme 10 $hare your Concermns.
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Cormie, Susan

From: Paul Grinder <pgrinder@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 15, 2010 1:25 PM

To: Lindsay, Daie; Cormie, Susan; gholme@shaw.ca
Subject: APLUC response to PGL report: e-mail copy

Hello George, Dale and Susan,

Betow, please find the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council's response to the document submitted by
Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants Limited (PLC) to the Fairwinds Planning Team The following is
a back-up copy of the letter we mailed to each of you on September 13, 2010,

Sincerely,
Paul Grinder

Dear George, Dale and Susan,
Re: Response to Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants Limited (PLC)

We, the Arrowsmith parks and Land-Use Council (APLUC), would like to offer the following comments in
response to the August 24th letter from Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants Limited (PGL) titled
"Reponses to Environmental Concerns”. We are in receipt of a copy of PGL letter and assume that the RDN
has also been copied, so would like to ensure the RDN receives a balanced perspective on these issues. As PGL
appears to have been selective in which comments from the June Public Information Meeting they have chosen
to challenge, we assume they must agree with the numerous other public criticisms of their environmental
inpact assessment.

Overall, 1t appears from the PGL comments that they (PGL) have not done any field observations or
measurements on their own. Effective environmental protection cannot be done solely by adherence to written
guidelines, best management practices. elc.

Comment on Paragraph 1:

The EJA recommendations are not part of the Fairwinds application. In fact, PGL suggests agreement to these
recommendations can take place in later stages of the approval process. We would contend that those
reconmendations become part of the application, thus part of an QCP amendment, rather than applying them on
a subdivision by subdivision basis that we think they are suggesting.

Comment 1. "Incorrect identification of ecological boundaries for Sensitive Ecosystems..."

PGL's position that ecosystem boundaries set by Cascadia are "materially comrect”, does not match Terry
Mclntosh's view, as expressed at the June PIM, that the Garry Oak Ecosystem near the Lookout has been
incorrectly measured. Dr. McIntosh is a PhD botanist, very familiar with Garry Qak ecosystems, having
assessed the Notch Garry Oak ecosystem recently, and is a member of GOERT.

GOERT should be contacted about the degree to which they were complicit in setting Garry Oak meadows
boundaries. We do not believe they contributed meaningfully to this exercise. There is a difference between
where boundaries are set, and the requirements for protection. Adequate protection ofien requires either a larger
area, with prescribed activities, than the descriptive boundaries, or buffers around suci.

1
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Comment 2. "Insufficient protective buffers around sensitive ecosystems; including inappropriate use of
the Riparian Areas Regulation for the protection of wetlands".

The issue with wetlands protection is that the proposed Schooner Cove Drive extension would eliminate most of
the deciduous growth available to the beaver, a keystone species for wetlands ecosystem, Therefore provisions
of tunnel access won't be much of a benefit for the beavers if the tunnels do not lead to resources needed by the
heavers. )

As we have previously mentioned, RAR standards were not established for beavers and wetlands, but for fish
and streams.

A US reference suggests that a 100m buffer would protect beaver; quite a bit more than the 24.6 1o 50.6m
average suggested by PGL.

Comment 3. " Incomplete inventory of species present"

The proposed neighbourhood plan espouses preservation of natural areas and wildlife — the underpinning of
these claims are based on an incomplete technical studies and a flawed impact analysis. For example, the
inventory of rare and endangered species is incomplete. There is no indication that surveys were carried out at a
time of year and with a frequency that would provide proper plant identification, Likewise, there is

no inventory of species in the Environmentally Sensitive Areas and from this, the conclusion is drawn that the
mventory did not encounter any rare and endangered species. If you don’t look in the right places, you are sure
not to find them.

The Cascadia report does not provide information about when field inventories were carried out, and though we
are hesitant to say they were not done periodically during the spring flowering season when plants can be
identified, we do know anecdotally that they did not. At a minimum, PGL should be challenged as to how they
can assess the Cascadia work without this information.

Comment 4. "No systematic invertory of plants and animals in Sensitive Ecosystems",

Cascadia didn't conduct inventories on Sensitive Ecosystems. A better inventory program would have identified
species of special concern or importance that would help drive mitigative efforts and long term management
programs.

Comment 5. "Impact assessments were based on incomplete, faulty biological inventory data. Therefore
the report's claim of "'minimal impact' cannot be supported by the baseline data'.

APLUC cannot accept the PGL claim of "minimal impact" without a resolution of the mcomplete/faulty
mventory issue. The PGL claim simply has no validity, The major faults with the inventory include: (1) failure
to consider the specific needs of the beaver as part of the wetlands ecosystems, (2) the obvious (to us) incorrect
identification of Garry Oak ecosystem boundaries, and (3) failure to acknowledge the importance of the
fragmentation of the endangered Coastal Douglas Fir forest ecosystem.

Comment 6. "Impact assessments did not consider the forest fragmentation issuc". and Comment 10,
"failure to consider the impacts of forest fragmentation".

PGL's claim that the Plan's attention to minimizing habitat loss, planning around corridors, and varying the size
of habitat patches effectively address the fragmentation issue, needs examination.

"(a) Keep habitat foss to a minimum".
The claim of protecting "almost half of the Lakes District as a natural area” is misleading. Most of the forest
(particularly the CDF ecosystem) is highly fragmented by the Plan, and the remaining pieces cannot he

p
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considered viable CDF ecosystems. and therefore should not be labeled as "natural areas". These areas may
appear green 1n the Plan, but won't remain functional "natural areas” when fragmented.

"(b) Plan around wildlife corridors",

The proposed shared use of the corridors with people raises some concern about the viability of these corridors
as wild]ife habitat. For example, what is the maximum human use that these corridors would tolerate before
becoming non-functional with respect to wildlife use? This question was posed to the Planning Team some time
ago, but no answer was given.

"(c) Vary the size of habitat patches".

Some of the proposed habitat patches are too small to maintain biodiversity, and in fact may have the opposite
effect. Scientific research has shown that fragmented strips and patches can act as “population sinks” for
sensitive forest species, which take them to be suitable habitat, making them unnaturally vulnerable to edge
exploiting predators and invasive species. The fragmentation of the Lakes District landscape into patches
connected by green strips significantly compromises its ecological integrity. Higher elevation habitat is also
disproportionately represented, with far too little habitat in the wetland/riparian zones where many sensitive
specics occur.

Comment 7. "There was no consideration of the social values attached to the Sensitive Ecosystems".

Social values of ecosystems are not only tied to their rareness and sensitivity. In fact, social values may have
nothing to do with rareness and sensitivity. PGL erred in not consutting with the public on this,

APLUC disagrees with the statement: "...the avoidance or mitigation of impacts to sensitive areas in general
will also minimize the effect on the social value attributed to these same sites”, as this overly simplifies the
issue of social values.

Comment 8, "There was no public input to the caleulation of potential impact",

The "many open houses, public meetings, special committee meetings, ... etc” do not constitute public
consultation on potential impacts. The EIS was available to the public well after the Fairwinds-hosted meetings
concluded, and the RDN-hosted public meeting cannot be considered a substitute for a meaningful discussion of
1mipact 1ssues.

There 1s nothing in the PGL report that describes any measurement of social values of environmental features or
ecosystems, or of public attitudes on potential impacts. APLUC considers this to be a very serious omission in
the process of responsible environmental impact assessment. Significantly, and without this information, RDN
is not in any position to judge the public acceptability of the proposed development - a key issue with respect to
balancing cost/benefits of the development.

Comment 9. "the precautionary principle should have been applied.”

Although PGL claims that the Plan exceeds guideline buffer distances (such as RAR recommendations), there
are situations where APLUC believes these are inadequate, such as with the wetlands, and therefore does not
believe that enough precaution has been exercised.

APLUC questions whether the various items identified under the Environmental Management Plan necessariiy
constitute precautionary principles.

Comments 10, " lacking is any consideration of the implications of losing this significant remaining intact
habitat on the overall conservation of the endangered Nanaimo Lowlands Ecoregion and Coastal Douglas
Fir Forest zone".
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There is misinformation in Pottenger Gaherty's description of the extent of the Coastal Dougtas-fir zone, which
seriously compromises the validity of their statements on this keystone issue, Pottinger Gaherty incorrectly
states that the Coastal Douglas-fir ecosystem extends on Vancouver Island “from Campbell River to the island’s
southern tip™. In fact. the CDF only extends north to slightly past Bowser. Having grossly overstated the size of
the CDF zone, PGL then concludes, based on that error, that the Lakes District is *a small portion of this land
mass’.
In fact, given the actual small size of the CDF zone, the levels of development within the CDF plus the
especially high ecological integrity and diversity of the Lakes District. itis a very significant compenent of the
remaining CDF ecosystem, of which 49 percent has been lost ta development, the highest level of any natural
habitat in BC.

Assessing the extent of the ecoregion represented by the subject lands, the extent of remaining natural habitat
within the ecoregion, the ecological uniqueness/habitat values and integrity of the subject lands plus the level of
impacts is at the foundation of the Environmental Assesment process. PGL has failed to correctly do this.

PGL arrives at an erroneous conclusion of minimal impact on the larger CDF ecosystem through failing to
correctly factor the rarity of the Lakes District landscape as an unbroken CDF habitat, the size of the CDF zone,
the amount of the CDF that has already been lost 1o development plus the scale of impacts to the Lakes District
landscape. The Lakes District is in fact a critically important remaining tract of diverse, unbroken habitat in the
threatened CDF zone. '

11 — Appendix — Sensitive Bird Species

In citing availability of habitat for Ruffed Grouse provided by the proposed plan, PGL counts Notch Hill as
Ruffed Grouse habitat. PGL then argues that sufficient habitat will be available to ensure the survival of Ruffed
Grouse. However, according to our current knowledge, Notch Hill does not generally provide suitable habitat
for Ruffed Grouse. Rather, these lowland birds rely mostly on the wooded areas and riparian zones surrounding
the Beaver Ponds and lake. as well as mixed forest around Enos Lake. These areas would be significantly
impacted by the proposed subdivision plan.

PGL fails to comment on some of the most serious bird conservation issues raised. including the presence of
nesting Olive-sided Flycatchers, a COSEWIC listed, federally threatened species.

The Lakes District provides rare remaining prime habitat for nesting Olive-sided Flycatchers in the form of
treed uplands, snag wetlands, open forest, woodlands, and natural forest openings in a contiguous landscape.
Research suggests that human impacts such as land clearing can cause Olive-sided Flycatchers to experience
high rates of nesting failures due to increased predation. Documented issues associated with effects of habitat
fragmentation on other sensitive species we mentioned have not been addressed by PGL.

12 - Conclusion

The Plan does not protect the Garry Oak meadows "in their entirety” as claimed by PGL. As we have mentioned
before, the Garry Oak ecosystem has not been accurately defined, and the Plan would encroach on the sensitive
ecosystent.

APLUC does not agree with the claim that "the proposed Plan provides a significant benefit ..." The sensitive
ecosystems in the Lakes District are already protected through various RDN mechanisms (OCP, RGS.
Sustainability), despite the current Residential zoning. APLUC does not believe from a practical sense that this
zoning necessarily trumps the environmental protection obligations of the RDN, and therefore does not accept
that the proposed parkland is a "gift" from Fairwinds.

On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,

Paul Grinder
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September 13, 2010

Hon. Barry Penner

Minister of Environment and Stewardship
PO Bax 9047, Stn. Prov. Gov.

Victoria, B.C. VBW 9E2

Proposed Fairwinds Lakes District Development Review

We, the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Councit (APLUC), are writing to you regarding the proposed
Fairwinds Lakes District development in Nanoose Bay and your review of this application. We ask that you
not approve this proposed development in its present form, as there are serious environmental protection
concerns that need to be addressed. The Lakes District has significant endangered CDF forest, endangered
Garry Oak meadow and wetland ecosystems that would be significantly impacted by this proposed
development.

1. Endangered Coastal Douglas-fir {CDF) Ecosystem

The Lakes District is a significant and rare remaining area of unbroken habitat within the
threatened Coastal Douglas-fir biogeoclimatic zone, a region which supports some of the highest
diversity of birds, invertebrates, amphibians, plants and other species in Canada. Forty nine
percent of the Coastal Douglas-fir zone has been lost to development, which is the highest levei of
conversion to human use of any of BC’s natural environments. The CDF, which occurs mostly on
southeast Vancouver Island and the Guif Islands is the rarest biogeoclimatic zone in BC, and is one
of Canada’s four most endangered ecosystems. CDF forests and associated ecosystems contain the
most species of global and provincial conservation concern of any natural habitat in BC.

Much of the above information consists of findings from Taking Nature's Pulse: The Status of
Biodiversity in British Columbia, a 2008 report produced by Biodiversity BC, a partnership of
government and nongovernment conservation organizations working to provide a comprehensive
assessment of the state of ecosystems and native species in BC.

As one of the most significant, ecologicaily diverse remaining habitats in Vancouver Island’s CDF
zone coastal lowlands, the Lakes District is of paramount importance for maintaining plant, animal
and ecosystem diversity and landscape level ecological integrity on a local and provincial scale. The
Lakes District CDF ecosystem presents both an urgent conservation need and an opportunity to
support threatened species and ecosystems in the face of extensive habitat loss. In addition, given
the high levels of land conversion and development within the Regional District of Nanaimo
portion of the CDF zone, the Lakes District is a critical remaining natural habitat and CDF
landscape. The proposed development as it stands is of great concern due to the impact on this
unbroken CDF ecosystem, which supports an abundance and diversity of sensitive species. Given
these factors, the state of the CDF, and in light of recent government statements and reports
highlighting the critical need for CDF conservation, we ask that you not support the proposed
development.
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Garry Oak Meadows and Freshwater Wetlands: Sensitive and Rare CDF associated ecosystems
The proposed development area contains rare and sensitive Garry Oak ecosystems and freshwater

wetlands. These stand to be compromised by the proposed development.
The wetlands and Garry Oak meadows in the Lakes District are of regional significance,

representing rare remaining habitats that are subset ecosystems within the Coastal Dougias Fir
Zone. The conservation significance of these natural habitats for maintaining ecosystem integrity
and supporting native species is in part due to their being part of a contiguous natural landscape.
The proposed development provides inadequate, or in some cases nonexistent buffers to these

areas. In addition, according to a PhD Botanist with expertise in Garry Oak ecosystems, the
ecological boundaries of the Garry Oak ecosystems have not been accurately mapped by the
consultants.

Issues include loss of sensitive species due to disturbance and development intrusion,
fragmentation and habitat degradation from road alignments that are too close to wetlands,
increased predation from invasive species, loss of connected habitat elements, and noise
disturbance.

Of special concern to APLUC is the proposed extension of Schooner Cove Driver, due to its

alignment through sensitive wetland and riparian habitat near beaver ponds and a creek. COSEWIC

Red-legged Frogs occur in the riparian zone that the road would be going through. Breeding
habitat is provided by the wetlands, and upland habitat by the bordering forest. Both habitats
would be significantly impacted by the proposed road. According to our current knowledge,

Common Mergansers occur in this wetland area and may be nesting. Waterfowl nesting sites are

relatively uncommon in the region and are sensitive to disturbance.

