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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

ELECTORAL AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 10, 2013

6:30 PM
(RDN Board Chambers)
AGENDA
CALL TO ORDER
DELEGATIONS
MINUTES

Minutes of the regular Electoral Area Planning Committee meeting held Tuesday,
July 9, 2013.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES
COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS

Development Permit Application No. PL2013-067 — Smith & Annand — Electoral Area
‘G.

Development Permit Application No. PL2013-090 and Request for Frontage
Relaxation in Conjunction with Subdivision Application No. PL2013-050 — Linda and
George Addison — 2610 Myles Lake Road, Electoral Area ‘C’.

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WITH VARIANCE APPLICATIONS

Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-092 — Chevron Canada
Ltd. — 1660 Island Highway East, Electoral Area ‘E’.

Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-085 — Fern Road
Consulting — 90 Lambert Lane, Electoral Area ‘H’.

Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066 — Eliza Point —
Fielding Road, Electoral Area ‘A’.

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT APPLICATIONS

Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-084 — Bernard Thomson —
2938 Hillview Road, Electoral Area ‘E’.
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OTHER
49-58 Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-038 — Magnolia Enterprises Ltd. — 6996
Island Highway West, Electoral Area ‘H’.
59-149 Proposed Rogers Communications Inc. Wireless Tower No. PL2013-086 — 891 Drew
Road, Electoral Area ‘G’.
150-160 Regulatory Amendments to Address Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations —

Bylaws No. 500.387, 2013 and 1285.18, 2013 - Staff to provide detailed
presentation.

ADDENDUM
BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS OR COMMUNICATIONS
NEW BUSINESS

ADJOURNMENT



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

MINUTES OF THE ELECTORAL AREA PLANNING COMMIITTEE MEETING
OF THE REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO HELD ON
TUESDAY, JULY 9, 2013 AT 6:30 PM IN THE
RDN BOARD CHAMBERS

In Attendance:

Director J. Stanhope Chairperson
Director A. McPherson Electoral Area A
Director M. Young Electoral Area C
Director J. Fell Electoral Area F
Alternate
Director F. Van Eynde Electoral Area E
Director B. Veenhof Electoral Area H
Regrets:
Director G. Holme Electoral Area E
Also in Attendance:
D. Trudeau A/Chief Administrative Officer
J. Harrison Director of Corporate Services
Jeremy Holm Manager, Current Planning
R. Alexander Gen. Mgr. Regional & Community Utilities
G. Garbutt Gen. Mgr. Strategic & Community Development
M. O’Halloran Legislative Coordinator
C. Golding Recording Secretary

CALL TO ORDER
The Chairperson called the meeting to order and welcomed Alternate Director Van Eynde to the meeting.
DELEGATIONS

Dave Patterson, Fairwinds Community Association, re Lakes District and Schooner Cove Zoning
Amendment Application Updates.

Mr. Patterson spoke regarding a zoning application made to the RDN, and requested that the Board take the
Fairwinds re-zoning applications to a Public Hearing by November 2013. He also provided a petition of local
residents conducted by the Fairwinds Community Association to request that a public hearing be held by
November 2013.
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OTHER

Lakes District and Schooner Cove Zoning Amendment Application Updates.
MOVED Director Van Eynde, SECONDED Director Fell, that the Board receive this report for information.

CARRIED

MOVED Director Van Eynde, SECONDED Director Fell, that the Board send correspondence to the property
owner expressing support in principle of implementation of the Neighborhood Plans policies through the
proposed zoning amendments and a commitment to finalize application review and presentation of bylaws
to the Board for consideration in a timely manner.

CARRIED

ADDENDUM

COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE

David Patterson, Fairwinds Community Association, re Lakes District and Schooner Cove Zoning
Amendment Application Updates.

MOVED Director Fell, SECONDED Director Van Eynde, that the correspondence from David Patterson, re
Lakes District and Schooner Cover Zoning Amendment Application Updates be received for information.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Van Eynde, SECONDED Director Veenhof, that this meeting terminate.

CARRIED
TIME: 6:59 PM
CHAIRPERSON CORPORATE OFFICER
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TO: Jeremy Holm DATE:  August 23,2013
Manager, Current Planning
FROM: Robert Stover FILE: PL2013-067

Planning Technician

SUBJECT: Development Permit Application No. PL2013-067 — Smith & Annand
Lot 12, District Lot 9, Newcastle District, Plan 11816
Electoral Area ‘G’

PURPOSE

To consider an application for a Development Permit to address the placement of fill within the Hazard
Lands Development Permit Area (DPA) on the subject property.

BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has received an application from Greg Smith and Dianne Annand
in order to address the prior placement of fill within the Hazard Lands DPA on the subject property. The
subject property is approximately 906 m? in area and is zoned Residential 2 (RS2) pursuant to “Regional
District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987”.

The subject property is currently unoccupied, and is bordered by residentially zoned properties to the
south, east, and west, and McFeely Drive to the north. The subject property also lies within the Little
Qualicum River Floodplain. This development permit application is intended to address the placement of
fill on the property that was undertaken without a development permit. The works undertaken are
subject to the Hazard Lands Development Permit Area as per “Electoral Area ‘G’ Official Community Plan
Bylaw No. 1540, 2008”.

Proposed Development

The applicants have applied for a Development Permit to address the prior placement of fill on the
subject property within the Hazard Lands DPA that was undertaken without a development permit.
According to the applicant’s Geotechnical Engineer, the depth of fill ranges from 0.6m to 1.0 m with an
average depth of 0.8m. In this case, the property is designated within the Hazard Lands DPA to address
flood risk and a Hazard Lands Development Permit is required to address the placement of fill. The
applicant has supplied a letter of rationale and a geotechnical hazard assessment prepared by
Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. and dated June 7, 2013 in support of the application. The
applicants have indicated that the intention of placing fill on the property is to raise the grade of the lot
in an effort to mitigate flood risk for future development of the property. Future construction of a
dwelling unit on the property will require a subsequent development permit application with further
geotechnical assessment.
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ALTERNATIVES

1. To approve the Development Permit Application No. PL2013-067 subject to the conditions outlined
in Attachment 2.

2. To deny the Development Permit Application No. PL2013-067.
LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Development Implications

The geotechnical hazard assessment provided by the applicants addresses the implications of the
placement of fill on the property in relation to Hazard Lands DPA and surrounding properties. While the
applicant has no immediate plans to construct a home on the property, subsequent Hazard Lands
Development Permit and further geotechnical assessment will be required prior to the issuance of a
building permit on the subject property.

The geotechnical hazard assessment report provided by the applicants concludes that the subject
property is geotechnically safe for the intended use, and the prior placement of fill will not lead to
detrimental impacts on this property or adjoining lands. Staff recommends that the applicants be
required to register a Section 219 covenant that registers the Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. on
the property title, and includes a save harmless clause that releases the Regional District of Nanaimo
from all losses and damages to life and property as a result of potential geotechnical flood hazards.

Sustainability Implications

In keeping with RDN policy, staff have reviewed the development with respect to the placement of fill
on the subject property. The geotechnical assessment concludes that the placement of fill will not alter
the function of the floodplain nor have detrimental impacts on adjoining properties.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

The Regional District of Nanaimo has received an application from Greg Smith and Dianne Annand in
order to address the prior placement of fill on the subject property that was undertaken without a
development permit. The applicants have indicated that the purpose of placing fill on the property was
to raise the grade of the lot in an effort to mitigate flood risk for future development of the site. The
applicants have provided a letter of rationale, site plan, and a geotechnical hazard assessment report in
support of the application. The assessment report concludes that the property is geotechnically safe,
and the previous placement of fill will not lead to detrimental impacts on the subject property or
adjoining properties. Any further land alteration or development of the property to accommodate a
dwelling unit will require an additional development permit with further geotechnical assessment. Staff
recommends that the applicants be required to register a Section 219 covenant that registers the
Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. on the property title, and includes a save harmless clause that
releases the Regional District of Nanaimo from all losses and damages to life and property as a result of
potential geotechnical flood hazards.