Inadequate Environmental Impact Assessment

The Environmental impact Assessment conducted for this development by Pottinger Gaherty Ltd.

contains major failings, as it does not take into account and/or meaningfully address several
critical factors. These include:

The ecological significance of the Lakes District as an extensive, ecologically diverse landscape
representative of the globally imperiled Nanaimo Lowlands/CDF zone forest ecosystem
Repercussions on a larger scale resuiting from loss and degradation of this habitat.

The core “big picture” issues associated with this development, these being the rarity and
environmental sensitivity of this tract of intact habitat representing an endangered ecosystem, its
high biodiversity, and the impacts associated with the proposed development.

The impacts of habitat fragmentation, edge effects, development encroachment and lass of forest
interior habitat impacts on the diverse, sensitive and to varying degrees threatened, birdlife
inhabiting this area. Neotropical and other forest birds are at some of their highest diversity in the
coastal lowlands, where much habitat has also been lost. Scientific studies have noted the
disappearance and decline of forest songbirds when forest habitats are fragmented or encroached
on by development. This impartant issue has not even been touched on in the environmental
impact assessment. Compromise of the Lakes District would be especially serious in a regional
context due to the limited availabifity of unbroken forest for sensitive forest bird species.

Failure to cansider the full implications of development on viability of functioning ecosystems and
sensitive species in the Lakes District

Failure to inventory sensitive species in identified environmentally sensitive areas, based an the
errant assumption that this was unnecessary, given the planned protection of certain areas These
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areas should have been surveyed, given secondary use of surrounding habitat by species primarily
dependant on these areas, and impacts from surrounding development

¢ Failure to assess effects of the proposed development on ecosystem diversity and integrity in the
Mount Arrowsmith Biosphere Reserve

¢ Failure to adequately map the extent and distribution of the Garry Oak woodlands and meadows.

¢ Failure to adequately consider the effects of invasive species encroachment following habitat
fragmentation and loss of forest interior habitat.

¢ Failure to make the environmental assessment available for public comment unti} after the
meetings hosted by Fairwinds were concluded. This prevented meaningful public input on the
acceptability of impacts.

Coastal Douglas-fir Ecosystem Conservation Goals in BC:

Recent statements by the integrated Land Management Bureau highlight the need for CDF
ecosystem protection and possible steps to be taken by government. In a July 30™ 2010 news
release by the ILMB announcing protection of selected Crown CDF parcels and discussing
conservation of the CDF, it was noted that work with local government will be needed to protect
the CDF ecosystem. You are the ministries/agencies in the position to do this firsthand by not
supporting this development proposal and instead, providing input on alternatives to the Regional
District of Nanaimo.

DL 137, one of the new CDF Crown protected areas announced by the ILMB, borders the proposed
development area. Together, they form a contiguous, Coastal Douglas-fir ecosystem that supports
many sensitive species and species at risk dependant on this habitat. These include Band-tailed
Pigeon, Qlive-sided Flycatcher, Ruffed Grouse, Red-legged Frog, Purple Martin, American Kestrel,
Pacific Sideband Snail, Sooty Grouse, Western Screech-owl and possibly, Painted Turtle. If the
Lakes District were developed, not only would its own CDF/Garry Oak conservation and habitat
values be lost, but the ecological viability of DL 137 as a CDF protected area would be severely
degraded.

Sensitive Ecosystems

Many of the ecosystems represented in the Lakes District including Garry Oak Meadows, CDF
forests, Arbutus/conifer woodlands, wetlands, sparsely vegetated areas, glades and creeks were
identified in the 1997 Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory for Southeastern Vancouver Island. A major
factor contributing to the ecological significance of the Lakes District is the occurrence of these
sensitive ecosystems together in an unbroken CDF ecosystem landscape covering over 700 acres.
The proposed development would destroy and degrade a significant proportion of these sensitive
ecosystems, while fragmentation wouid remove much of the landscape’s hahitat values and
ecological integrity. Given the endangerment and biodiversity of this ecosystem, from our
perspective this level of impact is not acceptable. Especially given the high percentage of SE
Vancouver Island’s nationally significant sensitive ecosystems that have been lost or degraded due
to insufficient attention to conservation, it is highly important that the ecological values
represented in the Lakes District be protected.

Species at Risk and Habitat Notes

The Enos Lake Benthic and Limnetic Three-spine Stickleback, SARA listed endangered species, have
not been confirmed to be extinct, contrary to the environmental impact assessment’s claims. The
occurrence of this fish and protection of the habitat surrounding the fake must be taken into
consideration. COSEWIC listed Red-legged Frogs are easily found in the wetlands and creeks,
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which would be severely impacted by the proposed road alignments that do not take into account
upland buffer needs around wetlands. The Arbutus/Garry Oak Coastal Douglas-fir ecosystems of
the Lakes District provide prime habitat for the blue listed Band-tailed Pigeon. Red listed Purple
Martins nesting nearby at Nanoose Bay use the forests and wetlands as a source of areal insect
food. Of special concern is the fact that the COSEWIC listed Olive-sided Flycatcher nests in the
Lakes District’s Garry Oak Meadows and woodland habitats. This species has recently been
recognized as a threatened species in Canada. The Lakes District is one of the few suitable habitat
areas in the region’s lowlands for this bird, There are many other species here that are sensitive, at
risk or rare.

The blue listed Pacific Sideband Snail occurs in the CDF forests. Red listed plant communities of the
Coastal Douglas Fir Zone, including those associated with dry forest, Arbutus woodlands and
subset Garry Oak ecosystems characterize much of the Lakes District. According to a local
ornithologist and wildlife consultant interviewed by APLUC, the Lakes District provides essential
unfragmented habitat for regional populations of nesting forest birds.

Professional ecologists, botanists and ornithologists, plus members of the birding and naturalist
community familiar with the Lakes District know this CDF landscape and natural habitat to be of
high ecological significance. The Lakes District is recognized for its importance in maintaining
biodiversity at a regional and larger level as rare remaining habitat, representative of the
biologically diverse, threatened coastal lowlands CDF ecosystem, sustaining a rich and threatened
diversity of plant and wildlife species dependant on this habitat.

Implementing the Convention on Biodiversity

As decision makers of the BC government, a supportive province in a country signatory to the
United Nations Convention on Biodiversity, and decision makers of the federal government, you
are in a position of responsibility to take actions that are in keeping with the legally binding
conservation mandate resulting from this agreement. This requires achieving significant reductions
in biodiversity ioss by 2010, the International Year of Biodiversity. The Lakes District is an integral
part of the United Nations designated Mount Arrowsmith Biosphere Reserve. The location of the
Lakes District within a UNESCO biosphere reserve makes conserving the ecological integrity of this
imperiled ecosystem within a national biodiversity “hotspot”, all the more important. Supporting
protection of the Lakes District is a concrete step you can take to help BC and Canada implement
the Convention on Biodiversity.

Zoning: Opportunities for Conservation

The Lakes District was designated for single family residential use in the 1980’s, while full
understanding of the critical need to conserve our remaining CDF ecosystems has been gained
more recently. The Green Bylaws Toolkit, developed in partnership with the BC Government,
states that past zoning enacted without sufficient knowledge of ecology and conservation can be
changed to reflect newly understood conservation needs, i.e.” Conservation Zoning”. APLUC feels
that an urban development designation for Lakes District is inappropriate due to its ecological
rarity and environmental sensitivity.

Concluding Comments

Given the fact the Lakes District is an ecologically significant natural landscape in the endangered
CDF zone and in light of recent government statements regarding the need for CDF ecosystem
conservation, we request that you recommend that this development proposat not be approved.
We also request that you recommend rezoning the Lakes District to an appropriate conservation
designation in line with the critical need to protect the endangered ecosystems we have described
and all their associated species.
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Sincerely,
On hehalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,

Faul Grinder

3348 Biueback Drive,
Nanoose Bay B.C. VGP GHS
250 468 1714
pgrinder@gmail.com

Cc. Hon. Shirley Bond, Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure
Hon. Ben Stewart, Minister of Community and Rural Development
Rob Fieming, MLA Critic for Environment and Stewardship
Scott Fraser, MLA Critic for Community and Rural Development
Harry Bains, MLA Critic for Transportation and Industry
Hon. Gail Shea, MP Minister of Fisheries and Oceans
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Regional District of Nanaimo E@;;—T‘?wﬁ“f‘“
6300 Hammond Bay Rd .
Nanaimo, B.C. VOP6N2 S . Ztolme,

Dear George;

Re: Potable Water provisions for the Propesed Fairwinds Developments (Lakes District and
Schogner Cove).

Thank you for your response to our Nov. 1, 2010 letter regarding the above topic,

We have a few additional questions and comments arising from your response, and look forward to
your reply.

Further to Question 2;
Has Fairwinds actually found and proved any new potable water sources?
If 50, is the amount of proven water adequate to serve Fairwinds’ total proposed build-out?

If not, will the proponent be required to resubmit a plan that only reflects the available proved
water?

Your statement that “RDN requires that water be provided for each stage of the development for
which development approval is requested” forces us to envisage a possible scenario where adequate
new water is proved for the early development stages, but not for later stages. The high cost of up-
front infrastructure to serve the “first dwelling” could iead to a desperate search for distant sources
of supply in order to achieve financial payback targets — if not proved right at the beginning.

It is Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council’s contention that the issue of adequate water for the
full build-out be resolved up front. To quote from the Nanoose Bay OCP, “Acknowledge that
Jreshwater is an essential element in our life support system and because of its finite supply, should
be a determiner of further growth and development” (from Section I, Environmental Protection).
This 1s a pretty clear statement from the Nanoose Bay citizens that the approval process for any
future development must follow the sourcing of an adequate and sustainable potable water supply.

With availability of water as the driver, and not as the servant of population growth, it makes sense
that the assessment of water availability be carried out as a first and determining step. Can we
expect that RDN will impose this requirement on the proponent?
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Also, with the availability of water as the driver, we might see a total build-out somewhat less than
that proposed, should the total amount of water available be insufficient for the original proposed
number of dwellings.

Further to Question 3;

Your letter refers to: “new water being provided by Fairwinds...”. This implies a new source has
been found and is currently being used.

Can you confirm this?

Where is the new water source? Is it the Heringa or the Wallbrook wellfield? If it is the Heringa or
the Wallbrook wellfield, we have reasons to believe that this water may not be “in a different
aquifer, removed from current aquifers utilized by RDN”, as your letter claims. Also, we are not
aware of a hydrogeological report proving this is “new water”.

Further, we are concerned with your statement that neither the Sustainability Coordinator nor the
Drinking Water and Watershed Protection Coordinator will have a role in the assessment of
Nanoose Bay’s limited water supply. Who within the RDN, if not these two people, will be
responsible for decisions, or advising on decisions, regarding how much water is available for new
uses as well as ensuring that existing water sources are not adversely affected?

It’s fine to have groundwater professionals provide information, but they are not the ones who make
decisions on water withdrawals that may be in conflict with existing uses. We think it appropriate
that the two Coordinators be responsible for evaluating and reporting on the adequacy of the
information delivered to the decision makers.

Further to Question 4;

It is our understanding that a subdivision servicing bylaw or an amended bylaw to accemmodate
Fairwinds’ needs is required to satisfy the provincial Ministry of Transportation & Infrastivemue
before they grant approval. When do you see the bylaw or bylaw amendment happening?

Farther to Question 5;

We strongly believe that this huge development proposal should require more than a fill-in-the-
blank form for the serious issue of potable water (the C&SIR Form).

To put this in perspective, the full build-out of the Fairwinds proposed development would add
another 4,000 to 5,000 people to Nanocose Bay; nearly doubling the present population. It’s difficult
to see where a doubling of the Nanoose Bay water supply will come from. Again, because of the
potential for serious impacts and the limited water resources in Nanoose Bay, sensible planning
would require that an assessment of the availability of water for the full build-out be required up
front, and not piece meal for each development stage.

The above issues are important enough 4 the ¢itizens of Nanoose Bay to warrant a public meeting
solely on the issue of potable water. The citizens of Nanoose Bay must have the opportunity to hear
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and discuss where the new water to serve the proposed Fairwinds’ development will come from and
what the implications will be to the existing water uses and users of the area.

Sincerely,

On behalf of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council,

-

g ;f ;:fvt,}‘i \/TE:-_/‘;A‘..K“ "J'i"‘ﬂ'ﬂ«i
Paul Grinder
3349 Blueback Drive, Nancose Bay, B.C. V9P SH9
Phone: 250 468 1714
Email: pgrinder@gmail.com

Ce:
Joe Stanhope — Board Chair, Director, Electoral Arca G
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Srom:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hi Susan,

Drazic, John <John.Drazic@®terasengas.coms>
Monday, December 27, 2010 5:11 PM
Cormie, Susan

Schooner Cover Boat Ramp Status

Your email address was provided on a web page as a fink for information regarding the development of the Schooner

Cover Marina in Nanoose.

As afocal resident of Nanoose who lives outside of the Fairwinds develo

pment and a boater who uses the boat ramp at

Schooner Cove an a regular basis, | would like to know if their plans to close the ramp have been approved?

Any owner of a boat that uses a trailer to launch will tel] you that the ramps at the Nanoose Reserve or

Beachcomber cant hold a candle to the one at Schooner Cover. The one at the rese
mast popular for fishing, crabhing and prawning. Miles by boat, and

rve is miles from the areas that are

the difference between going out or not when time is limited or weather conditions are less than ideal.

Beachcombers ramp is a single ramp with no wharf, washrooms, and limited
low tide. Add the additional traffic and you will have boats and vehicles finin

g up for hours an nice days to get in or out.

ftis unbelievable to me that they can get away with this. Times may change, but as fong as we are an [sland, affordable
access to the ocean shouid remain a constant theme in any development proposals,

Can you also confirm if there were any conditi

Thank you,
John Drazic

this e-mgil is the property of Terasen inc. andfor iis aff
disiribution or disclosure by others is siriclly profubites. Terasen Ine. end its effilizies do not accept Kability for aNy errors or omissions which arice a8 & result of e-
Hended recipient. please contact ihe sender immediziely

maif trensmisgion. If you are ol the i
hard drive. Thank you.

ons agreed to when the original marina and boat ramp were approved?

fiztes end may contzin confideniial materist for the cole uee of the inlended reciplenl(s) Any review. use.

end delete all copies of the message Including remaoval from your

if you don’t have a large boat, those extra miles are

parking that is next to impossible to use on
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Summary of the Public Information Meeting
Held at Nanoosc ’lace, 2925 Northwest Bay Road, Nanoose Bay
January 31, 2011 at 7:00 pm

Note:  This summary of the meeting is not verbatim recording of the proceedinegs, but is intended 1o
ya 8 §
summarize the commenis of those in attendance ai the Public Information Meeting.

There were approximately 180 persons in attendance.

Present for the Regional District:

George Holme, Director, Electoral Area ‘E’, Chairperson
Joe Burnett, Director. Electoral Area *A°

Dave Bartram, Director, Electoral Area ‘H’

Frank Van Eynde, Alternate Director, Electoral Area ‘E’
Carol Mason, Chief Administrative Officer

Paul Thorkelsson, General Manager, Development Services
John Finnie, General Manager, Regional & Community Utilities
Tom Osborne, General Manager, Recreation & Parks

Dale Lindsay, Manager, Current Planning

Susan Cormie, Senior Planner

Present for the Applicant:

Russell Tibbles, Vice President, Development & Operations, Fairwinds, Bentall Kennedy (Canada) LP /
Agent, on behalf of 3536696 Canada Inc. and beIMC Realty Corporation

Paul Fenske. Consultant, Ekistics Town Planning

Chuck Brook. Consultant, Brook Pooni Associates Inc.

Edward Porter, Consultant, Ekistics Town Planning

Elysia Leung, Consultant, Ekistics Town Planning

Matt Hammond. Consuitant, Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants

Thomas Roy, Consultant, Cascadia Biological Services Lid.

The Chairperson opened the meeting at 7:01 pm, outlined the agenda for the evening, and made
introductions. The Chairperson then stated the purpose of the Public Information Meeting and requested
the Senior Planner to provide background information concerning the Official Community Plan (OCP)
amendment process.

Ms. Cormie gave a brief outline of the application process.

The Chairperson then invited representatives of the applicant to give a presentation of the proposed OCP
amendment application. Mr. Fenske presented the proposed OCP amendment application for The Lakes
District.

Following the presentation, the Chairperson invited questions and comments from the attendees.

Gord Buckingham, 3370 Redden Road, Nanoose Bay, spoke to the history of plans in Nanoose Bay and
asked what mechanisms will the RDN put to place to monitor the proposed development. Mr.
Buckingham asked what measures the RDN will take to protect the natural areas of the Lakes District.
Mr. Buckingham referred to the regional growth strategy plan and the need to ensure environmental
protection within the Lakes District. A cepy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this
sunumary.
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Mr. Lindsay outlined the ofticial community plan framework and explained other application processes
such as zoning amendment, subdivision, and development permit which would ail require approvals as
part of the development process.

Jim Lettic. 2855 Ashcraft Road, Nanoose Bay, commented that he would have expected better
notification for this meeting and asked what amendments are proposed for the official community to
recognize this neighbourhood plan. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this
sunimary.

Mr. Lindsay stated that the most significant amendment would be the adoption of the neighbourhood plan
as part of the OCP and that minor amendments would also be required to clarify that the development
permit areas outlined in the neighourhood plan would also apply.

Gerry Thompson, 1991 Highland Road, Nanoose Bay, stated that he has been involved in the Community
Advisory Group and participated in the events and based on his participation, he felt that this Plan
represents the best in planning and meets the OCP policies. Mr. Thompson commented that he completed
an examination of the Plan including the environmental component and noted that more than 40% is
proposed to be set aside for environmental protection and/or open space. Mr. Thompson further stated
that he is satisfied the housing needs and traffic will be met and noted the parks and trail development. A
copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Ross Peterson, 1482 Madrona Drive, Nanoose Bay, stated that he felt the record of what the residents
want is blank because the residents have not been asked. Mr. Peterson stated that the environmental
resources of the Lakes District are the conumunity’s and the community should demand that more
ecosystems be protected. Mr. Peterson also stated that the community should demand a better public
process and a discussion of what is wanted to be protected. Mr. Peterson concluded that the RDN needs
to consider the public opinion. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Ross Peterson. on behalf of Terry Mclntosh, Vancouver, read Mr. Mclntosh’s submission, a copy of this
presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Bob Popple, Nanoose Bay, stated that he was speaking on behalf of the Fairwinds Community
Association and outlined that in a survey of their membership, 83% of respondents indicated that they
supported the project with 57% fully supporting the project and 26% supporting with some reservations
and 17% did not support the Plan. Mr. Popple concluded that they received double the normal return rate
and as a result. the Fairwinds Residents Association is confident that the survey reflects strong support
among the membership. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Michael Jessen, 1266 Jukes Place, French Creek, spoke on behalf of the Arrowsmith Watershed Coalition
Society, and stated that they remain disappointed for four reasons including Area G recently adopted new
bylaws to restrict subdivision and reduce sprawl and with two service centres nearby whereas this area
will be 15 to 20 minutes from centres; the proposal includes the Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystem which
needs to be protected; the UCB is illogically placed with no service centre proposed to support the
proposed residential area; and with the destruction of the ecosystem, the community will pay a heavy
price. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.,

Susan Croskery, 3349 Blueback Drive, Nanoose Bay, stated that she was concerned with the public
process and the Regional District does not know what people want. Ms. Croskery stated that all Nanoose
residents need to be surveyved. not just Fairwinds residents. Ms. Croskery noted that the Parks Committee
requested the Regional District to participate in a survey, but the request was turned down. Ms, Croskery
asked the Chairperson why the survey was not supported.
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The Chairperson explained that this OCP amendment is following the required public process. The
Chairperson further explained that the Regional District does not partner another party for the purposes of
conducting a poll.

Paul Grinder, 3349 Blueback Drive, Nanoose Bay, spoke to his concern with long term environmental
issues and that the Regional District is relying on the PGL report. Mr. Grinder asked how do we ensure
conservation of these sensitive areas and who will assume authority for the proposed environmental
covenants, and who will be able to assess these arcas such as the Garry oak areas. Mr. Grinder also asked
how will the storm water management areas be managed and by whom. A copy of this presentation is
attached to and forms part of this summary.

Ronda Murdoch, 215 Chestnut Street, Parksville, stated that without a full environmental report, nothing
should go forward and any decision should be based on sound science. Ms. Murdoch further commented
that good forests and natural ecosystems are hard to find and asked if this amendment protect these
natural areas. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Mr. Hammond explained that his company conducted a third party review which including defining the
ecological boundaries of the sensitive areas. The environmental professional also explained that the third
party review concluded that the environmental assessment was both sufficient and appropriate for the
subject property and that the uniqueness of the property was recognized noting that key species were
identified for protection through the protection of the habitats.

Bruce McLennan, 2928 Dolphin Drive, Nanoose Bay, indicated that he is part of a Speedwatch group and
spoke to his concerns with traffic. Mr. McLennan asked if there will be consideration for traffic calming
in the area and noted that traffic calming devices have been proven to work.

Mr. Fenske explained that all new street standards for the Lakes District have been developed which
include a number of traffic calming measures.

Patrick Murray, 3362 Rockhampton Road, Nanoose Bay, stated that some points were missed in the Plan
including fire services, ambulance services, road maintenance, traffic lights and traffic calming, school
location, and the need for a new library. Mr. Murray asked what are the costs to support these extra
residents. Mr. Murray also stated that there must be other alternatives to the new road location rather than
through the ecosystem area. In addition, Mr. Murray asked if the Regional District would get a
performance bond and felt that residents could suffer severe flooding if the property is not developed
properly. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Don Lawseth, 1895 Sea Lion Crescent, Nancose Bay, stated that he while he commended the amount of
Regional Park Land being proposed, it does not offset other impacts of the development. Mr. Lawseth
stated he is concerned about the jmpacts caused by tripling the population and housing in the area. Mr.
Lawseth also stated that development around Enos Lake and the beaver ponds are significant impacts and
recommended that the area between Notch Hill and Enos Lake - height of land to height of land - be park
land. Mr. Lawseth asked about the proposed phased development agreement and will it be available for
public review,

Mr. Lindsay explained that the phased development agreement would be prepared at time of rezoning and
would be based on the policies set out in the neighbourhood plan and that the rezoning process is a public
process and residents would have an opportunity to comment on the proposed phased development
agreement at that time,
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Diane Pertson, 2971 Dolphin Drive, Nanoose Bay. spoke to her concern for the environmental impacts
the proposed development would cause. Ms. Pertson stated that the proposed multiple dwelling unit area
next to Bonnington Drive needs to be eliminated as it will get developed otherwise. Ms. Pertson stated
that an alternate route is needed to avoid the high traffic area between the beaver ponds and felt that the
original access off Transtide Drive is still a good choice as well as other possible options. Ms. Pertson
also felt that there was no enough notice given for this meeting in order that she could prepare a response.
A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Christopher Stephens, 3724 Ermineskin Road, Parksville, spoke to the ecosystems at risk, the birds at
risk, and the RDN policies. Mr. Stephens explained that the Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystem is rare and
listed some of the bird population that is under risk. Mr. Stephens stated that it is critical to maintain the
Region’s biodiversity and that the Regional District needs to protect this area to conserve the remaining
forest.  Mr. Stephens concluded that the future of the biosystem depends on the protection of the
ecosystem. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary,

Barb Murray, 3362 Rockhampton Road. Nanoose Bay, stated that two amendment applications need to be
considered separately and the connector road be taken out of the Lakes District proposal. Ms. Murray
commented that she supports the Schooner Cove development only and Lakes District is too complex to
consider at this time. Ms. Murray spoke to the time lines of the developments and felt that there are no
long term guarantees and the development should occur in phases where good science and guidance is
applied. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Mr. Hammond stated that an ecosystem approach was taken and provided the calculations for the areas to
be protected. The applicant’s environmental consultant stated that the Plan is consistent with the
environmental protection and noted that the average buffers are 35 metres on all the Garry oak meadows
which exceeds the Ministry of Environment requirements. The applicant’s environmental consultant also
stated that the riparian areas will be well protected.

Berni Pearce, 793 Temple Street, Parksville, stated that she is concerned for the environment and noted
that the Regional District has relied on the developer’s consultant and requested that the RDN hire its own
environmental consultant to assess the environmental risks and use the precautionary principle for this
plan. A copy of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Stan Spence, 2494 Parker Way, Nanoose Bay, commented that there are a number of wells going dry and
asked how long before the wells go dry. Mr. Spence also commented on his concerns with traffic safety
with 2,000 additonal cars in the area and the need to draw up a plan for roads in the area.

The Chairperson explained that if there is no water there is no development.

Chuck Fenton, 1205 Bowley Road, Errington, commented that this development has significant impacts
on the environment and to say otherwise is wrong and using the approach that the development is not a
significant impact is not reasonable.

Annette Tanner, Qualicum Beach, stated that she is concerned about the area in which we live and
displayed a map where the remaining Coastal Douglas Fire ecosystem is left along the east coast of
Vancouver Island from Campbell River to the southern part of the Island. Ms. Tanner explained that the
area is biologically diverse and is one of the most threatened areas in Canada due is its small size. Ms.
Tanner further explained that the Ministry of Environment has stated that there is a high risk of extinction
for the area and that only 2% has been protected. Ms. Tanner commented that sensitive ecosystems for
Vancouver Island have been reduced in the last ten years from 80% to 40% and that the Lakes District
needs protection.
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Enid Mary Sangster-Kelly, 1234 Grafton Avenue, Errington, spoke to how sensitive an ecosystem c¢an be
and gave examples. Ms. Sangster-Kelly also spoke to the Drinking Water Protection Program and the
importance of protecting our drinking water supply.

Gail Hill, 2360 Bonnington Drive, Nanoose Bay, expressed her concerns about the traffic infrastructure
and the expected populanon Ms. Hill stated that all the traffic goes through the peninsula and everyone
is affected. Ms. Hill felt that the existing roads. built at rural standards, are now becoming urban roads.
but not built to that standard. Ms. Hill concluded that she wants to support the development but we have
to be able access our houses safely.

Phil Carson, 1504 Winchester Road, Coombs, stated that he is the president of the Mount Arrowsmith
Biosphere Foundation and speoke to the endangered Coast Douglas Fir ecosystem. Mr. Carson referred to
a nearby area which was described as critically endangered and globally impaired and felt that this would
apply to the Fairwinds area as well. Mr. Carson also stated that he felt the application has not had a
proper review.

Jill Davies, 9 — 1600 Brynmarl Road, Nanoose Bay, stated that while she appreciated the depth of study,
itis still a commercial exercise. Ms. Davies also stated that information process should be exchanged in
both directions, and asked what does the Regional District plan 1o do with the comments received tonight.

Mr. Lindsay explained that the all the comments received, both written and verbal, will be assembled into
a summary and forwarded to the Electoral Area Planning Committee and Regional Board of Directors.

Ms. Davies asked for confirmation that it will be forwarded to the Regional Board.

Mr. Lindsay confirmed this is the case.

Ms. Davies then asked the Chairperson about the process for distributing this information.
The Chairperson confirmed the Board will receive all the comments and submissions.

Peter Law. 3417 Carmichael Road, Nanoose Bay, expressed his concerns with the water quality of Enos
Lake. the parks policy, and the proposed location of Schooner Cove Drive. Mr. Law expressed concern
that Enos Lake will need a water balance approach in order to ensure protection. Mr. Law commented
that he is concerned with how the Regional District will ensure the ecological characteristics of the
sensitive areas proposed for park will be ensured. Mr. Law also stated his concern with the proposed
future development reserves and the need for further biological review. Mr. Law further commented that
traditional methods do not work to save the wetlands along the proposed Schooner Cove Drive. A copy
of this presentation is attached to and forms part of this summary.

Jim Lettic, 2855 Ashcraft Road, Nancose Bay, spoke to the application process and requested
clarification concerning the lack of the Community and Site Impact Review Form with the original
application in 2008.

Mr. Lindsay explained that the applicant submitted the original application in 2008 as both QCP and
rezoning applications, but withdrew the request to rezone; therefore the applications are for amendments
to the OCP only. The Manager explained that the submission of the Neighbourhood Plan in May 2010
was supported with a number of supporting technical documents including traffic study, environmental
review, and preliminary servicing assessments. Mr. Lindsay also explained that the Community and Site
Impact Review Form and Sustainability Checklist are used for all development applications regardless of
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the complexity of the application. Mr. Lindsay further explained that the applicant submitted all the
required supporting documentation in May 2010 and once staff became aware that the checklist had not
been submitted. the applicant was requested to submit this information, which was subsequently received
in October 2010.

Michael Cassidy, 2305 Coventry Place. Nanoose Bay, commented that there is a unique opportunity to
make a moral decision concerning this property which could be an example to other communities. M.
Cassidy felt that while there were positive things in the Plan, he had some concerns too.

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

Ross Peterson, 1482 Madrona Drive, Nanoose Bay. suggested that the regional District hire an
independent judge to review the Plan and requested that the RDN host a workshop / discussion to review
the Plan.

The Chairperson asked a second time if there were any other questions or comments.

Annette Tanner, Qualicum Beach, provided clarification that the Coastal Douglas Fir Ecosystem is from
Bowser, not Campbell River as she earlier indicated.

The Chairperson asked a final time if there were any other questions or comments.

Being none, the Chairperson thanked those in attendance and announced that the Public Information
Meeting was closed.

The meeting concluded at 9:08 pm.

Susan Cormie
Recording Secretary
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Submissions Received
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RDN PiM-31 January 2011- Fairwinds Real Estate Mgmt - Lakes District
My name is Gordon Buckingham and | live in Fairwinds.

First, | would like to acknowledge the impressive amount of time, effort and
resources that have been applied to the preparation of the plan put forward by
Bentall Kennedy, its subsidiaries and consultants, such as Cascadia and PGL,

resulting in the January 27" revision.
Nevertheless, at this stage it is still just a plan!

In the history of Nanoose Bay, there have been other grandiose plans for
development; one in 1912 and another in 1929 which, for different reasons came
to nought. AND, if there were a second dip to the current recession, it is possible
that this most recent plan will also have to be re-assessed by the investors.

So, while hoping for positive economic prospects, | have a question to pose to the
RDN: What mechanisms will the RDN put in place to Monitor and Guide this
development, which could take as long as twenty years to comlete??