As the conclusions of the assessment report are consistent with the Hazard Lands DPA guidelines, staff
support the application as submitted.
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RECOMMENDATION

That Development Permit Application No. PL2013-067 to address the prior placement of fill on the
subject property be approved subject to the Terms and Conditions outlined in Attachment 2.
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Attachment 1
Subject Property Map
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Attachment 2

Terms and Conditions of Development Permit

The following sets out the terms and conditions of Development Permit Application No. PL2013-067:

Conditions of Approval

1. The property owner shall obtain the necessary permits for construction in accordance with Regional
District of Nanaimo Building Regulations.

2. The property owner shall obtain the necessary development permits prior to any construction
undertaken on the lands.

3. The applicants shall be required, at the applicant’s expense, to register a Section 219 covenant on
the property title containing the Geotechnical Hazard Assessment prepared by Lewkowich
Engineering Associates Ltd. and dated June 7, 2013. This covenant shall include a save harmless
clause that releases the Regional District of Nanaimo from all losses and damages to life and
property as a result of potential geotechnical and flood hazards.
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TO: Jeremy Holm DATE:  August 22,2013
Manager of Current Planning

FROM: Kristy Marks FILE: PL2013-090/PL2013-050
Planner

SUBIJECT: Development Permit Application No. PL2013-090 and Request for Frontage Relaxation in
Conjunction with Subdivision Application No. PL2013-050 - Linda & George Addison
Lot 1, Section 7, Range 3, Cranberry District, Plan VIP68949 — 2610 Myles Lake Road
Electoral Area 'C'

PURPOSE

To consider an application for a Development Permit and 10% minimum frontage relaxation in
conjunction with a proposed four lot subdivision.

BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo {RDN} has received an application from Linda and George Addison in
conjunction with a proposed four lot subdivision, Application No. PL2013-050. The subject property is
8.71 ha in area and is zoned Rural 6 (RU6) Subdivision District ‘D’ (2.0 ha minimum parcel size) pursuant
to "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987". The property is
surrounded by developed rural residential parcels to the north and east, Blind Lake and park land to the
south and Resource Management Zoned land to the west (see Attachment 1 for location of subject

property).

The proposed subdivision is subject to the following Development Permit Areas as per “Regional District
of Nanaimo Arrowsmith Benson ~ Cranberry Bright Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1148, 1999”:

e Fish Habitat Protection;
e Watercourse Protection; and

e Environmentally Sensitive Features for Wetland Protection.

Proposed Development

The applicant is proposing a four lot subdivision with individual wells and septic disposal systems. Each of
the proposed parcels will meet the minimum permitted parcel size pursuant to Bylaw No. 500, 1987 (see
Attachment 2 for proposed plan of subdivision) and each parcel will be limited to one dwelling unit only.

10
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Minimum 10% Perimeter Frontage Requirement

Proposed lots B, C, and D as shown on the plan of subdivision {Attachment 2) do not meet the minimum
10% perimeter lot frontage requirement pursuant to Section 944 of the Local Government Act. The
applicant has requested approval of the RDN Board to reduce the frontage requirement as follows:

Proposed Lot No. Required Frontage (m) Proposed Frontage (m) % Perimeter
B 64.8 58.35 9.0
C 86.2 11.5 1.3
D 66.8 10.0 14
ALTERNATIVES

1. To approve Development Permit Application No. PL2013-090, subject to the conditions outlined in
Attachment 3; and the request for relaxation of the minimum 10% perimeter frontage requirement
for proposed lots B, C, and D in conjunction with Subdivision Application No. PL2013-050.

2. To deny Development Permit Application No. PL2013-090 and the request for relaxation of the
minimum 10% frontage requirement.

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Development Implications

The applicant has provided a Riparian Areas Assessment (RAA) prepared by Aquaparian Environmental
Consulting Ltd. dated May 17, 2012. This report establishes a 15 metre Streamside Protection and
Enhancement Area (SPEA) for Blind Lake and the associated wetland and includes recommendations for
the protection of the SPEA including sediment and erosion control measures and following Best
Management Practices during land clearing and construction.

The applicant has also submitted a Biophysical Assessment prepared by Aquaparian Environmental
Consulting Ltd. dated September 2012. This report outlines environmental regulations that apply to land
clearing and construction of the proposed parcels and includes an overview of the biophysical
characteristics and land use on site. In addition, the assessment contains recommendations for the
clearing and construction phase of the proposed subdivision such as minimizing vegetation removal to
building sites and driveways, avoiding land clearing during song bird nesting season, locating septic beds
at least 30 metre from the edge of the lake, and covering any piles of topsoil that are located within
30 metre of the high water mark.

In response to rainwater management concerns raised by the Ministry of Environment during the Official
Community Plan (OCP) and Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) amendment process the applicants have
submitted a Dispersal Assessment prepared by Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. dated February 1,
2013. This report includes recommendations for the design, construction and maintenance of dispersal
trenches and sumps to ensure that rainwater dispersal does not negatively impact groundwater or
receiving waters and that predevelopment flows will be maintained.
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Development of the property in accordance with the recommendations contained in the Riparian Areas
Assessment, Biophysical Assessment and Dispersal Assessment is included in the Terms and Conditions of
Approval outlined in Attachment 3.

Inter-governmental Implications

The Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure (MOTI) has reviewed the application and has issued a
Preliminary Layout Approval (PLA) for the proposed subdivision. MOTI staff have advised that a 10 metre
wide road dedication will be required along the northern edge of proposed lots A and B and that the
Approving Officer is prepared to waive requirements to provide access to water as per Section 75(1)(c) of
the Land Title Act.

Sustainability Implications

In keeping with Regional District of Nanaimo Board policy, staff reviewed the proposed development
with respect to the “Regional District of Nanaimo Sustainable Development Checklist” and note that
proposed development will allow infill development in accordance with the current zoning.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSION

This is an application for a Development Permit and 10% minimum frontage relaxation in conjunction
with a proposed four lot subdivision. The applicant has submitted a proposed plan of subdivision,
Riparian Areas Assessment, Biophysical Assessment, and Dispersal Assessment in support of the
application. Despite the reduced frontages, the applicant has confirmed that proposed lots B, C, and D
contain adequate building sites outside the SPEA and will be able to accommodate the proposed
residential use.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That Development Permit Application No. PL2013-090 in conjunction with a proposed four lot
subdivision be approved subject to the conditions outlined in Attachment 3.

2. That the request to relax the minimum 10% perimeter frontage requirement for proposed lots B, C,
and D in conjunction with Subdivision Application No. PL2013-050 be approved.
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Attachment 2

Proposed Plan of Subd

ion
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Attachment 3
Terms and Conditions of Development Permit

The following sets out the terms and conditions of Development Permit Application No. PL2013-090:

1.

2.

3.

4.

The subdivision shall be developed in general accordance with the four lot subdivision plan
prepared by Turner Land Surveying Inc. dated December 2012 attached as Attachment 2.

The Lands shall be developed in accordance with the recommendations of the Riparian Areas
Assessment prepared by Aquaparian Environmental Consulting Ltd. dated May 17, 2012.

The Lands shall be developed in accordance with the recommendations contained in the
Biophysical Assessment prepared by Aquaparian Environmental Consulting Ltd. dated September
2012.

The Lands shall be developed in accordance with the recommendations contained in the
Dispersal Assessment prepared by Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. dated
February 1, 2013.
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TO: Geoff Garbutt S DATET  August 28, 2013
General Manager, Strategic & Community
Development
FROM: Jeremy Holm FILE: PL2013-092

Manager, Current Planning

SUBIECT: Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-092 — Chevron Canada Ltd.
Lot 1, Of Amended Lot 167 (DD 66169-N), Nanoose District, Plan 9428 Except Parcel A
(DD 80609-N) Thereof; And Except Part in Plan 19267 - 1660 Island Highway East
Electoral Area ‘E’

PURPOSE

To consider an application for a Development Permit with Variance to permit the development of an
additional sign on the subject property.

BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has received an application from Chevron Canada Ltd. in order
to permit additional signage on the subject parcel. The subject property is approximately 1.68 ha in area
and is zoned Commercial 4 (CM4) pursuant to “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision
Bylaw No. 500, 1987".

The subject property is bound by rural parcels to the south, south east, south west and north; rural
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) land to the west; and the Island Highway to the East (see Attachment 1).
The property currently contains a Chevron Town Pantry and gas bar with an adjoining Triple O’s White
Spot restaurant with drive thru. Prior to Chevron Canada Ltd. and Triple O’s White Spot occupying the
parcel, the site was occupied by an Esso Gas Station and an A&W restaurant with drive thru.