It would be negligent for the RDN to approve the plan and, then, if any
miscalculations were committed by the developers or their sub-contractors
during build out, mutter a few politically correct words complaining about them,
after the fact.

That Would Never Happen, you say. Well, perhaps a recent example in the
Nanoose Creek Estuary should be considered as a case study! The phrase “Closing
the barn door, after the horse has escaped” comes to mind. Apparently, an
Estuary has to have a wealthy NGO in order for a Guardian to be appointed.

My point is: if it were not for the questions and comments posed by various decf;{@f’@a{
residents of Nanoose Bay, by now, one of the previous versions of the plan would

probably have been approved, thereby avoiding ee=#8 revisions. However, these

revisions have, without doubt, improved the developer’s plan.

Just because the Lakes District, including the various wetlands, does not have a
big NGO guardian angel does NOT mean that it is inferior to other Sensitjve
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Ecosystems. Unfortunately, it is possible that future modifications to the

proposed plan are its only hope for protection!

Therefore, as a taxpayer in the RDN, | would like to know what measures the RDN
will take to protect the Lakes District’s “natural capital”, which provides extensive
services by cleaning our air and water, in addition to being habitat for numerous

wild creatures.

What will the RDN Staff actually do, during the multi-year implementation of
the plan to ensure that:

“Land resources are efficiently used and negative impacts of land use and
development are minimized.” [those are the RDN’s own words]

Yes, there is a vision stated in the Regional Growth Strategy, that:

“Important ecosystems and ecological features are protected, healthy and

productive.”

However, without pro-active involvement in monitoring and guiding the process,
there is a real danger that any public outcry, over a potential mistake, would be

too little, too late for this important ecosystem.

So, while re-considering the merits of the Fairwinds Real Estate Management
Development Application, | ask members of the Board and Staff of the Regional
District to show leadership and follow the spirit of their policies, not just the letter
of the law. The property owner has the right, under the law, to develop this
property. However, “The law protects corporations, absolutely; the individuals,

somewhat; but the environment, not at all.”

Again, | ask “What procedures will the RDN put in place to ensure
environmental protection within the Lakes District, during the various
phases of the proposed development?” Thank you.
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Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan Public Information Meeting

January 31, 2011

Thank you Mr. Chairman,

My name is Gerry Thompson and I live at 1991 Highland Road. | have been a member of
the Community Advisory Group (CAG) since its inception approximately 2 years ago. As
such, I have been intimately involved in the Lakes District planning process and have had
access 1o all of the documentation related to the process.

The Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan (OCP) received final approval October 25",
2005. It formally documents the expressed current public wish to see development
proceed within Fairwinds, which in tum is within an Urban Containment Boundary
outlined in the OCP. The Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) cited in the OCP, recognizes
Fairwinds as one of the more urbanized areas in the region and designates the area for
further growth and development. The OCP also encourages nodal development that
provides a focus and identity within this Urban Containment Boundary. The OCP goes on
to say that innovative and non-traditional forms of housing and services may be
introduced. The OCP further states that development proposals will need to be evaluated
at the neighbourhood scale in order to achieve nedal planning objectives The QCP
policies call for a range of housing types and densities, the provision of services,
particularly including water supply, provision of open space, circulation and connectivity
and proper attention to environmentally sensitive arcas. Very importantly the plan
requires an inclusive public involvement process leading to consideration of plan
approval. Clearly it is the intention of the OCP that, within theses guidelines, the Lakes
District be developed. It is significant and fortunate that the ownership of the subject
land is not fragmented, thereby facilitating a coordinated approach to realizing the goal of
the Regional District as expressed in the OCP.

Based on my participation iri the planning process for the Lakes District and based on
many years of professional experience with similar development proposals, I can state
with complete confidence that the Lakes District Plan currently before the Regional
District, represents the best in terms of professional standards and more than meets the
requirements of the OCP. The effort expended through specialist consulting in urban
design, biology, ecology, architecture, engineering, transportation and public consultation
has been exacting.

Of special note is the examination of the environment. This examination has been
detailed and has involved an impressive level of consultation and information exchange
which has materially informed and aided the planning process. It is significant to note the
level of participation by very knowledgeable members of the community. It is, in my
mind, extremely significant that the current plan sets aside more than 40% of the
developable area for open space and/or environmental protection. This fact is even more
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significant when one considers that the remaining area proposed for development is
considerably less than what is presently zoned residential..

Similarly, I am satisfied that all other requirements of the OCP are met with respect to
proposed housing types and densities, the provision of services and the provision of an
imaginative vehicular and pedestrian circulation system which will preserve essential and
specific elements that presently reflect the character of the Lakes District. Of note in this
regard is the inclusion of walkable cluster or compact neighbourhoods, the provision for
age — mixed neighbourhoods and within the Regional parks area, limited access, low
impact trails and environmental interpretive facilities.

The consultation process strikes me as especially noteworthy. It has been long, detailed

and most importantly, responsive. The current plan has evolved considerably since the

start of the process and has benefited greatly from the candid comments and generous

contributions of a large body of interested citizens. Is everyone in agreement on every

point? Probably not; but I do think we have reached the practical limit of what might, or
- might not, be achieved through further examination. It is time to make a decision.

In summary Mr. Chairman, I believe that approval of the proposed Lakes District
Neighbourhood Plan is in the public interest. The sooner we move to phased
implementation the sooner we reduce uncertainty and begin to deliver the benefits of
additional housing opportunities and lifestyle options, as fully anticipated in the OCP, to
the residents of Nanoose.

Thank you.

= I
_j"ﬁ =

Gerry Thompson
1991 Highland Road
Nanoose Bay

250 468 1818
gathom@telus.net
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Nanoose Bay
January 31, 2010

RDN Public Information Meeting (“Lakes District”): OCP Amendment
Nancose Place — 7:00pm

RDN Board of Directors/EAPC

Throughout the public relations effort carried out by Bentall/Fairwinds
and their ‘planning team’, as a member of the Fairwinds Community Advisory
Group | asked repeatedly for clarification on the relationship between the so-
called ‘neighbourhood plans’ and the actual amendments to the Nanoose
Bay OCP. This gquestioning elicited bafflegab and gobbledygook from the
planning team and vague and deflective answers from the RDN
representative responsible for clarification of RDN policy and procedures.

it wasn’t until more than two years into the process that | had the
answer to my question in the most unlikely of publications. In the Fall 2010
issue of the Electoral Area Update for Area 'E’, Nanoose Bay, Director Holme
stated that *... implementation of the neighbourhood plans for Schooner Cove
& the Lakes District would require amendments to a variety of policies in the
OCP.” Reguests to RDN staff for clarification on the policies subject to
amendment were ignored.

The guestion | would have the EAPC ask planning staff is what are the
policies in our OCP that will need to be amended in order to implement or
make compliant the development proposais for the Lakes District? (This
guestion was posed at the Jan. 31 PIM and the answer from Mr. Lindsay
should be a matter of record in the recorded meeting minutes.)

Sincerely, y I%_’
r@%/@g é/;//’ of Ll
aynes A. Lettic
-/ Director, NPORA
Representative, Fairwinds Community Advisory Group
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Nanoose Bay
January 31, 2010

RDN Public Information Meeting (“Lakes District”): OCP Amendment
Nanoose Place - 7:00pm

RDN Board of Directors/EAPC;

After a two year public relations exercise and patiently enduring the
seemingly endless drone of cyclonic presentations, residents of RDN
Electoral Area 'E' anticipated a meaningful public consultation opportunity
organized and facilitated by local government. What amounted to nothing
more than a prolonged, elaborate and somewhat sophisticated distraction
had come to an end and now residents would be served by RDN staff as they
struggled to understand the details and potential impact of two massive
development proposals.

On June 28, 2010, with the Area '‘E’ Director and senior RDN staff
present, residents were subjected to what can best be called mayhem &
confusion. What attendees experienced was 4 meetings rolled into one!
Two Open Houses and two Public information Meetings compressed into one
4%zhr circus. Prior to the June 28 meeting, numerous appeals were made to
the RDN to re-schedule the meeting with at least two PiMs, one for Schooner
Cove and one for Fairwinds Development Lands (“The Lakes District”).
These appeals were ignored and Director Holme stated that staff “thought
they could get the job done with one meeting”. When asked if staff had the
last say in these matters, Director Holme stated emphatically NO! they did
not. Obviously they did. Since that time, numerous requests for copies of
the minutes from the June 28 PIM were denied by staff with the apparent
support of senior RDN staff.

With the Jan 31 & Feb 01 meetings, (which | refer to as PIM 0.9
because we’re going backwards), we have another bizarre situation. We do
have, as requested previously, separate meetings for Schooner Cove (brown
field) and Fairwinds (greenfield) development proposals. What we did not
have is either adequate opportunity to review the revised plans (they were
not made available until Jan 21) or adequate notification of the PlMs
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(announcement appeared in local paper on Jan 26). According to
correspondence between the applicant’s planning team and the CAG, the
revised plans could have been made available to the public in late November
2010. Considering that Nanoose Place was booked for Jan 31/Feb 01 on
November 21, 2010, almost 2¥months prior to the meetings, there appears to
a serious impediment to information access and timely notification. Due to
time constraints, appeals to staff were made to provide an executive
summary of the changes to each plan since the May, 2010 submission.
These appeals were either ignored or denied.

Sources confirm there was no attempt to use the Nanoose Business
and Services Directory (NBSD) to advertise the PiMs. There have been
repeated requests to local government to use the NBSD, the most efficient
and cost-effective communication conduit we have in Nanoose Bay. But for
the diligence of a concerned citizen who placed an ad at their own expense
in the NBSD, the majority of residents in our community would have been
without notification.

So far, the RDN managed public consultation events have denied
residents meaningful opportunity to understand, guestion and comment on
two development proposals that, if approved, would allow an expanded urban
development to decimate the rural integrity we have valued as a priority in
the Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan. In this instance, local
government has displayed a blatant disregard for the spirit of public
consultation and a lack of respect for Nanoose Bay residents who care
enough to participate.

The question | have for the EAPC would be: “Is this approach to public
consultation sanctioned by the Board and does it meet with your approval as
our elected representatives? Or, is it an example of staff exercising
discretionary authority without Board mandate or approval?”

”/" Director, NPORA
Representative, Fairwinds Community Advisory Group
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Comments on the Fairwinds Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan.
Public Information Meeting, January 31, 2011.

By: Ross Peterson

Public Consultation

This is what Fairwinds wants to do (hold up the Lakes District

Neighbourhood Plan).
This is a record of what you have said you want (hold up a blank sheet of
paper).

And this is a record of comments from the public concerning the potential
impacts from this development,

Yes, these pages are blank — Why?

Because neither Fairwinds nor the RDN has asked you what you want, or
even asked you what you think of this final proposed plan. Sure, meetings
have been held on form and character, but nothing on how this proposed
development will really affect you, and the things you would like to see
protected.

Does this matter?

Of course it matters. Here’s why.

The environmental resources in the development area are yours. They
belong to the public, so it should matter a great deal what the proposed
development could do to your birds, to your beavers, to your red-legged
frogs, to your endangered wetlands, Garry Oak meadows, and Coastal
Douglas I'ir ecosystems.

You should demand to be heard on this.
Suggestions for you:

1. Demand a more accurate inventory of sensitive ecosystems. The
present one is faulty.
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2. Demand a thorough public discussion of potential impacts. There
hasn’t been one.

3. Demand a discussion that includes what you want protected, and
what you are willing to surrender, if necessary. These are your
resources.

4. Most of all, demand a better public consultation process that involves
your opinions. This process hasn’t been completed.

Let’s make sure that the RDN considers our opinions, and not just those of
Fairwinds and their consultants.

Again, this report is what the developer wants - it doesn’t say what you
want.

Remember, at the end of the day, we’ll get what we deserve,
Let’s not be sorry because we didn’t speak up.

Ross Peterson,
1482 Madrona Drive,
Nanoose Bay, B.C. V9P 9C9.
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January 31, 2011

Terry Mclntosh Ph.D.
3-1175 E. 14" Ave.
Vancouver, BC

V5T 2P2
604-874-1175
ttmcintosh@shaw.ca

To the Regional District of Nanaimo,

Thank you for allowing me to share my thoughts on the latest Fairwinds Lakes District
Development Proposal. If you remember, 1 presented at the last open house in 2010, At that time,
I noted a number of deficiencies and errors in the 2009 Fairwinds Biophysical Assessment. Since
then, I have had a number of discussions with members of the Garry Qak Hcosystem Recovery
Team (GOERT) and professional botanists regarding the serious problems in this assessment, 1
have also discussed these problems with Susan Cormie and a member of the Fairwinds Team.
Unfortunately, except for the removal of any mention of GOERT in the ‘new’ proposal, I can see
no other changes to the proposal which is both disappointing and mystifying, considering the
ecological importance of this area both regionally and provincially.

Why haven’t these concerns been addressed?

In review, here are my main concerns regarding the Biophysical Assessment:

l.

There has not been a rare plant survey completed for this site by a competent botanist: the
person who completed the original survey for the Biophysical Assessment is obviously
unqualified given the low plant numbers observed and, in part, the erroneous species lists.
I'have made two short visits to the site, covering only a small portion of the property, and
found two fairly obvious rare species, green-sheathed sedge (provincially Red listed) and
Nuttall’s Quillwort (Blue listed). I have no doubt that with more thorough surveys, more
rare plants will be observed. This is an almost undisturbed Garry oak complex and it
needs the attention it deserves. The official OCP guidelines clearly state that pre-
construction plant species at risk surveys must be completed by a qualified vegetation
ecologist/botanist to identify rare plants. This has not been done.

The boundaries of sensitive Garry oak habitats on the property have not been effectively
defined. Although large areas of open outcrop habitat have been put aside (apparently for
a network of trails), most areas of Oak-Arbutus have not been properly mapped and lie
within the construction window. In fact, construction of many homes has already been
completed in these sensitive areas. The original survey was completed by an unqualified
‘ecologist’. One of the main aims of the OCP is to protect and preserve identified
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) and other natural resources. The OCP
acknowledges the role of ESAs in structuring future development patterns and by
providing irreplaceable habitat for flora and fauna. Protection of many areas of sensitive
habitat will clearly not be accomplished if this proposal is accepted.
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Lastly, if this proposal goes through as it stands, the near-pristine open areas will become
degraded and infested by invasive alien plants, and their ecological heritage lost forever. This
will happen even quicker if the large condominiums are built at the top of the property. They are
in middle of sensitive habitat and will significantly increase human use in the nearby open
habitats. These buildings should be taken from the plan and the area left alone.

Please contact me if you require more details.

With respect,

Terry Mclntosh Ph.D.

Vancouver
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FCA Presentation - Public Meeting - 31 January, 2011
Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan

Mr. Chairman, Ladies and Gentlemen

My name is Bob Popple and I am here tonight representing the
Fairwinds Community Association.

The Fairwinds Community Association is an organization of
volunteers whose objective is quite simply to make our
community the best that it can be.

We are fully constituted and have 52% of the 550 households
currently in Fairwinds as members. We thus have a
membership that is representative of our community.