The proposed development is subject to the following development permit areas as per the “Regional
District of Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1400, 2005”:

e Highway Corridor Protection
e Form and Character

A total of five development permits and variance permits have previously been issued for the site.
Development Permit No. 0018, Development Variance Permit No. 9806, Development Permit No. 60708
and Development Permit No. 0206. Development Permit No. 0018 was issued in 2000 to permit the
increase of the allowable signs on the subject parcel from two to six. Specifically, three fascia signs on
the canopy which covers the gas bar, two signs on the main building exterior and one free standing sign
adjacent to the highway were permitted. Additionally, the total canopy and exterior building sign area
was increased to permit a maximum of 7.0 m*. Development Variance Permit No. 9806, issued in 1998,
permitted the siting of a large gnome structure. Development Permit No. 0206, issued in 2002, varied
the size of the drive thru sign and permitted the illumination of one fascia sign and two incandescent
gooseneck lamps.
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In 2013, Development Permit with Variance Application PL2013-045 proposed additional variances to
both the number of signs permitted on the parcel and to the allowable surface area of the existing free
standing sign. However, the RDN Board, at its regular meeting held on July 23, 2013, did not approve the
proposal. Subsequently, Chevron has submitted a new proposal that requests significantly less variance
to both sign area and number of signs, and is also more consistent with the applicable development
permit guidelines. With respect to the development permit area guidelines, the applicant has reduced
the overall illumination of the site by removing the internal illumination of the gas bar canopy and
replacing it with a small strip of soft indirect LED lighting.

The current application proposal does not include any changes to parking, landscaping and general site
fayout as these elements will remain consistent with previous approvals. The minor exterior alterations
to the commercial buildings on the subject parcel are part of a rebranding effort and are also consistent
with previously approved development permits. As such, this development permit with variance
application addresses signage improvements and requested variances related to signage only.

Proposed Development and Variances

Attachment 4 illustrates the proposed signage which requires a variance. The applicant is proposing to
increase the surface area and height of the existing free standing sign on the subject property to
adequately advertise the Triple O’s White Spot restaurant with drive thru located on the subject
property. The border of the proposed manufactured metal sign is illuminated with a single neon tube
and the centre circle portion is internally iluminated with fluorescent lamps. As a result of the type of
lighting used and the design of the sign, the lumen (a measurement of light emitted per second) output
of the proposed sign is very low and significantly less than the applicant’s most recent proposal (PL2013-
045). The applicant is proposing to increase the maximum surface area of the free standing sign from
11 m’to 25 m” and the height of the sign from an allowable 6.0 metres (Development Permit No. 0018)
to 8.0 metres. The RDN Sign Bylaw No. 993, 1995 permits a maximum sign height of 4.0 metres.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To approve the Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-092 subject to the
conditions outlined in Attachments 2 to 4.

2. Todeny the Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-092.
LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Development Implications

The applicant has provided plans and detailed descriptions of all existing and proposed signs. With
regards to development permit areas in respect to Form and Character and Highway Corridor
Protection, the applicant proposes to maintain the site in accordance with previously issued
development permits. The additional sign proposed is clustered with the existing free standing sign on
the subject parcel in accordance with the development permit guidelines.

The Highway Corridor Protection Development Permit Guidelines encourage the use of a minimal
amount of direct or indirect lighting to be effective. The current proposal contains the addition of a
single illuminated sign. However, the current application proposes significantly less signs and
ilumination than the recently denied application PL2013-045. Moreover, the applicant has reduced the
overall illumination associated with branding on the subject property. While the applicant has made
efforts to ensure the signage is illuminated to an extent less than that proposed through previous
Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-045, the proposed signage is not consistent
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with the DPA ‘dark skies’ guidelines. It should be noted, however, that the signage previously existing
on the site was also not consistent with the DPA ‘dark skies’ guidelines.

As per Board Policy B1.5 (Development Variance Permit, Development Permit with Variance &
Floodpiain Exemption Application Evaluation), the applicant has taken measures to minimize the
proposed variance with respect to reducing the number of proposed signs and the amount of
illuminated sign surface area.

Sustainability Implications
There are no sustainability implications identified.
Inter-governmental Implications

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure has requested the free standing sign pole to be engineered
to withstand potential negative impacts in the event of high winds. This recommendation will be
addressed at the time of building permit application should the Board choose to issue the Development
Permit with Variance.

Public Consultation Process

Pending the Committee’s recommendation and pursuant to the Local Government Act and the “Regional
District of Nanaimo Development Approvals and Notification Procedures Bylaw No. 1432, 2005”,
property owners and tenants of parcels located within a 50.0 metres of the subject property will receive
a direct notice of the proposal and will have an opportunity to comment on the proposed variance prior
to the Board’s consideration of the application.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

This is an application for a Development Permit with Variance to permit the increase of surface area and
height of the existing free standing sign on the subject property. The applicant has submitted a site plan
indicating the location of the sign as well visua! representation of the sign’s dimensions and composition
(Attachments 3 and 4).

In staff’s assessment, this proposal generally is consistent with the guidelines of the "Regional District of
Nanaimo Nanoose Bay Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1400, 2005" Form and Character
Development Permit Area in that the signage is clustered in relation to uses on the site. Additionally, in
staff’'s assessment, the applicant’s proposal is generally consistent with the guidelines of the Highway
Corridor Protection Development Permit Area. While the additional sign area is illuminated and the
Development Permit guidelines encourage the use of a minimal amount of direct or indirect lighting to
be effective, the applicant has made efforts to reduce the amount of overall illuminated signs on the site
as well as minimize the amount of variance required with regard to their previous application.

Development Permit with Variance application PL2013-092 proposes additional variances to the sign
bylaw in order to increase the allowable surface area and maximum height of the existing free standing
sign. In staff’'s assessment the applicant has taken substantial measures to minimize the proposed
variance.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
1. That staff be directed to complete the required notification; and

2. That Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-092 to permit additional sighage on
the subject property is approved subject to the conditions outlined in Attachments 2 to 4.
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Attachment 1
Location of Subject Property
- |
} N N
N
N ~
~
AN
N,
S
\\\\\\152?,
\\"»
A \)\\6:7& \
‘Q‘\ "~ \
\‘\’*92%\ \
BN D.L.152
‘VO\\ \\
N :
1 NN SUBJECT PROPERTY
\\ \, Lot 1, of amended Lot 167 (DD 66169)
PL. £0772 . \\\ Nanoose LD, Plan 9428
N

Except Parcel A (DD 80609-N)
\‘ thereof; and except part in plan 19267

7 |

AN
N,
\ f AN 1660 Island Highway East
P
H
|

VIiP65823

20



Development Permit with Variance No. PL2013-092
August 28, 2013
Page 6

Attachment 2
Terms and Conditions of Permit

The following sets out the terms and conditions of Development Permit with Variance Application
No. PL2013-092:

Bylaw No. 993, 1995 Variances:

With respect to the lands, “Regional District of Nanaimo Sign Bylaw No. 993, 1995” is varied as
follows:

1. Section 5 c) is hereby varied in order to increase the maximum surface area of a sign from 11 m?
to 24.9 m? for the existing free standing sign.

2. Section 5 c) is hereby varied in order to increase the maximum allowable sign height to
8.0 metres (112.22 metre geodetic elevation) for the existing free standing sign.

Conditions of Approval:

1. The proposed sign addition shall be sited and displayed in accordance with the Site Plan and sign
diagrams attached as Attachments 3 and 4.

2. The proposed sign materials and illumination methods are consistent with those stated in
Attachments 3 and 4.

3. The landscaping shall be maintained in accordance Development Permit No. 0018.

4. The existing gnome structure shall be sited in accordance with Development Variance Permit
No. 9806.

5. The subject property owner shall obtain the necessary permits for construction in accordance
with Regional District of Nanaimo Building Regulations.
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Attachment 3
Site Plan Detail/Free Standing Sign Location
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Proposed Sign Addition and Variance
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Proposed Sign Addition:

- Manufactured metal

- Single tube neon border

- Internally illuminated
fluorescent centre circle

- Low lumen output (soft
lighting)

- 3.2 m*surface area per
side
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TO: Jeremy Holm DATE:  August 26, 2013
Manager, Current Planning

FROM: Robert Stover FILE: PL2013-085
Planning Technician

SUBIJECT: Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-085 — Fern Road Consulting
Lot 4, District Lot 85, Newcastle District, Plan VIP56628 — 90 Lambert Lane
Electoral Area 'H'

PURPOSE

To consider an application for a Development Permit with Variance to allow for the construction of a
dwelling unit on the subject property.

BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has received an application from Fern Road Consulting Lid. on
behalf of Jacob & Bonnie Grin to permit the construction of a dwelling unit. The subject property is
approximately 0.225 hectares in area and is zoned Residential 2 (RS2) pursuant to “Regional District of
Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987” (Bylaw No. 500).

The property is currently vacant and is bordered by Lambert Lane to the south, and residentially zoned
properties along the remaining lot boundaries. The subject property is bisected by a named
watercourse, Wildwood Creek, which lies within a ravine. A covenant is registered on the property title
that prohibits the placement of structures within 5.0 metres of the top of the ravine bank. Additionally,
Bylaw No. 500 establishes watercourse setbacks that prohibit placement of structures within 9.0 metres
horizontal distance from the top of the first significant and regular break in a slope adjacent to
watercourses.

The proposed development is also subject to the Fish Habitat Protection Development Permit Area
(DPA) pursuant to “Electoral Area ‘H’ Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1335, 2003.

Proposed Development and Variances

The applicants are proposing to construct a dwelling unit on the subject property within the Fish Habitat
Protection Development Permit Area (DPA). Additionally, the applicants are requesting a variance to
watercourse setbacks; in this case, the setback from the top of the first significant and regular break in
the slope along the watercourse is requested to be varied from 9.0 metres to 6.8 metres (see
Attachment 3).
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When factoring in the no build covenant area, required watercourse setback from the top of bank, and
required 8.0 metre setback from the front property line, the subject property contains a limited
potential building envelope for a dwelling unit. As such, the applicants are requesting a variance to relax
the required watercourse setback from 9.0 metres to 6.8 metres to accommodate the proposed
dwelling unit.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To approve the Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-085 subject to the
conditions outlined in Attachments 2 to 4.

2. To deny the Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-085.
LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Development Implications

The applicants are requesting a variance to relax watercourse setbacks as outlined in Bylaw No. 500.
Additionally, the applicants are proposing to construct a dwelling unit within the Fish Habitat Protection
DPA. The location of the proposed dwelling unit and elevation drawings are shown on Attachment 3.
The dwelling unit is proposed as a single storey building as shown on Attachment 4.

In accordance with the Fish Habitat Protection DPA guidelines, the applicants have provided a Riparian
Areas Regulation Assessment Report, prepared by Steve Toth and dated March 26, 2012 in support of
the application. The report establishes a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area (SPEA) setback
of 10.4 metres from the high water mark of Wildwood Creek. When factoring in the topography of the
ravine, the SPEA setback lies approximately at the top of ravine bank; the dwelling unit is proposed to be
constructed 6.8 metres from the top of the bank. While the report does not include any requirements
for environmental monitoring during construction of the dwelling, it does include measures for
protecting and maintaining the SPEA. These measures include marking the SPEA boundary with wooden
stakes, and ensuring proper stormwater management techniques to prevent excess runoff into the
ravine. Adherence to these measures will be made a condition of approval for this Development Permit
with Variance.

Additionally, the applicants have provided a Geotechnical Report, prepared by Darron Clark of
Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. and dated July 19, 2013. The report reviewed the location of the
proposed dwelling unit in relation to the ravine bank and recommends a setback of 5.5 metres from the
top of the ravine bank. The report concludes that the proposed building site is considered geotechnically
safe for the proposed use.

The geotechnical report associated with the 5.0 metre covenant area was undertaken in 1992, and
concluded that if the recommendations given at that time would be considered safe if construction was
completed within two years. The 1992 report also states that if there was to be a delay in construction
beyond two years from the date of the report, a reassessment of stability conditions should
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be undertaken prior to construction. As the geotechnical assessment provided by the applicants
recommends a setback of 5.5 metres from the top of bank, it is recommended that the report and a new
covenant be registered on title to reflect the updated setback recommendation.

Sustainability Implications

In keeping with RDN policy, staff have reviewed the sustainability implications of the application. The
Biologist's Assessment Report supplied by the applicants recommends measures for preserving the
SPEA; adhering to these measures will be a condition of approval of this Development Permit.
Additionally, staff note that the subject property is serviced with a community water connection.

Public Consultation Process

Pending the Committee’s recommendation and pursuant to the Local Government Act and the “Regional
District of Nanaimo Development Approvals and Notification Procedures Bylaw No. 1432, 2005”,
property owners and tenants of parcels located within 50 metres of the subject property will receive a
direct notice of the proposal and will have an opportunity to comment on the proposed variance prior
to the Board’s consideration of the application.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

This is an application for a Development Permit with Variance to vary the minimum watercourse setback
from 9.0 metres to 6.8 metres for construction of a proposed dwelling unit within the Fish Habitat
Development Permit Area. The subject property contains a watercourse within a ravine; Bylaw No. 500
requires a minimum setback of 9.0 metres from the top of bank along watercourses. Additionally, there
is a no build covenant area that restricts the placement of structures within 5.0 metres from the top of
the ravine bank. As the watercourse setbacks and covenant area restrict the building envelope on the
front portion of the property, the applicants are requesting a variance to relax the required watercourse
setback from 9.0 metres to 6.8 metres for a proposed dwelling unit.

The applicants have provided a Biologist's Assessment which establishes a 10.4 metres SPEA setback
from the high watermark of the creek. When factoring in the ravine embankment, this SPEA lies at
approximately the top of the bank. The Biologist’s Assessment also outlines measures for protecting and
maintaining the SPEA. These measures include marking the SPEA boundary, and ensuring proper
stormwater management practices. Adherence to these measures will be a condition of approval of this
application. The Geotechnical Assessment provided by the applicants recommends a setback of
5.5 metres from the top of the embankment; the assessment also concludes that the proposed building
site is considered geotechnically safe. As outlined on the applicant’ site plan, the proposed dwelling unit
location lies outside of the SPEA setback, and greater than 5.5 metres from the top of bank as
recommended by the Geotechnical Assessment. It is recommended that the updated geotechnical
report and a new covenant be registered on title to reflect the 5.5 metre setback outlined in the
assessment.

Given the conclusions of the professionals’ reports, and constraints on the property created by the
watercourse, no build covenant area, and watercourse setbacks, staff recommends that the Board
approve this Development Permit with Variance application pending the outcome of public consultation.
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RECOMMENDATION

That Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-085 to permit the construction of a
dwelling unit be approved subject to the conditions outlined in Attachments 2 to 4.

7 2 Wi

Report Writer anaéer Concur ence

I\%r Concurrence
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Attachment 1
Subject Property Map
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Attachment 2
Terms and Conditions of Permit

The following sets out the terms and conditions of Development Permit with Variance Application
No. PL2013-085:

Bylaw No. 500, 1987 Variances:

With respect to the lands, “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500,
1987” is varied as follows:

1. Section 3.3 8 b ii) — Setbacks — Watercourses, be varied by relaxing the minimum required
setback from the first significant and regular break in the slope from 9.0 metres to 6.8 metres
for a proposed dwelling unit as shown on Attachment 3.

Conditions of Approval:

1. The proposed development shall be completed in accordance with the Survey Plan prepared by
Sims Associates, and attached as Attachment 3.

2. The proposed development shall be completed in compliance with the Measures to Protect and
Maintain the SPEA as outlined in the Biologist's Assessment completed by Steve Toth and dated
March 26, 2012.

3. The applicant shall register a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to include the recommended
5.5 metre no build setback from the top of bank as outlined in the geotechnical assessment
report prepared by Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. and dated July 19, 2013.

4. The property owner shall obtain the necessary permits for construction in accordance with
Regional District of Nanaimo Building Regulations.
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Attachment 3
Proposed Site Plan and Variances
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Attachment 4
Building Elevations
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TO: Jeremy Holm DATE:  August 29, 2013
Manager of Current Planning
FROM: Angela Buick FILE: PL2013-066

Planner

SUBJECT: Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066 — Eliza Point
Lot 2, Section 14, Range 6, Cranberry District, Plan 7832
Fielding Road - Electoral Area ‘A’

PURPOSE

To consider an application for a Development Permit with Variance to permit the development of a new
industrial building with accessory uses.

BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo {RDN) has received an application from Richard Buckles on behalf of
Eliza Point Holdings Ltd. for a Development Permit with Variance to allow the construction of a new
industrial building with accessory sales, display, storage and office spaces on an existing industrial
property on Fielding Road {see Attachment 1 for location of subject property).

The subject property is approximately 1.4 ha in area and is zoned Industrial 1 within Subdivision District
‘F" (IN1F) pursuant to “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987.” The
property, which is currently vacant, is bound by Fielding Road to the west, residential acreages to the
north and east, and industrial designated lots to the south.

The proposed development is subject to the South Wellington Industrial - Commercial Development
Permit Area (DPA) as per the “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan
Bylaw No. 1620, 2011”.

Proposed Development

The proposed development includes the construction of a new industrial building with accessory sales,
display, storage and office spaces. The building includes three drive through bays, two exterior wash
bays, one drive through lube bay, one service bay, one fabrication shop area, one dwelling unit,
accessory sales display, sales offices, and storage area. The development will be serviced by one existing
well, rainwater catchment for re-use in the wash bays and an on-site septic system.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To approve the Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066 for the development
of an industrial building and accessory uses subject to the conditions outlined in Attachment 2.

2. To deny the Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066.
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LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Development Implications

The applicant has submitted site plans, building elevations, landscaping plans, servicing reporis,
environmental assessments, and signage details to address the Development Permit {DP) guidelines.

In terms of groundwater protection, an assessment report prepared by Lewkowich Engineering
Associates Ltd., dated August 19, 2013 concludes that the existing well can supply the anticipated water
demand without impacting adjacent properties, and that the proposed development will not negatively
impact the aquifer. Development in accordance with this report is noted as a condition of approval in
Attachment 2.

A report prepared by R.E.B Development Services and dated August 21, 2013 concludes that the
proposed rainwater management system will maintain pre-development flows and ensure any
contaminants are treated on-site before discharge. The system includes features such a naturalily
vegetated depression at the eastern portion of the lot, two 9500 litre rainwater harvesting tanks to
collect all roof drainage for use in landscaping irrigation, wash down bays and potentially additional uses
such as toilets and external hoses. The system will also include an oil/water separator. The plan will
reserve space to install a third tank as needed (see Attachment 3 — Site Plan). The applicant will be
required to develop the site in accordance with the Engineer’s report and register a Section 219
restrictive covenant containing an operations and maintenance schedule as recommended by the
Engineer (see Attachment 2 - Conditions of Approval).

The proposed industrial building (approximately 1,252 m? in floor area) is located in the western portion
of the property, and is a pre-fabricated pre-engineered building with fiber insulated walls and
corrugated metal siding. The office/sales and dwelling unit portion of the building are proposed to be
wood frame construction. The office and sales display entrance area will be constructed of post and
beam with curtain walls. (see Attachments 3 and 4 for Site Plan and Building Elevations).

The applicant also proposes one freestanding sign at the entrance of the site and one fascia sign above
the entrance of the proposed industrial building (see Attachment 5). Both signs are well integrated with
the building design and the signs dimensions comply with the RDN Sign Bylaw No. 993, 1995.

in accordance with the DP guidelines, the parking and loading areas are generally located to the rear of
the building where possible and are well screened by landscaping and topography from view of the
Trans-Canada Highway. Number of parking and loading spaces are provided in accordance with the
zoning bylaw requirements based on the requirements for heavy equipment display land use.

The proposed landscaping plan includes native and drought tolerant vegetation, well suited to the site
conditions, to be planted in accordance with the DP guidelines. A 5.0 metre wide buffer with trees,
shrubs and groundcover is proposed along Fielding Road which is consistent with the DPA guidelines. A
continuous landscape buffer of 2.0 metres will be provided adjacent to the northern residential
property. The rear lot line is buffered with natural landscaping as well as a large detention pond where
there will be a raised berm constructed around the pond (Attachment 6). Garbage and recycling
containers will be located at the rear of the main building which will be screened by landscaping on the
southern portion. This will provide adequate screening from neighbouring properties and street view
(see Attachment 3 - Site Plan). The applicant has provided a landscaping security deposit for materials
and labour in the amount of $19,170.10.

33



Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066
August 25, 2013
Page 3

Proposed Variance

The height of the proposed building is 7.92 metres as measured from finished grade. As RDN calculates
height based on the natural grade, the total calculated height of the building will be greater then the
8.0 metres permitted in the zone. It is not feasible to reduce the actual height of the building itself as
the building must accommodate large forestry machinery and equipment, therefore the applicant has
requested to vary the maximum building height from 8.0 metres to 9.0 metres for the proposed
industrial building.

Given that the variance would not negatively impact the streetscape, the environment or the function of
the subject property and adjoining lands, staff support the requested variance.

Environmental Implications

The proposed industrial building and accessory uses will be serviced by an on-site Type lll sewerage
system. VIHA staff has confirmed they do not have any concerns with the proposed development. The
applicant has received Source Approval from VIHA for Well Number 27326. The Engineer has also
advised that the location of the proposed sewerage system will not negatively impact the existing well,
and that well number 26092 and 26093 be decommissioned to avoid contamination.

The RDN Engineering Department has reviewed the reports on the existing well and has no concerns
with the proposed development. The preliminary hydrogeological report prepared by Lewkowich has
recommended two of the three existing wells be decommissioned. Completion of these improvements
will be required prior to building occupancy as outlined in the Conditions of Approval in Attachment 2.

Intergovernmental Implications

The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) has reviewed the proposed development and
confirmed that it does not have any concerns. An access permit was issued by MOTI on August 23, 2013
for the proposed development.

Sustainability Implications

The applicants have completed an RDN Sustainable Development Checklist and identified several
sustainability aspects for the proposed development such as:

e The development of an existing industrial;

e Rainwater catchment and re-use in irrigation and vehicle washing;

e Energy efficient lighting, space heating and HVAC systems are included in the building designs;
e Native and drought tolerant plants and low drip irrigation system to minimize water demand;

Public Consultation Process

Pending the Committee’s recommendation and pursuant to the Local Government Act and the “Regional
District of Nanaimo Development Approvals and Notification Procedures Bylaw No. 1432, 2005”,
property owners and tenants of parcels located within 50 metres of the subject property will receive a
direct notice of the proposal and will have an opportunity to comment on the proposed variance prior
to the Board’s consideration of the application.

34



Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066
August 29, 2013
Page 4

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

This is an application for a Development Permit with Variance to permit the construction of an industrial
building and an accessory uses within the subject property. The applicant proposes to increase the
maximum building height from 8.0 metres to 9.0 metres to accommodate forestry equipment and
machinery within the building. The applicant has submitted site plans, building elevations, landscaping
plans, servicing reports, environmental assessments, and signage details to address the Development
Permit {(DP) guidelines. The proposed development is consistent with the guidelines of the South
Wellington Industrial Commercial Development Permit Area, and the proposed variance will not impact
views from adjoining properties and will not negatively impact the aesthetic, functional or
environmental characteristics of the property or adjacent properties. Therefore, staff recommends that
the Board approve the proposed Development Permit with Variance No. PL2013-066 pending the
outcome of public notification.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That staff be directed to complete the required notification.

2. That Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066 be approved subject to the
conditign ethn Attachments 2 to 7.
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Attachment 2
Conditions of Approval

The following conditions are to be completed as part of Development Permit with Variance Application
No. PL2013-066:

Bylaw No. 500, 1987 - Variance

The applicant proposes to vary the following regulations from the “Regional District of Nanaimo Land
Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987":

Section 3.4.31 — Maximum Number and Size of Buildings and Structures to increase the
maximum building height from 8.0 metres to 9.0 metres for a portion of the proposed industrial
building (as shown on Attachment 3 & 4).

Conditions of Approval

1.