Over the course of the last three years, we have had
representation on the Community Advisory Group (CAG)
formed to advise Fairwinds of community issues wrt the
development of the Lakes District and been involved in the
development of the plans for the project.

During that time, FW facilitated and sought input at workshops
and hosted three open houses to keep the community informed
on the evolution of the Lakes District Plan.

In August 2010, following a meeting to inform residents of the
latest shape of the community plans, we surveyed our
membership to determine the etw local residents support the
proposed plan.
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All FCA member households were asked whether they support
the Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan as submitted to the
RDN. An overwhelming 83% of the respondents stated that
they support the proposed plan. That 83% is comprised of
57% who support the plan unconditionally and 26% who
support the plan with reservations. 17% of the respondents
stated that they could not support the proposed plan.

Our survey included the option of stating reasons for or against this
development and we are thus aware of the diversity of viewpoint
across the community. However, the high support level for the
proposed development clearly dominates our survey results and the
return rate on our survey, at 26%, is over double the typical return
rate on surveys of this type. We are therefore confident that the
survey results are genuine and reflect strong support among our
membership for this development going ahead responsibly.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Arrowsmith Watersheds Coalition Society
¢/0 1266 Jukes Place,
Parksville, B.C. V9P 1W5

January 31, 2011

Re: Fairwinds OCP Amendment Application — Lakes District

We remain disappointed with this proposal.

1.

The RDN has instituted bylaws to limit the subdivision of rural lands in Area G in
order to reduce sprawl. These bylaw policies were passed to reduce the number of
subdividable properties.  And most of these properties are within a few minutes of
downtown Qualicum Beach or Parksvilie - with fill-service bu siness centres. What
is being proposed here tonight contains weli over 1600 dwellings (2000 if Schooner
Cove is included) and those households will be 15 to 20 minutes from service centres,

The proposal covers one of the last major remnants of the Coastal Douglas Fir
ecosystem. We cannot protect the ecosystem by continuing to destroy and fou)
portions ef it.  We cannot continue to believe that biologists and engineers can
mmprove what already exists.

The urban containment boundary provided for Fairwinds is an illegical construct.

The urban containment boundary arcund Parksvilte/Qualicum Beach/French Creek
inciudes all lands down to the shore. Further, the urban containment boundary in
those three areas contains two complete service or business centres. We see almost
nothing in the plans of this proposal that would indicate that the proponent is prepared
to provide a service centre. The Town of Qualicum Beach has a ful] service centre
and the population Fairwinds/Nanoose will have at fiil} build out.

The community is paying a heavy price to see the destruction of the ecosystem upon
which the development will intrude. We do not see environmental offsets such as
enhanced waste water treatment or enlightened storm water management that should
be part of this package to convince us that approving an OCP amendment creates a
net benefit to the community.

Michael Jessen, P Eng.
Treasurer, Arrowsmith Watersheds Coalition Society

Arrowsmith Watersheds Coalition Society

Email: arrowsmithwater@shaw.ca
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RDN — Public Information Meeting, January 31, 2011
Proposed Fairwinds® Development of the Lakes District

Long Term Environmental Issues

According to the 2005 Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Section II, 2.1 Objective 1,
it is the responsibility of the RDN to ” ...identify, protect and conserve environmentally
sensitive areas within the natural environment.”

It seems that the RDN is relying on the environmental assessment of the Fairwinds
Pottinger Geherty report as far as the identification and protection of the sensitive areas
in the Lakes District. Maybe a second opinion is in order,

But what about the third aspect of the RDN mandate? How do we ensure the
conservation of theseg sensitive areas?

What guarantees do we have that environmental protection provisions will be locked in
and assured over the long term in both the construction and post-construction phases of
development.

Specifically:

1. Who will assume authority for environmental covenants, and how will they be
enforced?

2. What standards will be set for “acceptable” practices and levels of impact?

3. Who will assume the costs of monitoring sensitive areas, collecting and recording

data, assessing that data and deciding whether corrective measures need doing or

whether an outright halt to further activity needs doing?

4. And will community members be invited in to, and have a meaningful part to

play, in the monitoring, assessment, and decision making process?

To be very specific:

1. Who will assume the authority for the management of human use of the Garry
Oak meadows?
2. Who will be responsible for the long term management of rainfall in terms of its
collection and retention ponds as well as its maintenance, repair, and monitoring?

It is essential that Jong term monitoring of impacts be assured, and that the roles of RDN
and the developer be identified.

These questions need to be addressed and answered long before approval of the
construction of a village (and this is not a neighbourhood, it’s a village) in the middle of
extremely fragile ecosystem.

Submitted by,
Paul Grinder
3349 Blueback Drive, Nanoose Bay, 250 468 1714

(:‘\ 47 ‘{ s
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Public Information Meeting — January 31, 201 1-01-31

Following about 100 years of intense logging and urban development we find ourselves
living in one of BC’s most endangered ecosystems and yet developers are still proposing
to alter its state even more.

When the Arrowsmith Parks and Land Use Council reviewed the Environmental Impact
Assessmment they noticed the impact assessment appeared to be based on incomplete
faulty biological inventory data.

The Environmental Consultants, working on behalf of F airwinds, response to APLUC’s
concems were (‘and I quote) “PGL conducted a review of the biological data fo identify
any possible gaps that might affect the completion of a thorough and comprehensive
Environmental Impact Assessment. We consider the data to be sufficiently comprehensive
10 guide our recommendations of required mitigation measures, identify required specific
management plans, and conclude on the potential for significant impacts. In our opinion,
the biological studies made efficient use of data to provide the best advice to the project
design, and ultimately provide confidence in the decisions made in an EIA. Based on our
many years of professional experience in environmental assessment, we are confident
that the data are sufficient to support the decisions made in the EIA. " End of quote

[ doubt I am alone in the opinion that there is nothing tangible in this reply. Basically it is
saying we can take their word for it. Without a full biological inventory, the report’s
claim of minimal impact is meaningless.

Good decisions are based on sound science. Good decisions can be successtully
implemented. Good decisions have a positive impact. Does this plan to alter more of an
endangered ecosystem do any of those?

When things go wrong after the fact, is it the developer or the consuitants who pay to
remedy negative impacts? History shows it is almost always the taxpayer who pays.
Costs from additional human wastes, sewage, pesticides, chemical fertilizer and
increased automobile pollutants are just a few. They don’t go away as there is no away.
The developer and consultansts get the profits, we get the costs. Can we afford those
costs?

This is not a choice between growth or stagnation as sustainable economy’s are about
managing the transformation from an exhausting economy to a renewing economy.
Does reducing life giving natural habitat to sterile concrete and asphalt accomplish
supporting a renewing economy?

Good forests and natural ecosytems are hard to find- and must be planned for - Would
this amendment to the OCP accomplish this?

Ronda Murdock
Parksville BC
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BE REALISTIC WITH THIS DEVELOPMENT

Some points that seem to have been forgotten or overlooked in these
development proposals are the future requirements of the Fire Services,
Ambulance Services, Traffic Calming, Traffic Lights, Bus Transportation, Schooling,
Libraries, Road Maintenance, Sewage Treatment Plants, Water

F'would like to ask the RDN if they have addressed these important issues, and if
so, what are the costs going to be to this community on an ongoing basis

We surely will not be able to expect our present, excellent Volunteer Fire
Department to deal with all these extra residences.

The Ambulance service to this area is presently, at best, | understand patchy.

We then get to the new road or Parkway, as it is being referred to. | recently was
shown the proposed route and some alternative routing by a Fresh Water
Biologist . Surely there are acceptable alternatives such as utilizing the Florence
Drive entry, purchasing some private land and keeping the road higher before it
joins the Ennos Lake area. This would at least save some of the eco sensitive area
from the devastation that will occur with the present routing proposed by the

Developer.
Another point that concerns me.
Are RDN going to insist on a Performance Bond from the Developer ?

What happens if the connector Road/Parkway is built and then the Developer
decides not to continue the development in the Lakes District or for that matter

Schooner Cove,

There must be a financial penalty to them, if the Developer withdraws their
proposals for any reason.
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We could suffer severe flooding if the Lakes District is not developed correctly,
water quality could suffer if the wetlands are not preserved correctly.

This is a major development for this area, let’s get it right, for not only the present
residents, but also for the future residents.

Patrick J Murray
3362, Rockhampton Road

Nanocse Bay, BC. Tel # 250468 7718

[P e
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CONCERNS Re:
Lakes District PIM
January 31, 2011

FUTURE MULTIPLE DWELLING ON THE LOOKOUT

—
]

The proposed multi-dwelling units on top of the Lookout should be
removed from the plans before approval is given. The potential to
develop any of the land beyond Bonnington Drive is a travesty.

Schedule Ax
LAND USE
DESIGNAT|IONS

EEFE TR

Staghe Dacling

A0 3a bx 2] act

Staphs Cwslling Dupler
SFIE W at

Comprised of a maximum of 1,675 single dwelling and multi-dwelling residential units
(representing the remaining balance of the 2,500 dwelling units permitted in the OCP
for the FairwindsUrban Containment Boundary)

buletple Dzl

3 ge e pysk i

THE CONNECTOR ROAD BETWEEN THE
BEAVER PONDS

An alternate route is needed to avoid having a high-traffic
route between the ponds. A large block of undeveloped
land should be left undisturbed between the ponds to
preserve the integrity of these wetlands for wildlife.

The original proposed access off of Transtide is still a good
option. The causeway across the north end of Enos Lake
was originally engineered for this route.

There are other options as well, such as access off of

Florence Drive and/or connecting the residential streets on
either side of the drainage gully directly above Enos Lake.
(See_attached original proposals that I submitted last year.)

I submitted these scenarios last year to the RDN Planning,
Fairwinds Development, and also to the Vancouver Isiand
District MoTransport & Infrastructure. Debbie O’Brien,
Senior District Development Technician advised me that
the RDN felt that the Transtide Drive connection was not
viable, so it was removed from the 2005 OCP. She also
said that they certainly take into account sensitive
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environmental areas so the alignment may have to be adjusted in order to avoid the wetlands and
beaver ponds. At that time, the network plans were ‘conceptual’ only.

The Transtide Drive connection was originally proposed to connect in a west to east direction off of
Northwest Bay Road, impacting a property at the west end of Transtide. This proposed route from
NWB Road to Transtide has not been built but there are other routes to Transtide!!!

Further, this proposal was removed from the OCP after the residents had completed the workshops for
the 2005 OCP; the new proposed route between the beaver ponds was added to the OCP after the
residents had completed it; therefore, the residents have not been consulted on this route through a
valuable and sensitive wetland ecosystem. I am sure that almost 100% of the residents of Nanoose

Bay object to the main connector road going between the beaver ponds and the environmental damage
it would cause.

Diane Pertson
2971 Dolphin Drive
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ATTACHMENT to

CONCERNS Re:
Lakes District PIM
January 31, 2011

Submitted 2010
Diane Pertson
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RDN PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING ON JANUARY 31, 2011
The Lakes District, Electoral Area ‘E’ (Nanoose Bay)

Comments from Christopher Stephens

{714 Ermineskin Ave, Parksville, BC V8P 2L4; Tel: 250.954.3724; Email: mnc.stephens @shaw.ca)

Introduction

Mr. Chairman,

My name is Christopher Stephens. | live at 714 Ermineskin Avenue in Parksville.

I am speaking here tonight as a member of the Arrowsmith Parks and Land-Use Council.
| will be addressing the following three points:

e Ecosystems at Risk
e Birds at Risk
¢ RDN Policies

I have been a birder in this area for the past 12 years and know this region well.

[ was one of & winners of a national award for young ornithologists from Bird Studies Canada in
2008,

Ecosystems at Risk

The 700-acre Lakes District landscape represents one of the last remaining areas of the globally
endangered Coastal Douglas-fir (CDF} ecosystem. It is one of the four most endangered
ecosystems in Canada.

Birds at Risk

The CDF zone is one of two areas in BC where bird conservation is of highest concern. The CDF
ecosystem supports special, range-restricted bird species including Canada’s only forest doves,
the Band-tailed Pigeon {blue-listed, of conservation concern), overwintering Hutton’s Vireos
and Black-throated Gray Warblers {restricted in Canada mostly to the Georgia Basin}. This
birdlife is a great and irreplaceable asset, something to be proud of and protected.
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Some of the best birding experiences | have had, birding across Canada, were in the Lakes
District. Being approached by a Cassin’s Vireo; hearing the drumming of a displaying Ruffed
Grouse; seeing the flash of brilliantly colored warblers from Mexico arriving on their nesting
grounds in the Lakes District; and watching the flight of forest doves above rare arbutus forests
while doing a bird inventory.

We have already seen the [oss of biuebirds and meadowlarks on eastern Vancouver island due
to foss of grasslands to development. The endangered CDF ecosystern borders the grasslands.
Wil our land-use decisions cause the forest birds of the CDF ecosystem to follow?

RDN policies

The RDN recognized the endangerment of the CDF in a recent RGS publication, noting the CDF
makes up just 1% of BC's landmass and is under extreme threat from development. Maost of
the CDF lowlands within the regional district have been developed. The Lakes District is what
remains, a critical, unbroken 700 acres supporting our threatened species and ecosystems of
the CDF. To develop this CDF ecosystemn, identified as one of the last on Vancouver Island by
the Ministry of Environment, is not a tenable proposition. How can the RDN hope to meet its
stated goals of ecosystem conservation if it does not protect this critical area?

There is good news!

The RDN has the ability to bring the designation of this important and rare ecosystem into line
with its stated conservation goals. This relatively unknown legal power of local governments
permits zoning designations to be changed based on new knowledge of conservation issues.

it’s all here in the Green By-Laws Toolkit, which | believe is at the RDN office.

The Lakes District was zoned in the 1980s. Will the RDN use its powers to protect this
endangered ecosystem? Please reflect on this. The future of our region’s ecosystems,
biodiversity and natural environment depends on the preservation of this irreplaceable CDF

ecosystem.
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Bear Chairman, Ladies and Gentleman, January 31, 2011
ol mes

My name is Barbara Murray and I live at 3362 Rockhampton Road,

My husband and I iive beside Dolphin Lake Wetlands. We are very happy here and have met
great new friends, enjoy the clubhouse, golf course and fitness centre. We are both volunteers in
our community and hope to live here for many years to come. 1 especially appreciate the birds
and habitat around me and often hike the Fairwinds trails and Notch Hill.  What a wonderful
privilege it is to live here.

would like to repeat it:
1\ “The Lakes District contains a significant amount of rare and endangered Coastal Douglas Fir
| \Forest ecosystem. Only a small fraction of this ecosystem remains in the entire world, and it is
/ALL under threat from human-use development, If the proposed major construction-grade road
is allowed to be built thru this ecosystem it would fragment it into small parcels of land and #then
would lose it’s ecological integrity.”

< ﬁigh‘c persons more knowledgeable than I have spoken to this point{or will speak to it) but I

<N

AT read o

| Currently residents and students alike have amazing access to an outdoor laboratory right here
LE in Nanoose Bay and Fairwinds which is the envy of any freshwater biologist, botanist and
rnithologist. This gem needs to be properly protected for future generations.
“DvreehoC Yol mest

Resratt | appeal to you tonight to uphold your publicly documented commitment to build
more sustainable ‘green’ communities and steward over our environmentally sensitive PUE Councy
ecosystems. It is my humble wish as a tax-payer of your District that you go back to-ek
sebialy and ask that they separate the Lakes District proposal along with the corresponding
“connector road’ out from this application process. Please recommend to them to approve the
Schooner Cove development as soon as is reasonable.

The current application contains two large and very distinct developments applications that are
meant to be phased in over a three to 25 year time frame. 1 believe this ‘phased’ development

plan is prudent on the developer’s sidesefthings and think this would also be most prudent on
the Distric ‘Eé%%&j;? E@one of these developments will change Nanoose Bay forever

SO gaen-ohe-Resas e dealt with carefully and separately to get it right. I have recently heard
that if the road or Lakes District is NOT approved within this current application process it
would jeopardize the badly needed and long awaited re-development of the Marina and Cove.

I suspect this rumor is not fact-based and I am confident that once the redevelopment approvals
are obtained for the Schooner Cove area the current owners would not abandon their investment
or at very least they would position it for sale to another developer. Rezoning for a hi-density
development of 350 high-end condos at a marina on the waterfront would be highly prized by
the investors.
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Once the Schooner Cove application and rezoning is approved it is understood by many of us
that it will be phased in over three to ten years in the best case scenario. After that development
1s under way it would be the proper time for the RDN staff to then start to deal with the more
cumbersome and highly controversial Jumbo development of the Lakes District. What is being
presently proposed would see a major Parkway inter ecting the wetlands and providing access
to highly desirable lake frontage and natﬁ/béd’f%?%ftrfénds for another 3500 people in 2800 single
family homes and as many as 4,000 vehicles. This development, we are told, would take ten to
twenty-five years to realize.

Much can happen and change in this world in 5 years, let alone 25. There are no long term
guarantees for any of our financial investments these days and I find it somewhat presumptuous
that the elected officials of the day would even entertain granting such a large, two stage,
development thus giving guarantees to a developer who may not even be here to develop it? We
Just don’t know what the future holds and how governments and corporations will respond to
changes in economic and other conditionsm the fukure .

We need to proceed with as much good science and good guidance as possible and deal with
this application in phases, as any good, profitable corporation would.

Thank you,
Barb Murray
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Comments to Public Information Meeting ~ Nanoos
Monday, January 31, 2011

e Lakes Development

My name is Berni Pearce. 1 live in Parksville.
— < . oo B
'} : S T . £ H 5. " P
? F cot ‘"’/’f -‘7{@ Ot gl A b orien) LA “-Zm SEC in e frngn

I attended the RBN-sponsored Information Héarings held here more than /G e

[N

six months ago. It was apparent that almost the entire public comment
period at that event was devoted to concerns about environmental
degradation and loss resulting from the huge intrusion into the sensitive
L akes District of Nanoose.

Many commentors, both tonight and six months ago, questioned the
shortage of clear, comprehensive, eco-system-based analysis of the
project. And, six months later, we find ourselves in the same position.
Why? Because the RDN has done nothing to gather its own, unbiased dats

and analysis to answer the concerns of citizens and electars. Pnsdren L&

{
Fos &

-t
frd (gl e, ‘g’ilj*is‘/ ;/?{f‘.‘/{/;.)f/éﬁg}ﬁiﬁ;, 4 %ﬁ/fj/ﬁ‘%/@&/ﬁi’ i) .

We know the RDN hires expert consultants in many other situations. How
many contracts go o engineering companies to design a bridge? or
design a new track and field recreational facility? Or any number of
construction projects. But there is no equivalent investment in our
environmental wellbeing - as if we could just take that for granted.
S spqnd A St {f*wd%%? +h pher.

In this development project, the RDN staff have relied en’tireiy‘on the
blased report of the developer. Now, I ask you, is a deveioper-hired

environmental consultant going to teli its developer boss that the
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instaliation of 1,650 homes, compiete with water and waste management,
and a road system to service the entire 1600 homes, built in a sensitive
lakes area, is not a wise course of action because it will threaten

animals, birds, rare fish, and even-rarer groundwater and forest habitat? ...

Not likely.

Let me be clear. I'm not suggesting that anyone is cutright lying. But we
didn't fail off the turnip truck yesterday. We know that the outcome of 3
report has a pretty tight correlation with the terms of reference which the
employer draws up at the beginning. If you ask for a consultant to
investigation Topic “A”, that's what you get. The mandate does not
include Topic "%, titled “irreparable damage or unlmowns which we
can't predict”, and you wiil not get a report on that.  Toc bad, so sad,
that subject has been eliminated by the terms of reference - no lying

required.

And I have yet to see or hear of a case where the developer asked its
environmental consultant to employ the precautionary principle in

determining the desirability of a given plan.

Remember the precautionary principle? That's the one that says: in the

absence of convincing proof of safety, don't do it
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Did the develeper’s consultant make its decisions and conclusion on such a

basis?

The precautionary principle is widely-used today in environmental planning
— and we need it desperately in the face of this huge development
proposal. This is what it says:

When an activity raises threats of harm to the envircnment or human
health, precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause and
effect relstionships are not yet fully established scientificatly. In
simpler language: Where there is the iikelihcod of harm, the action

shouid be avoided, even if you can't prove the harm in advance.

The precautionary principle tells us to shift the burden of proof. When
conseguences are uncertain, it says we must give the benefit of the doubt

o Nature, public health and community well being.

And I would add this comment. It is no longer safe to rely on developer-

hired consultants for environmental protection.

I'm not a professional biclogist or scientist of any kind. I'm like a Iot of
people in this room — concerned for environment, concerned for water and
birds and so on. But more and more I'm coming to realize that we can't
take for granted the sustainability of these things we love and need in

Nature.
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I absolutely insist that a professional ecologist be hired by the RDN to
assess the environmental risks and apply the precautionary principle to this
development plan. We need an unbiased, neutral assessment which gives
the benefit of any doubt to Nature, public health and community well
being, before either we, or our elected representatives, even consider 3
change in the OCP.

Respectfully submitted,

Bernadetie Pearce
793 Temple Street
Parksville, BC
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January 31, 2011
George Holme Director Area E

Re: Applications for development of Lakes District and
Schooner Cove

My concerns:

Where will the water supply come from o service all these new homes?
Have Fairwinds wells been drilled near existing welis so that the same
aquifer is being tapped?

How will our existing roads handle the enormous increase in traffic?

Will the present sewage treatment plant be upgraded to fully treat the
sewage or will pariially treated sewage be dumped into the ocean?

Karen Zaborniak

2621 Northwest Bay Rd
Nanoose Bay BC

VGP SE7

250-468-7416
kazas@shaw.ca
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Cormie, Susan

From: david coliyer <david.collyer@shaw.ca>

Sent: Wednesday, February 02, 2011 2:17 PM

To: Cormie, Susan

Subject: Emailing: Emailing_ Lots Mostly Left to Nature006_jpg.em
Attachments: Emailing: Lots Mostly Left to NatureC06_ jpg

Dear Ms Cormie,

I attended the Jan. 31 and Feb. 1 Fairwinds public information meetings, and was Impressed again with the high design
quality, based on solid research, anc the overall status of the Fairwinds design team’s work. | was an architect in my other
life and from my professional experience | can say | have | would have liked to have offered congratulations but was
reluctant due fo my failure t¢ keep up with the consultation and accommodation process that has occurred in the last
while. | did |however, have a good discussion with Edward Porter of Ekistics on the concerns that | repeatedly expressed
at the Nanoose Naturalist Stewardship meetings chaired by Ross Peterson. These concerns were of a site
implementation control nature. Mr, Peterson in his wisdom never inciuded them in any submissions that he made ‘o

the RDN and environmental agencies that he made submissions to relative to his dissatisfaction with the Fairwinds
consultants” work. Mr. Porter said that the guidelines for approval and control of these concerns were covered under the
general guidelines in the documentation porticn of their work submitted to you in the ongoing approval process. | am
certain that they will be covered but just in case they do not get the attention in the specifics of the developmental controls
t would iike to record them now. They are as follows:

1.Minimizing Home Site Degradation

The attached article cescribes an excellent way to integrate the construction of a house and the work area around it
should be controlled relative to site distur

bance to a maximum of 50% +_of the total site area. The rest could be left undisturbed.

2 Excavated Material Control

Excavated material should only be allowed to moved/dumped at designated areas which aiso should be part of the
overall site development, and not to just the site

area of the phase of work that was underway at the time of individual house construction. The surplus excavated
material from all service work should also be controlled

in a similar way.

3.Penalties For Not Complying With Site Disturbance Requirements

Both 1 and 2 should be controlled by the requirement to submit te the authority having jurisdiction and before work
commences a plan showing the area of

site disturbance. There should also be a requirement to submit a performance bend which would cover penzlties for not
following the site disturbance approved plan

This performance bend should be applied for and paid for.Before occupancy the owner should be required by covenant
or bond to not disturb the undisturbed areas left by

work' s installation.

| hope these requiremenis will be given attention.

David Collyer [david.coliyer@shaw.ca; 250 -468-7116]

ings to determine how attachments are handled.
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Crtest/oo T.C.

Lots mostly left to nature.
It’s no place for neat freak

Wilderness kept
around homes
saves money

in rural areas

MARTY HOPE
Canwest News Service

For those who faithfully
keep their lawns trimmed
and carry out seek-and-
destroy missions an dande-
lions, it’s enough to make
you cringe.

But while we urban neat
freaks can't get our heads
around the fact peaple
actually et their grass
grow knee-hjgh - even
mixed with randomly
seeded wildflowers —
there is a growing senti-
ment in rural areas to have
exactly this happen.

It's called conservation
development and the
newest example of this
style is being proposed by
Mark Kwasnicki, a high-
end custom builder who
now and again puts his tal-
ents to country residential
land development.

His latest project is Sil-
verhommn in the municipal
district of Rocky View just
north of Calgary, a largely
rural area that is home to
many a high-end home,
estate or ranch.

To help bring Sikverhorn
along, Kwasnicki recruited
Elvin Karpovich, a Calgary
company director.

One of the maore inter-
esting elaments af this type
of Jand development is rhat
it tries to reduce the size of
the footprint it leaves on
the land by preserving
trees, sloughs, dugouts, nat-
ural vegetation and wildlife
corridors, while giving
potential hemebuyers lats
measuring from a halftoa
fult hectare.

But here is another
catch to conservation
development: You can’t

just run around willy-nilly
doing landscaping.

There are several ete-
ments to the home site,

The first ig the huilding
envelope, which will be
large enough for & 4,500~
square-foot two-storey
home — or 6,000 if you
want to go to three levels,

Then there is a five-
metre area around the
home for gardens or lawn,
and beyond that, “It’s a no-
rouch zone out there,” says
Kwasnicki. “Everything
has to stay in its natural
state.”

The county endorses the
conservation deveiopment
idea. In fact, it was offi-
cials led hy Rocky View
reeve Lois Habberfield,
who worked with Kwas-
nicki and Karpavich to
refine the proposal.

But there are challenges
to be faced for any juris-
diction considering this
style of development, says
Karpovich.

The biggest will be get-
ting municipalities to
accept and approve sorme
of the design elements
built into a conservation
plan -— things like road
standards, non-manicured
medians and boulevards,
and using existing ponds
and sloughs for stormwa-
ter run off, he says.

Other elements include

TIMES COLOMNIST ARCHIVE
Calgary developer catches on to a landscaping style
that has long been familiar to Sooke homeowners.

the communal sanitary
treatment system, public
open spaces that are cre-
ated as patural areas, and
the maintenance or non-
mainteoance of these
spaces, says Karpovich.

“Qur godl is to show that
these spaces need minimal
to no maintenance and that
the natural environment is
easy to maintain,”be says.

“But in saying that, we
have provided for smaller
usable spaces within the
building envelope to accom-
modate a manicured iawn.
Qur intent is not ta com-
pletely eliminate a mowed
lawm, but to substantially
reduce the acres and acres
of mowed grasslands you
find in typical countiy resi-
dential developments.”

It sounds [ike it might
he time to pur away that
rider mower and find your-
seif a push one,

Promoting conservation
measures has heen done
before and fiscally, it
makes a lot of sense, More
and more communities are
getting out of the land-
scape upkeep busmess
because of the cost and
manpower invelved.

Karpovich says the
other challenge is gerting
builders and homebuyers
to understand how conser-
vation development will
benefit them.
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3427 Simmons Place,
Nanoose Bay, BC
VIP 9J8

February 3, 2011.

Attention: Electoral Area Planning Committee,
RDN Planning Department, 6300 Hammond Bay Rd., Nanaimo. BC. V6T 6N2
Attenticn: Susan Cormie

Reference: Fairwinds Lakes District Development, OCP Amendment Application

I have attended the Public Information Meetings on January 31 & February 1. 2011, and was impressed
with the positive response by the developer 1o the concerns of the interested parties, 1t is now time to move
forward recognizing that the extension of Schooner Cove Drive is a necessary access route (o the re-
development of Schooner Cove Village us well as the community in general. While those that oppose
development - whether perpetual activists, ecologists, environmentalists or ad-hoc groups responding (o
any specific agenda can conjure up an unending succession of reasons for delay or maore study; we all must
realize that this area is private fand and has been designated for future urban development under the OCP
for years. It is NOT A PARK. However, the real test to developing this area will came in how Eajrwinds
implements the planned development,

Suitable environmental contrals should be in place during the development and installation of the
nfrastructure as part of the development permit. Likely an independent firm reporting directfy to the RDN
could serve as a “watch-dog” for this work, which may last several vears.

Likewise. control of Scoteh Broom and other invasive species should become a long term developer’s
responsibility (for at leas! 15 years) as the disturbed areas will invite intense infestation. In particuiar
control of whal may be planted close 1o the wetlands and ponds must be specifically controlled to avoid the
introduction of invasive land or aguatic species into these sensitive areas.

When individuai building sites are developed, both the developer and contractor must be held responsible
for not destroying the surrounding area, whether it is a contiguous building site or ESA's, They can not, as
in the past let contractors and eacavators Toose to turn beautiful lots imo flat building sites, where there is
existing steep topography. Covenants, or by-taws covering what is acceptable on or between individual
property/lots, must be in place including an acceptable enforcement mechanism. This would likely include
a substantial cash security deposit for adherence to these covenants.

The walking trails have become a local joke where dog owners let their dogs loose distributing water birds
and other wildlife by throwing sticks into the ponds as well as scaring other walkers. Most of these trajls
have become expensive dog walks; it is ime to move on with making better use of this valuable local land
resource. This can be done by carefully developing this tax base while truly protectine the ESA’s and
buffer zones at the same time looking at ways to use these areas for education and enjoyment of everybody,

With these considerations in mind I fully support the amendment application 1o the QCP for this area,

Sincerely,

Sames Dhnolair  James Sincluir, 250-468-9374
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To:  RDN Planning Dept

From: Gabrielle Cartlidge. resident of 2443 Garry Qak Drive, Nanoose Bay.

Ref:  The Lakes District REVISED Neighbourhood Plan (January 2011)
P.LM. January 31 2011

I have attended all the public consultation opportunities and, as a member of Nanoose Bay POSAC,
participated in all meetings of Fairwinds Community Advisory Group on the Schooner Cove
Neighbourhood Plan,

The changes mcorporated into the REVISED Lake District Neighbourhood Plan on environmental issues,
parks areas, and protection of the landscape, are re-assuring and in Iine with what ] have read about urban
planning.