The subject property shall be developed generally in accordance with the site plan prepared by
R.E.B Development Services. dated August 23, 2013, attached as Attachment 3.

The applicant shall provide a minimum of twenty {20) off-street parking spaces, including one
loading space, developed in accordance with the requirements of “Regional District of Nanaimo
Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987” Schedule ‘3B’ Off-Street Parking & Loading
Spaces and as illustrated on the Site Plan prepared by R.E.B Development Services dated August
23, 2013, attached as Attachment 3.

The proposed buildings shall be constructed generally in accordance with the elevations
drawings prepared by R.E.B. Development Services, dated August 23, 2013 attached as
Attachment 4.

The subject property shall be developed in accordance with the preliminary hydrogeological
assessment prepared by Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. dated August 19, 2013.

The proposed development shall be landscaped in accordance with the landscaping plan
prepared by Victoria Drakeford, dated June 12, 2013, attached as Attachment 6.

The proposed fascia sign and freestanding sign shall be constructed and sited in accordance with
the plans submitted by the applicant (Attachments 3, 4 and 5), and in accordance with “Regional
District of Nanaimo Sign Bylaw No. 993, 1995”.

The subject property shall be developed in accordance with the Storm Water Management
Report prepared by R.E.B Development Services, dated August 21, 2013. Prior to issuance of the
development permit, the applicant shall register a Section 219 restrictive covenant containing
the maintenance schedule and a commitment to maintain the sedimentation, oil, water, and
grease separator or other containment system as per the Engineer’s recommendations in this
Report.

The applicant shall decommission well number 26092 and 26093, prior to building occupancy.
The subject property owner shall obtain all necessary permits for construction in accordance
with Regional District of Nanaimo Building Regulations.
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Attachment 5
Sign Details
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August 29, 2013

Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-066

Attachment 6
Landscaping Plan
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Attachment 7
Storm Water Management Plan
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TO: Jeremy Holm DATE: August 28, 2013
Manager of Current Planning

FROM: Kristy Marks FILE: PL2013-084
Planner

SUBJECT: Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-084 — Bernard Thomson
Lot 3, District Lot 117, Nanoose District, Plan 18343
2938 Hillview Road
Electoral Area ‘E’

PURPOSE

To consider an application for a Development Variance Permit to legalize the siting of an existing
non-conforming deck and stairs on the subject property.

BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has received an application from Chris Gulliver on behalf of
Bernard Thomson to reduce the setback from the interior side lot lines (east and west) to legalize the
siting of an existing non-conforming deck and stairs on the subject property. The property is
approximately 1902 m? (0.19 ha) in area and is zoned Residential 1 (RS1) pursuant to “Regional District
of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987” (see Attachment 1 for location of subject
property). The property is bordered by residential parcels to the east and west, Hillview Road to the
north and resource lands to the south.

The subject property contains a dwelling unit, constructed under a building permit issued in 1991, and
two small accessory buildings. The deck and associated stairs were constructed around the same time as
the dwelling, approximately twenty years ago, without a building permit. The RDN received a complaint
regarding the deck in June 2013 from a neighbour when the owner resurfaced the deck. The
complainant expressed concern that the deck and stairs were too close or possibly encroaching over the
property line. Subsequently, the owner hired a surveyor to confirm that the existing deck and stairs are
located on his property but are located within the interior side lot line setbacks to the east and west.
The applicant is now requesting a variance to legalize the siting of this long standing, non-conforming
structure.

Proposed Variance

The applicant proposes to reduce the setback from the interior side lot line to the east from 2.0 metres
to 0.16 metres and from the interior side lot line to the west from 2.0 metres to 0.86 metres to legalize
~ the siting of the existing deck and stairs (see Attachment 2 for site plan). If the variances are approved,
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the applicant will be required to obtain the necessary building permit for the deck and stairs. The
existing shed shown on the site plan is also within the 2.0 metre setback however, given that it is less
than 3.0 metres in height and less than 10 m? in floor area it is not required to meet setbacks and does
not require a building permit.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To approve the Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-084 subject to the conditions
outlined in Attachments 2 and 3.

2. To deny the Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-084.
LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Development Implications

The applicant has indicated that the existing deck and stairs have been in place for approximately
twenty years and that they recently completed a renovation to replace the decking which was in poor
condition. The deck wraps around the entire single story log home and include two sets of stairs at the
front of the house and a set of stairs at the back that lead to the upper portion of the property where
the small shed is located.

Approval of the requested variances would allow for the continued use of an existing, longstanding
structure. The applicant has provided two letters of support from the property owners to the west at
2934 Hillview Rd and across the street at 2941 Hillview Rd confirming that they have no concerns with
the deck or requested variances. If the variances are approved the applicant will be required to obtain a
building permit and complete any required modifications to meet the BC Building Code to the
satisfaction of the RDN Building Services Department in order to legalize the structure.

Sustainability Implications

Staff have reviewed the proposed development with respect to the “Regional District of Nanaimo
Sustainable Development Checklist” and note that the proposed variance would allow the owner to
maintain the existing longstanding structure in its current location.

Public Consultation Process

As part of the required public notification process, pursuant to the Local Government Act, property
owners and tenants located within a 50.0 metre radius, will receive a direct notice of the proposal, and
will have an opportunity to comment on the proposed variance, prior to the Board’s consideration of
the application.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

This is an application for a development variance permit to reduce the minimum interior side lots lines
to the east and west, to legalize the siting of an existing longstanding deck and stairs. The applicant has
submitted a site plan, letters of support and sufficient rationale in support of the application. Given that
the variances would allow for the continued use of an existing twenty year old structure which until June
of this year had not been the subject of any complaints, staff recommends the Board approve the
requested variances pending the outcome of public notification.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That staff be directed to complete the required notification.

2. That Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-084 to reduce the minimum setback
from the interior side ot line to the east from 2.0 m to 0.16 m and from the interior side lot line to
the west from 2.0 metres to 0.86 metres for the existing deck and stairs be approved subject to the
conditions outlined in Attachments 2 and 3. ,

gl f/f// *

Report Writer Gene a ag Conc

////

Managé/ oncurrence CAO Corjcurreng
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Attachment 1
Subject Property Map
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Attachment 2

Site Plan

SITE PLAN SHOWING LOCATION OF DECK AND BUILDING FOR
VARIANCE PURPOSES ON:

LOT 3, DISTRICT LOT 117, NANOOSE

DISTRICT, PLAN 18343.
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Attachment 3
Terms and Conditions of Development Variance Permit

The following sets out the terms and conditions of Development Variance Permit Application
No. PL2013-084:

Bylaw No. 500, 1987 - Variances

With respect to the lands, “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987”
is varied as follows:

Section 3.4.61 Minimum Setback Requirements {0 reduce the minimum setback from the
interior side lot line to the east from 2.0 metres to 0.16 metres and to the west from 2.0 metres
to 0.86 metres for an existing deck and stairs as shown on Attachment 2.

Conditions of Approval

1. The deck and stairs shall be sited in accordance with the site plan prepared by Harbour City Land
Surveying Ltd. dated July 17, 2013, attached as Attachment 2.

2. The applicant shall obtain the necessary building permit for the existing deck and stairs.

48



RECN REPORT
CAC APPROVAL &

EAP | f

PO REGIONAL =
gl DISTRICT - | MEMORANDUM
¢t OF NANAIMO

BOARD

TO: Jeremy Holm DATE:  August 27,2013
Manager, Current Planning

FROM: Tyler J. Brown FILE: PL2013-038

Planner

SUBIJECT: Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-038 — Magnolia Enterprises Ltd.
Lot 1, District Lot 36. Newcastle District, Plan VIP80074 — 6996 Island Highway West
Electoral Area 'H'

PURPOSE

To consider an application to amend the zoning for the subject property located at 6996 Island Highway
West in the Bowser Village Centre, in Electoral Area ‘H,” to permit the additional use of ‘emergency
services’ within the existing Bowser Village Comprehensive Development (CD6) zone along with general
bylaw amendments pertaining to public utility use and emergency services.

BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has received a Zoning Amendment Application from Magnolia
Enterprises Ltd. to rezone the subject property to permit the additional use of emergency services. The
property is approximately 4.8 ha in area and is bordered by a developed commercial zone to the east,
rural and residential parcels to the west; undeveloped crown land (proposed site for seniors housing) to
the south and the Island Highway to the north (see Attachment 1 for subject property map).