[ do not dispute the accuracy of opinions expressed at the P.L.M. in May 2010 which criticized the NP for
its impact on the Garry Oak ecosystem and wildlife, but think those opinions should be balanced by fresh
observations on, and examples of, urban development which allows the natural plant life and wildlife
sufficient space 1o re-colonise, and more importantly re-generate. In this Neighbourhood Plan the buffers
between natural areas and building activity are well in excess of the minimum laid down (and I presume
that groups who have spoken on this topic contributed to establishing those minimums).

I have lived on Garry Oak Drive for 32 years. That is the span of time on which I base my observation that
garry oak and arbutus continue to grow, and re-generate, on and around my property despite the
unfavourable conditions caused by septic systems, invasive plants, and introduction of exotic species by
gardeners. I would expect the same result to follow where conditions are favorable as a result of controls
included in The Lakes Revised Neighbourhood Plan.

[ hope the RDN Board gives its approval to this Lakes District Revised Neighbourhood Plan and the
regulatory bodies concerned collaborate i monitoring its implementation.

Q i Calilidtgr

Gabrielle M Cartlidge
Hebh o4 Jdoil
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Ross Peterson Feb. 11, 2011
1482 Madrona Drive
Nanoose Bay, B.C. V9P 9C¢§

George Holme

Director, Area E

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

Dear George;

Re: Proposed Fairwinds Lakes District Neighbourhoeod Plan - Resolution of
Outstanding Ecological Issues,

As I mentioned near the end of the public meeting on the Fairwinds Lakes District
Neighbourhood Plan, January 31, 2011, I do not think that further public meetings on the
Lakes Distriet plan wouid be beneficial. I think we have all exhausted our arguments and
the public meeting format does not encourage the type of meaningful discussion needed
to resolve outstanding ecological issues.

There are many outstanding ecological issues, and the non-ecoio gically trained RDN staff
is not at this time in a good position to prepare its report and recommendations (o the
EAPC. As T have mentioned previously, RDN staff, and the EAPC will by default be
making ecological decisions on this proposed plan. However, as RDN staff do not have
training as ecologists, these decisions cannot have the same credibility as those made
either by those who do, or by staff having certified reliable ecological information at their
disposal. Key questions here are: can staff and EAPC members differentiate reliable from
non-reliable ecological information, and will staff and EAPC members rely on the
Fairwinds consultants reports as their only source of ecologica) information?

I, and other biologists. do not believe the Fairwinds consultants’ reports are reliable, and
believe that it will be in everyone’s interest to have disagreements on ecological issues
resolved.

The public 1s owed a resolution to these issues as well, They deserve to know the truth
about the level of environmental protection being offered and the truth about the potential
impacts that might result. Without this information, how can the public be expected to
provide meaningful comment on the proposed plans? RDN, with a responsibility to
represent the public’s interest, has an obligation to provide this information 1o the public.

The following outstanding ecological issues are leading to misunderstandings on
environmental protection and potential impacts. They require resalution.
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1. The ecological boundaries of the Garry Oak ecosystems. Currently, the
protection of these ecosystems is compromised by inaccurate mapping of their
ecological boundaries and protective buffers.

2. The suitability of the proposed condominium buildings near the Lockout to the

stated protection of the functional integrity of this Garry Qak ecosystem. The

proposed location of these buildings is within the ecological boundaries of the
ecosystem and represents a major significant environmental impact, despite
their “Future Development Reserve™ status.

The proposed Schooner Cove Drive extension near the two wetland ecosystems

to the west of the north end of Enos Lake, represent significant potential

impacts, particularly with respect to the following:

(W8]

¢ Protection of the overall functional integrity of the ecosystems,
considering displacement of habitat, noise and disturbance factors
and water quality risks,
¢ Protection of the keystone species, the beaver, and their deciducus
tree supply.
¢ Protection of the blue-listed red-legged frogs and the efficacy of
the proposed tunnels to provide them access.
¢ Preservation of the recreational and educational values of the
wetlands.
[Examination of these issues should lead to a comparative assessment of
alternate road locations.
4. The potential impact of the proposed development in terms of the
fragmentation of the rare Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystem.

The Fairwinds consultant claims that they “do nor expect this project 1o result in
significant environmental impacts ™. 1, and others, disagree. 1 (we) fee! that the impacts
mentioned above will be significant, and that means to avoid or mitigate them should be
investigated. First of all, there must be an accurate depiction of the ecological boundaries
of sensitive ecosystems so that we can have a more accurate idea of what is at risk, and
then we need an agreement on the significance of the resulting potential impacts on these
ecosystems in order to identify the need for and the ways 1o avoid or reduce unwanted
impacts. I therefore suggest two options for you to consider:

Option 1. Workshops.

One or mare workshops should be held 1o attempt to resolve outstanding issues;
including agreement on ecological boundaries of sensitive ecosystems, width of
protective buffers, efficacy of mitigative measures, least harmful location of the Schooner
Cove Drive extension, inclusion of social values of the ecosystems into the impact
calculation, and the overall assignment of impact significance.
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These workshops should involve Fairwinds consultants, RDN staff. and interested
members of the public. Importantly, the workshops should be hosted by RDN and
facilitated by an outside person hired by the RDN. preferably an ecologist who would
have a basic familiarity with the issues to be discussed.

Option 2. Consuitant Ecologist (to RDN),

RDN should hire a general ecologist with a good knowledge of the issues, to review all
proposed plans, submitted documents, etc., and advise RDN stafl and EAPC on the
reliability of the information. The consultant should be free to interview and discuss the
views and information from everyone, including the Fairwinds planning team, RDN staff,
and members of the public,

Scheduling is impaortant. Either of these two options should be carried out as a prelude to
the RDN staffs preparation of its report to the EAPC. The resolution of outstanding
ecological issues must be done now, and rot defayed by incorporating this into the more
detailed planning of the Phased Development Agreement process 1o follow.

L have been waiting for some time for RDN to take some leadership on this proposed
development, 1o show that it understands the importance of its commitments for
environmental protection imbedded in the Nanoose Bay OCP. in the Regional Growth
Strategy, and in the report of the Sustainability committee (Regional Growth
Management Committee). [ urge RDN to pause in its deliberations of this proposed
development, and facilitate a resolution to the many outstanding ecological issues. To
steamroll ahead, according to the Fairwinds’ timetable, would be irresponsible and
grossly unfair to the public whose interests the RDN is obliged to protect,

Ross Peterson

ce Susan Cormie
Maggie Henigman (MoLE)

L)
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From: Sanders, Karen on behalf of email, planning
Sent: Monday, February 07, 2011 4:15 PM
To: Cormie, Susan
Subject: FW: The development of the Lakes District, Flectoral area 'E'

From: David & Pam Helem [maiito:dhelems@gmait.com]

Sent: Monday, February G7, 2011 4:15 PM

To: email, planning; George Hoime

Subject: Re: The development of the Lakes District, Electoral area 'E

Dear Planners and George Holme

We wish to express our disappointment in the latest proposed Fairwinds Plan to develop the Lakes District. The
planning process should be protecting the environment and the nature, which is one of the major goals of the
OCT. A proper independent plant and animal survey needs to be done by biojogist and submitted directly to the
RIDN and later paid for by the developer.

Any access roads can be planned after the sensitive habitat areas have been identified, so that there will minimal
impact on the environment. The road and any development needs to avoid wetlands as much as possible. A
possible wildlife corridor may need to be planned under or over the road.

The developer needs to consider planning a wildlife corridor which starts at Notch Hill and ends at Stewart
Road, near some under developed jands would connect to the Moorecroft property which would include the the
sensitive ecosystems in between.

This corridor couid possibility include the west side of Enos Lake, the beaver ponds, Garry Qak Meadow areas
and coastal Douglas Fir areas. Wildlife corridors are ofien proposed as solutions to the problems of habitat
{ragmentation -- the process of isolation of communities of animals and plants in increasingly smaller remaining
habitat patches. This corridor should a minimum of 60 metre width and much wider in other places, that could
meander through with a trail to give recreational value for any of Nanoose Bay residents, It also could be a great
birding path.

There is also an need for riparian buffers -- the vegetated border along streams and wetlands -- may decrease the
amount of nitrogen that enters water bodies. A 30 metre buffer needs to be planned right around Enos Lake.

Any of the existing Garry Oak Meadow areas should be left untouched by this development. This is rare
endangered ecosystem which if we loose it will be gone forever.

The developer needs to use a little imagination to consider environment and sensitive ecosystems in making this
development in our community. It is up the developer to fit in with our community. Most of the population of
this area live here because they like the natural beauty of area. Let's not settle for anything less by destroying

the environment.

Sincerely

Pamela and David Helem

1443 Marina Way, Nanoose Bay
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Cormie, Susan

Lo
From: Sanders, Karen on behalf of email, planning
Sent: Monday, February 07, 2011 8:21 AM
To: Cormie, Susan
Subject: FW: Schoaner Cove and Lakes District Neighourhood Plans
Attachments: Moore, Doug.vcf

From: Doug Moore [mailtc:av8tor@shaw.ca)

Sent: Sunday, February 06, 2011 3:51 PM

To: email, planning

Subject: Schooner Cove and Lakes District Neighbourhood Plans

Attn: RDN Planning Department

I write with reference to the Schooner Cove and Lakes District Neighbourhood Plans (January 2011) that are
currently before the Regional District of Nanaimo for approval as an amendment to the Official Community
Plan.

I am a Fairwinds resident. and my home, located in Schooner Ridge at 3421 Simmons Place, overlooks the
Schooner Cove Marina. 1 am therefore directly affected. visually and otherwise. by the implementation of the
Schooner Cove Neighbourhood Plan.

I am of the opinion that the developer has conducted a comprehensive. if not exhaustive consultative process
with all interested parties. Since May 2008. I have personally attended most of the open houses for public input
as well as most of the community advisory meetings. I am satisfied with the process as it has been conducted
and | believe that all reasonable concerns of the interested parties have been examined and addressed.

I am also of the opinion that Schooner Cove Marina and Hotel is long overdue for re-vitalization. Tt served its
purpose when our community was of' a smaller size but it has remained stagnant while the community around it
has expanded and thus it now fails to serve the needs of the community-at-large. The concept of a “mixed-use
waterfront village™ combining higher density housing and commercial usage is appropriate for the future
expansion and development of the Fairwinds community.

The Lakes District Neighbourhood Plan represents a reasonable updating of the Master Plan for Fairwinds and
once again is appropriate for the future expansion and development of Fairwinds.

Therefore, it is without hesitation that I support the application of the developer in the matter of the Schooner
Cove and Lakes District Neighbourhooed Plans (January 2011) that are currently before the RDN for its
approval.

Sincerely,

Douglas Moore
250-468-5554
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FEB 74 7201 i
, ]
Mr. George Holme SMCA | |BOARD %_
Director, Electoral Area E CHAIR _ I/ |
Regicnal District Of Nanaimo

Dear Mr. Holme,

We would like to share with you today our opinions concerning the Fairwinds proposed
development for the lakes district and Schooner Cove marina.

As Fairwinds residents and part of the silent majority, we are in favour and very excited
about these projects.

We moved from Québec to Vancouver Island four years ago after much searching on the
Island (from Victoria to Courtenay) and decided to buy a property in Fairwinds because of its
beauty and all it had to offer to its residents. For the past two years, we have noticed a
certain decline in the quality of life since many of the facilities that attracted us originally
have closed (hotel, pub, restaurant, liquor store).

We really think that these two proposed plans are very important for the area and its
residents; it will bring more interest and appeal to newcomers and will keep this beautiful
community alive and restore the prestige that it deserves.

We find it very difficult to accept that just a few individuals mostiy from outside of Fairwinds
can derail this very well planned project.

In conclusion, Mr. Holme, we personally would like to thank you and everyone involved in
the planning of this beautiful project and we sincerely hope that it will materialize in the near
future. Our quality of life, our sense of attachment to the community and the value of our
properties depend on it.

If we can be of any help, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Yours truly,

K

LE}-“-M-EM '}.H -

Diane Lauzon and Frangois Panetta
1983 Highland Road

Nanoose Bay, BC

V9P SH6

Tel.: 250-468-2744

/e “Mr. Joe Stanhope
Director, Electoral Area G, RDN
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Cormie, Susan

From: Hewitt, Nicole

Sent: Tuesday, February 08, 2011 9:47 AM

To: Burgoyne, Linda; Lindsay, Dale; Cormie, Susan
Subject: FW: Fairwinds Public Information Meeting January 31st

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

From: Hoily Clermont [mailto:clermont@island.net]

Sent: Tuesday, February 08, 2011 9:29 AM

To: Hewitt, Nicole

Cc: Lou Biggemann

Subject: Fairwinds Public Infarmation Meeting January 31st

Hello,

I am Treasurer for Mount Arrowsmith Biosphere Foundation. | did not make a statement at the Public tnformation
Meeting for Fairwinds on January 31st, but witnessed Phit Carson, MABF Vice President make an unauthorized
statement representing our arganization; he also misrepresented himself by calling himself our President. Prior to our
board meeting next week, we would like to have the minutes pertaining to our organization {j.e. what the RDN recorded
was said on behalf of MABF), so that we may discuss. It is possible that we will be formulating a retraction of these
comments. Please let me know if there is a protocal for this. Thanks Holly Ciermont Treasurer, MABF
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3370 Redden Road
Nanoose Bay, BC V9P SH4

17 February 2011

Joe Stanhaope, Board Chair
Regional District of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2

Dear Mr Stanhope,
Regional Growth — Area ‘E’

I draw your attention to apparent discrepancies between the RDN’s stated Vision and the
proposed development of the ‘Lakes District’ within RDN Electoral Area ‘E’.

Whereas, three decades ago, under different economic circumstances, when there was a need
for development, the RDN agreed to the developers’ request for Fairwinds’ property, including
the “Lakes District”, to be designated within, what is now, an Urban Containment Boundary
(UCB).

Today, the urban/rural balance has tilted heavily in favour of development throughout Electaral
Area 'E’. Residential construction has significantly changed the rural nature of the peninsula.
Furthermare, there is only a remnant of the Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystem readily accessible to
the public.

Therefore, in keeping with your published Vision, it is strongly recommended that the RDN
review its previous decision to designate the ‘Lakes District” within the UCB. The building of
1,675 homes in this particular area would NOT be consistent with the RDN’s stated Vision of a
sustainable neighbourhood, which would balance Community Wellbeing, Economic Health and
Environmental Integrity (State of Sustainability Report — December 2007). A development on
this scale would alter the character of the Nanoose Peninsula, forever.

Concerns regard:ng the |mpact of such a big deveiopment on the peninsula’s water waste-
water and traffic circulation have only increased wnth the latest proposals released by Bentall
Kennedy The overall tmpact on the sustamab.'hty and the quahty of life in Area ‘E’ needs to be
given serious consideration by the RDN Board and Staff.
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The owner of the property has the right, under the current bylaws, to develop this property.
However, as a renowned newspaper columnist observed: The law protects corporations,

absolutely;  the individuais, somewhat; but the environment, not at all. Outdated bylaws
can be amended to reflect the current needs and wishes of the residents/electorate.

The current appllcat:on proposal would put a road through several wetlands, would break up
5|gnaﬁcant areas of wildlife habitat and would i ;mptnge on several Enwronmentafly Sensitive
Areas. This is in contravention of pollues of three of the RDN’s own publlcatlons It is time to
review the appllcabie bv{aws and the zoning of this sensitive and important ecosvstem

Yours sincerely,

.

Gordon Buckingham

Attachment: three excerpts from RDN publications

Cc: Bill Holdom, Deputy Board Chair;

George Holme, Director Area E;

David Bartram, Director Area H;

Carol Mason, Chief Administration Officer;

Paul Thorkelson, General Manager Development Services;

Dale Lindsay, Manager Current Development
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The RDN has made the case for protecting significant aspects of “natural capital” in at least

three recent and relevant documents:

A. The Official Community Plan for Nanoose Bay— Bylaw 1400, 2005 under the heading “...
protection of the natural environment” states: “Residents in Nanoose Bay place a high
priority on the preservation of the natural environment, including important .
ecosystems, watercourses, green spaces, ... and on the protection of indigenous
species and local wildlife.”

B. Prospering Today, Protecting Tomorrow: The State of Sustainability of the Regional
District of Nanaimo dated September 2006, states on page ii of the Executive Summary:
"Important ecosystems and ecoEdgicaE features are proteeted, 'healthy and
productive.” Also, “Land resources are e'fficient!y' used and negative impacts of land
use and de'velopr'ne'nt are minimized.”

C. State of Sustainability Recommendations Report ~December 2007: Under Section 3A —
Actions the RDN Can Take: ”Strengthen RGS polieies to'em'phasize prevention and
mitigatidn rather than remediation to protect the environment” (for example through
the use of “Site Adaptive Design” principles that preserve sensitive and impaortant
ecosystems by restractsng development activities to relatlvely non-sensitive Iands)
Furthermore, it was recommended in paragraph 26, that the mventory of sensitive and
:mportant ecosystems he expanded to include “evaluation of their sensitivity to various
types of disturbances, and prioritization for protectlon . That report goes on as

follows:

State of Sustainability Recommendations Report — December 2007

3A - Actions The RDN Can Take:

25. Strengthen RGS policies to emphasize prevention and mitigation rather than
remediation to protect the environment (for example through the use of “Site
Adaptive Design” principles that preserve sensitive and important ecosystems by
restricting development activities to relatively non-sensitive lands). C 1-6

26. Ecosystems: _ _ o

a. Expand the mapped inventory of important and sensitive ecosystems and
features to include evaluation of their sensitivity to various types of
disturbances, and prioritization for protection. © 2

b. Maintain this inventory, and calculate ecosystem area losses and gains from
time to time, and identify any change in the health and productivity of these
areas as measured by selected indicators.viii C 2 _

¢. Maintain natural corridors for water, wildlife and vegetation, C 2
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d. Purchase land that contains threatened, high priority, important and

sensitive ecosystems or features, and to protect watersheds. C 2

e. Maintain and enhance biodiversity through the planning and maintenance of

RDN parks and open spaces and increasing the area of RDN parkland

through subdivisions, rezonings, donations, and acquisitions from

development. € 2

f. Work with the Ministry of Environment to develop a comprehensive program

to eradicate invasive species such as Scotch Broom and the American
Bullfrog. ©

30. Water:

a. Adopt “The Drinking Water - Watershed Protection Action Plan” (Drinking

Water — Watershed Protection Stewardship Committee, September 2007)

and RDN climate change reports and the policy recommendations therein.

1,24

b. Ensure that water needs for ecosystems (flora, fauna and aquatic beings),

recreation and other social uses/values are part of the above Action Plan

process. &1, 2,4

c. Establish watershed management committees to support a watershed-based

approach to land and water use management for the protection of

water and ecosystems. © 1, 2, 4

d. Reduce water consumption in all RDN facilities: establish reduction targets
that will be achieved each year. © 7, 4
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Cormie, Susan
From: Sanders, Karen on behalf of email, planning
Sent: Friday, February 25, 2011 11:39 AM
To: Cormie, Susan; Lindsay, Dale
Subject: FW: Fairwinds Development Info Meetings Jan 31 and Feb 1st 2010.
Attachments: Residential Lots Added.doc; Park Boundary changed.doc: Paths.doc: A Master Plan

1983.doc; Cembo Mastier Plsn.doc

From: Shaughan [mailto:gointi@shaw.ca]

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2011 11:31 AM

To: Paui Fenske

Cc: email, planning; Jee Stanhepe; George Holme
Subject: Fairwinds Development Info Meetings Jan 31 and Feb 1st 2010.

Paul,

Thank you for being present at the info meetings and for answering questions from the audience. |
think most of the people present would like the Schooner Cove Development to go ahead, after a few
'tweaks' to the plans .

Many people are very passionate concerning The Lake District and take a "stewardship" position on
its' development, concerned with the environment, flora and fauna.

After the meeting had ended, myself and a few neighbours from Harlequin Crescent met with you and
discussed our concerns with the Draft Proposal. It seriously affects the area immediately adjacent to
our properties. We had sent letters to the RDN but have received little response. This makes us
think that no one cares what concerned Nanoose residents think. You mentioned, to my surprise,
that you had recommended at least a 10 metre "bufier" zone around the perimeter of the proposed
development to the RDN and that they had rejected the idea. | would like to know who or what
department did that without consuitation with property owners on the perimeter? And also, what
reason they gave for doing so? As you are directly involved with the Fairwinds planning and changes
to plans, you suggested that we should write directly to you with our concerns/(objections) So | am
writing to you with my objections. Others will be writing as well.

Several years ago we moved out to Nanoose Bay to retire. Before we bought our house, we checked
with Fairwinds to see what their development plans were. The house we were interested in
purchasing (and did purchase) on Harlequin Cres shares property lines with Fairwinds. Immediately
behind the house, the old Fairwinds plans shows a park area (see Master Plan 1983).

Fairwinds management informed us that development behind the house (now known as The Lake
District) would not be for a few years and that the park would stay as a park as there was inadequate
room to incorporate setbacks, road allowances, footpath/trails and building lots between the lake
share(high water mark) and our property line. Over subsequent years the RDN developed the
Nanoose Bay OCP. We attended and participated in many of the meetings. Again i questioned
Fairwinds personnel on their development plans, with specific reference to the Lake District

area , and to the allocated park land adjacent to our property. We received the same response,
"inadequate space to incorporate setbacks. road allowances, footpath/trails and building lots.".
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I think the first Public Open House that the Fairwinds Design Team presented was in November
2008. At that meeting [ also talked with you regarding the Lake District area. At that time you
suggested, which [ and others thought an excellent idea and made sense, was a "buffer’ zone all
around the perimeter. (If you recall | also pointed out that your Team had incorrectly included parts of
the streets Swallow, Dolphin, Sea Lion, Harlequin inside the Fairwinds boundaries, which you
subsequently corrected).

After the Fairwinds public information meeting for Schooner Cove and Lake District on June 28th
2010, Isent a letter to several departments at the RDN and also included letters to yourself and Mr
Tibbles.

| did receive a thoughtful response back from Mr. George Holme which, amongst other
recommendations, insists on 30m setbacks from watercourses and a reduction in housing units to be
more in line with 2500 in the OCP.

Your latest Public Information Meetings, Jan 31st & Feb 1st 2011 showed Draft Proposals for both
the Schooner Cove and Lake District areas.

t have attached several portions of your proposals which show where and how we are adversely
affected by changing the allocated park adjacent to our property lines to one including residential
developments, road and trails. The Master Plan shows the park clearly; the Paths.doc shows a path,
road as well as allocated building space directly adjacent to our property line. If this goes through,
the development would give the public direct viewing into our kitchen, family room, bedroom and
bathroom, which we strongly object to. It will also mean increased noise and traffic, include the
removal of many large and beautiful trees as well as displacement of much wild life, especially the
beavers which have returned to Enos Lake and the down-stream wetlands after an "absence" of a
few years.

Surely the Fairwinds Design Team cannot be that insensitive to peoples needs for privacy, desire for
quiet and enjoyment of nature?

QOver the years we have been reassured by Fairwinds that the small park area directly adjacent to our
property would not be used for residential building lots, walking trails yes, but no buildings. We
expect Fairwinds to honour what they have been saying to us by keeping the original park

area residence free. This would also increase the useable % parkland in the plan. The south facing
exposure of the parks' shoreline would certainly encourage flora and fauna growth.

Yours sincerely,
Shaughan & Connie Holden

1985 Harlequin Crescent
Nanoose Bay
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Don Lawseth

1895 Sea Lion Crescent
Nanoose Bay, BC

VaP 973
dlawseth(@shaw.ca

February 24, 2011

Regional Disttict of Nanaimo
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC

VoI 6N2

Atteotion: Tlectoral Area Planning Committee Memmbers

Re: Faireands Application for Amendment to the Nancose Bav Official Community Pian.

I am writing to express my concern abour several aspects of the current applications to
amend the Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan, and to urge the Regional Disttict of
Nanaimo (RDN) Electoral Area Planning Committec to defer a decision on the Lakes
District application until:

1. The RDN conducts its own review of the environmental work that underpins claims
of environmental preservation in the neighbourhood plan.

2. Consideration is given to re-routing the proposed connector road from Schooner
Cove Drive to Fairwinds Drive to the otiginal Transtide connection in the event
that the Schooner Cove neighbouthood plan is approved.

3. Completion of the next Official Community Plan (OCP) in order to consider
protecting sensitive ecosystems in the context of a proper park system for the area,
thus setting the stage for connecting the Enos Lake corrdor with the new
Mooreroft Regional Park.

Environmental Review

"The much-touted environmental sensitivity and park set-asides of the Lakes District
Neighbourhood Plan (LDNP) are based on incomplete data and a faulty environmental
impact assessment. For example, the vegetation surveys carried out by Cascadia Biological
were inadequate and carried out at the wrong time of year for identfying many of the
endangered plant species that are likely in the area; also, the surveys were not carried out by a
qualified botanist as is required by the profession. This view is supported by Dr. T.
Mclntosh, noted academic and expert botanist and Garry Oak Ecosystem Recovery Team
member, who presented his concerns at both OCP amendment Public Information
Meetings.

The environmenta} impact assessment reported by Pottinger Gaherty Environmental
Consultants Ltd. is flawed in too many ways to deal with in this note, but the fallowing are a
couple of examples that put into question the veracity of the work.

First, the PGL Litd. report is not a reliable environmental impact assessment: no new work
was carried out; the report is merely a desk-job that only evaiuates the work done by
Cascadia Biological. In fact, the assessment claims there will be no significant envitonmental
impacts, despite tdpling the human population of Fairwinds and constructing 1675 dwellings
on land that is now an intact coastal Douglas fir ecosystem, some of the last remaining such
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ecosystem type in the world. This simply defies common sense, and undermines the
credibility of the assessment and the environmental preservation claims of the
neighbourhood plan,

Second, and probably most significant, the assessment supports placing the Schooner Cove
Drive extension road through sensitive wetland ecosystems based on reported successful
construction of wildlife underpasses. However, the key reference used by the consultant as
evidence of success (Wildlife and Roads, 2009) has a significant caveat, as follows:

“An important aaveat is that the safesy approach does not address any aspest of wildlife popriation
response. AL the models stand, their primary application is for the safety mianagement of existing roads
as apposed 1o design or planning applications for new or newly built roads. § ignificantly, the before-after
analysis may be judged as succesifid from a road safety perspective, while at the same time the wildlfs
Dopriation concerned may be significantly reduced.”

That the research referenced by the consultant does not actually support the effectiveness of
wildlife underpasses on new roads, further evidenced by the failure of wildlife underpasses
on the recent Sea to Sky highway expansion, is a strong indication that such mitigation will
not wotk to protect wildlife resources in this area, thus nullifying the claim of no significant
impact.

There is no doubr that the environmental consultants carried out their work to the limit of
theit professional expertise, but their task would be bounded by the terms of reference and
budget established by the applicant. Aad the applicant may believe it operated with all due
diligence, but to remove a perception of bias, and to clarify the errors and omussions in the
technical work, I believe it is critical that the RDN carries out its own review and assessment
with independent and highly qualified envitonmental expertise.

Connector Road

Despite assurances of no significant impact, it is clear to anyone with common sense that
running an arterial road between two sensitive wetlands will effectively destroy the ecological
integrity of the related ecosystems. Beavers, which hold the place together, will be displaced,
if not immediately then when they become a “nuisance” to property owners who become
their neighbours. With the beavers, and thus the ponds, will go many of the sensitive birds,
amphibians, reptiles and mammals that rely on the ponds for breeding, refuge and feeding.
Other options exist for placement of this road, including the original plan of routing traffic
through Transtide and Florence roads, as initially established in the RDN/MOTT long-term
plan (before the RDN unilateraily and mnexplicably changed the road placement to what is in
the LDNP).

In any case, if itis deemed that the benefits of placing the connector road through a sensitive
ecosystem outweigh the environmental costs, an honest depiction of expected Impacts must
be revealed. Furtbermore, the road should not be built before the Takes District
development commences. In other words, this road should not be pushed through 1o
facilitate Schooner Cove construction taffic. To rin so much valuable ecosystem decades
in advance of development in the area (pethaps never if the market for such real estate does
not develop) is an ecological waste of immense proportions.

It has heen atgued that the LDNP is merely a concept, and that the detailed environmental
work will be carded out at the subdivision permit stage. This will lead to a leng series of
compromises and trade-offs that each on its own may seem minor, but cumulatively will be
devastating to the interconnectedness of the ecological values in the area. These important
trade-off decisions must be made with the whole pictute in view, at the neighbourhood plan
level, and not in an incremental death-by-a-thousand-cuts manner. In fact, this “phased
development” approach takes us back to 2005 when the citizens of Nanoose Bay filled

N
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Nanoose Place o rage against the unpermitted intrusion into the Lookout sensitive
ecosystem that was patt of the Bonnington Drive extension.

An Effective Park System

Finally, I am concerned that the applicant oversells the benefits of the regional park sct-
asides. The percentage of the property may seem impressive, but much of the set-aside land
cannot be developed economically anyway, or would infringe upon sensitive ecosystems in a
way that would not be tolerated in any case. The proposed regional park land is too
fragmented to support the type of intact ecosystems that currently exist in the area; the
widest part of the proposed park land is only about 400 metres at the widest — 2 five-minute
walk for most people. This is a far cry from the zesthetic and ecological values that are
presently there,

A more effective way to save the existing ecosystems and aesthetic values of thc proposed
park land, which I think would elevate the value and marketability for the comnpany, would
be to set aside one contiguous area from and including the Notch, then down the Enos Lake
valley from height of land to beight of land.

I utge the RDN Directors to take bold action and withhold approval of the proposed LDNP
until completion of the next OCP, at which time consideration will be given to
establishment of a protected area more fitting with our current level of sensitive ecosystem
knowledge. This would better meet the RIDN’s official position on protecting coastal
Douglas fir ecosystems, while putting in place another piece of 2 proper park systemn that has
the potental to connect the Enos Lake corridor with the new Moorecroft Regional Park.

Sincerely yours,

Don Lawseth

cc: S. Cormte
M. Ienigman
Debbie O Brden