The subject property is currently split-zoned CD6 and Residential 2 (RS2) pursuant to “Regional District
of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987". Two buildings have previously been erected
on the CD6 portion of the subject property to house commercial space and a library. A third building is
proposed on the eastern portion of the CD6 zone to be used as an ambulance station. The RS2 portion
of the property is undeveloped.

The proposed development is subject to both the “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area H’
Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1335, 2003” Environmentally Sensitive Features Development Permit
Area {DPA) for Aquifer Protection and the Bowser Village Centre. If the zoning amendment application is
approved, the applicant will be required to obtain a development permit prior to further development
of the parcel.

Proposed Development

The applicant proposes to amend the existing CD6 zone to permit emergency services to allow the
construction of an ambulance station on the CD6 portion of the subject property. To accommodate the
siting of the proposed ambulance station the bylaw amendment includes allowance for the common
interior side lot line to be reduced to zero if the adjoining parcel is zoned industrial or commercial. This
allowance is comparable to the adjacent eastern parcel, which is zoned Commercial 4 and occupied by
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Tomms Food. The subject property is serviced by an on-site sewage disposal system and community
water is provided by Bowser Waterworks District.

The Amendment Bylaw (Attachment 3) further includes general amendments by introducing a new
definition, emergency services, and modifying the existing public utility use definition. If approved, the
Amendment Bylaw would clarify the definition of public utility use to include police, fire and ambulance
emergency services as permissible uses. The general amendments are necessary as they relate to and
provide support for the proposed ambulance station and accessory temporary living accommodations
for emergency service personnel.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To proceed with Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-038, grant first and second reading of
the Amendment Bylaw and proceed to public hearing.

2. To not proceed with the Bylaw readings and public hearing.
LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Official Community Plan

The subject property is designated “Bowser Village Commercial Mixed Use” pursuant to Bowser Village
Center Plan contained within the “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘H’ Official Community
Plan Bylaw No. 1335, 2003” (OCP). The Bowser Village Commercial Mixed Use objectives supports the
building of compact and complete communities with a wide array of public services. The proposed
amendment to facilitate the construction of an ambulance station is consistent with OCP policy. An
OCP amendment is therefore not required.

Zoning Implications

The applicant proposes the addition of emergency services to the existing CD6 zone which currently
permits: retail store, office, personal service use, tourist store, recreation facility (excluding pool hall,
bowling alley, curling, roller rink and swimming pool), and multiple dwelling unit development. The
proposed Amendment Bylaw also includes a minor modification to the existing public utility use
definition and the addition of a new definition: emergency services. The proposed definition changes
would apply to all Electoral Areas to which Bylaw 500 applies {see Attachment 3 for the proposed
“Regional District of Nanaimo Amendment Bylaw No. 500.386, 2013").

During the review of this application, staff determined that amendments to definitions in Bylaw 500 are
required. To clarify the public utility use definition, staff propose to modify the existing definition to
include emergency services. Additionally, the creation of a new definition, emergency services, would
provide for emergency services as a use on its own or within all zones that permit public utility use. The
proposed emergency services definition also provides for accessory temporary living accommodation for
emergency services personnel.

To better accommodate the siting of the proposed ambulance station, the bylaw amendment includes
allowance for the common interior side lot line of the CD6 zone to be reduced to zero if the adjoining
parcel is zoned industrial or commercial.
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Development Implications

The proposed site plan illustrates the two existing buildings and the proposed ambulance station (see
Attachment 4 for the proposed site plan). The zoning permits 25% parcel coverage and a floor area ratio
(FAR) of 0.50. The applicant has demonstrated that the proposed structure will not exceed either of
these values. MOTI has indicated that direct access to Highway 19A will not be permitted and that the
existing commercial driveway will require a valid access permit due to the change of use.

Public Consultation Implications

A Public Information Meeting (PIM) was waived for the proposed zoning amendment application. If the
proposed application receives first and second reading, the proposal will then proceed to public hearing
pursuant to Section 890 of the Local Government Act.

Environmental Implications

Prior to final adoption, to address sewage disposal considerations, the applicant is to submit a letter or
report of assurance regarding waste water capacity; and must obtain a filing for on-site sewage from the
Vancouver Island Health Authority. The Ministry of Transportation and infrastructure (MOTI) has
indicated that no additional drainage is to be directed to the Ministry’s drainage system. If the zoning
amendment application is approved, surface and storm water drainage will be addressed through the
development permit process.

Sustainability Implications

The Bowser Village Commercial Mixed Use objective supports the building of compact and complete
communities. The proposed development will further intensify servicing within the Bowser Village. The
Bowser Village Centre Plan sustainability Principle 1 states that consideration be given to emergency
response infrastructure and capabilities. The proposed development will support increasing the density
of services in the village center as well as increase the emergency response capacity of the local
community and surrounding area.

Inter-governmental Implications

MOT! has reviewed the proposed development and have indicated they have no objections to the
proposed zoning amendment. MOTI staff have advised that a valid access permit will be required due to
the change of use, all buildings and structures are to meet or exceed a 4.5 metre setback and no
additional drainage is to be directed to the Ministry’s drainage system. Additionally, MOTI! has stated
that direct access to Highway 19A will not be permitted. MOT! must approve of the zoning amendment
bylaw prior to the Board’s consideration for adoption as the subject property is within 800 metres of a
controlled access highway.

The Vancouver Island Health Authority {(VIHA) has reviewed the proposed development and has advised
that filing for on-site sewage disposal is required. Bowser Waterworks District has indicated that
community water is able to service the site.

SUMMARY/CONCLUSION

The applicant proposes to rezone the subject property in order to add the additional use of emergency
services to permit the development of an ambulance station. In addition, the proposed bylaw would
modify the public utility use definition and introduce a new definition: emergency services. The
proposed development is consistent with the Bowser Village Centre Plan. The applicant has
demonstrated that there is adequate site area and servicing to support the proposed use. Therefore,
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staff recommends that "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.386, 2013" proceed for first and second reading and to public hearing.

RECOMMENDATIONS
1. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.386, 2013”, be introduced and read two times.

2. That the Public Hearing on “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment
Bylaw No. 500.386, 2013”, be chaired by Director Veenhof or his alternate.

3. That the conditions set out in Attachment 2 of the staff report be completed prior to Bylaw No.
500.386, 2013 being considered for final adoption.

Report Writer

I\/Z//éér Concurrence CAO Con#rrenc ’
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Attachment 1
Location of Subject Property
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Attachment 2
Condition of Zoning Amendment

The following is required prior to the “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision
Amendment Bylaw No. 500.386, 2013” being considered for adoption:

Conditions of Approval

1. The applicant is to obtain a filing for on-site sewage from the Vancouver Island Health Authority
prior to final adoption.
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Attachment 3
Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 500.386, 2013

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO
BYLAW NO. 500.386

A Bylaw to Amend “Regional District of Nanaimo
Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987”

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

A. This Bylaw may be cited as “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment
Bylaw No. 500.386, 2013".

B. “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987”, is hereby
amended as follows:

1. Under PART 2, INTERPRETATION, DEFINITIONS by adding the following definitions in
alphabetical order:

“emergency services means the non-commercial use of land, buildings and structures
for fire, police and ambulance services and may include temporary living
accommodations for emergency service personnel.”

2. Under PART 2, INTERPRETATION, DEFINITIONS by modifying the following definition:

“public utility use means the use of land, buildings or structures for the provision of
community water or sewer services, park, public access, pipelines, electric and
telephone service, emergency services, government office or cemetery.”

C. “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987 - PART 3 LAND USE
REGULATIONS, Section 3.4.105 Bowser Village Comprehensive Development Zone”, is hereby
amended as follows:

1. By adding the following under Permitted Uses and after g) multiple dwelling units:
“h) emergency services”

2. By adding the following under Minimum Setback Requirements after All lot lines 5.0 metres:
“except where:

a) The adjoining parcel is zoned industrial or commercial then the setback from the common
interior side lot line may be reduced to zero.”
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introduced and read two times this ___dayof 20 __
Public Hearing held this ___dayof 20
Read a third time this____dayof 20

Approved by the Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure pursuant to the Transportation Act this

day of 201
Adopted this___ day of 20
Chairperson Corporate Officer
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Attachment 4
Proposed Site Plan
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Proposed Site Plan/Ambulance Station
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Manager, Current Planning
FROM: Tyler J. Brown FILE: PL2013-086
Planner
SUBIJECT: Proposed Rogers Communications Inc. Wireless Tower

Pt Lot A Lying S Of Swly Bdy Of E&N Rly On Pl 7736F, District Lot 27, Nanoose District,
Plan 1300, Exc Pl 25748 —- 891 Drew Road
Electoral Area ‘G’

PURPOSE
To receive information with respect to the proposed telecommunications tower on the subject property.
BACKGROUND

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has received correspondence and an information package from
Standard Land Company Inc. {Standard Land) on behalf of Rogers Communications Inc. regarding the
proposed installation of a telecommunications tower on the subject parcel (see Attachment 2). The
letter requests that the Board pass the following resolution:

a) ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. has satisfactorily completed its consultation with
the Regional District of Nanaimo;

b) The Regional District of Nanaimo is satisfied with ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC.’S
public consultation process and does not require any further consultation with the
public; and

¢} The Regional District of Nanaimo concurs with ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC.
proposal to construct a wireless telecommunications facility provided it is
constructed substantially in accordance with the plans submitted to it.

Proposed Tower

Rogers is proposing a 45 metre monopole tower structure on private land known as 891 Drew Road. The
subject property is zoned Rural 1 (RU1) and is approximately 10.5 ha in area. Additionally, the subject
parcel is located within the Agricultural Land Reserve. The tower is proposed to be sited at the northern
portion of the parcel bordering Drew Road. The proponent’s stated intention is to expand wireless
coverage in the French Creek area to satisfy the increasing demand for cellular service and data
intensive devices. Rogers has indicated that there are no existing antenna support structures or any
other feasible alternatives that can be utilized in the area and as such a new antenna structure is
required.

59



Proposed Wireless Tower Application No. PL2013-086
August 27, 2013
Page 2

DISCUSSION

The technical aspects and siting of telecommunication and broadcasting services are regulated by the
Federal government. Approval of any related antenna systems; including masts, towers and supporting
structures, are under the mandate of Industry Canada. With regard to public health, Industry Canada
refers to the standards set by Health Canada for determining acceptable levels of radiofrequency
electromagnetic energy produced by telecommunication infrastructure. All telecommunication
proponents are required to follow the guidelines of both Health Canada and Industry Canada.

industry Canada has an established procedure for the process and review of proposed
telecommunication structures. As part of the process, proponents are required to notify the local land
use authority and nearby residents if the proposed tower is to exceed 15 metres in height. Moreover,
the proponent is required to address the public’s questions, concerns and comments through Industry
Canada’s prescribed public consultation process.

With respect to this application, Rogers Communications Inc. states that they have fulfilled their
obligations under the Industry Canada process. A timeline of the completed process is outlined on Page
1 of Attachment 2 and a copy of all public consultation materials is also found in Attachment 2. At the
request of a local resident association, the proponent extended the consultation period by one week
and spoke at the annual general meeting of the French Creek Residents Association. The RDN has
received a signed petition of over fifty names and two letters from a family living nearby the proposed
tower expressing opposition to the proposal. In addition to submissions to the RDN, Standard Land has
received several comments in opposition to the proposal. At Staff’s request, Standard Land has provided
copies of those comments to the RDN.

Role of Local Government

As noted above, local government is referred applications for proposed towers greater than 15 metres
in height and is provided the opportunity to comment on the proposal. Local government concerns and
the applicant’s response to those concerns are considered by Industry Canada as part of their review of
the proposal. In this case, staff requested that the proponent contact the French Creek Resident’s
Association for their comment on the proposal as well as extend the notification area beyond that which
is required by Industry Canada. The applicant complied with the first request but did not expand the
notification area.

A local government may establish and develop a formal telecommunications antenna and tower siting
protocol. At the August 23, 2011 regular Board meeting, in response to a telecommunications tower
proposal in Electoral Area ‘A,’ the Board directed staff to develop a cell tower placement protocol. Staff
have begun developing such a protocol, which is on the Current Planning 2013 Work Plan, and anticipate
bringing a report to the Board in the fall on the issue. However, at the time of this report, the siting
protocol has not been completed. While a siting protocol may serve as a guide to the siting of a tower
and the consultation process, the federal government, through Industry Canada, retains the authority to
approve telecommunication infrastructure. In addition, the RDN does not currently have policy in place
that would provide guidance in issuing a positive or negative resolution in relation to the proposed
tower siting. Given this and the highly technical nature of the issue and the fact that the decision on
siting ultimately lies with Industry Canada, staff recommend providing no comment on the proposed
tower siting.
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ALTERNATIVES
1. To pass the following resolution requested by ROGERS COMMUNICATION INC:

a) ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. has satisfactorily completed its consultation with the
Regional District of Nanaimo;

b) The Regional District of Nanaimo is satisfied with ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC.’S
public consultation process and does not require any further consultation with the
public; and

c) The Regional District of Nanaimo concurs with ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC.
proposal to construct a wireless telecommunications facility provided it is constructed
substantially in accordance with the plans submitted to it.

2. To pass the following resolution:

The Regional District of Nanaimo opposes ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. proposal to
construct a wireless telecommunications facility at 891 Drew Road.

3. To provide no comment with respect to the proposed application.
LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

Development Implications

The applicant has provided site plans, detailed structure descriptions and the results of a visual impact
study for the proposed telecommunications tower. Under federal regulations, the applicant is not
required to comply with local zoning or any applicable development permit areas. Additionally, the
applicant is not required to obtain a building permit for any essential telecommunications infrastructure.

Due to the proximity of the proposed structure to a nearby air strip, the applicant is required to fulfill
Navigation Canada’s lighting and visibility requirements. Therefore, the proposed structure will be
illuminated. The applicant has indicated they will attempt to use minimally obtrusive lighting to lessen
the nighttime impact on nearby residents.

Public Consultation Implications

The applicant has followed the Industry Canada default public consultation protocol as outlined in the
Industry Canada publication Spectrum Management and Telecommunications Client Procedures
Circular: Radiocomrmunication and Broadcasting Antenna Systems (CPC-2-0-03). A timeline of the
completed process is outlined on Page 1 of Attachment 2, a copy of all public consultation materials is
also found in Attachment 2 and all public response received by the applicant is found in Attachment 3.

Sustainability Implications
There are no sustainability implications identified.
Inter-governmental Implications

All telecommunications infrastructure, including antenna and tower structures, are under the
jurisdiction of Industry Canada. As such, these facilities are not subject to local zoning or the
development permit process.
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Proposed Wireless Tower Application No. PL2013-086
August 27, 2013
Page 4

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

The RDN has received correspondence from Standard Land Company Inc. (Standard Land) on behalf of
Rogers Communications Inc. requesting Board concurrence for the proposed installation of a
telecommunications tower on the subject parcel. The applicant has submitted to the RDN all
information materials provided to the public and subsequent correspondence. Moreover, the applicant
has performed a visibility impact study for the proposed tower and provided the results to the RDN.

As outlined in this report, all telecommunications infrastructure is under the jurisdiction of Industry
Canada. Additionally, the RDN does not currently have policy in place that would provide guidance in
making either a positive or negative resolution on the proposed tower siting. The applicant has followed
the Industry Canada default public consultation protocol.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board provide no comments with respect to the proposed tower.

£
Ma@ge/r Concurrence
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Proposed Wireless Tower Application No. PL2013-086
August 27,2013

Page 5

Attachment 1
Subject Property Map
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Proposed Wireless Tower Application No. PL2013-086
August 27, 2013

Attachment 2

Information Package and Request for Concurrence
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Sandard Land Company Inc. Telephone: 604.687.1119
Suite 610, 688 West Hastings Street Facsimile: 604.687.1339

m Vancouver, British Columbia Email: standard@standardland.com

V6B 1P1 Website: www.standardland.com
StandardLand

August 9, 2013 VIA COURIER

Regional District of Nanaimo
Tyler J Brown

Planning Technician

6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, British Columbia
VIT 6N2

Dear Mr. Brown,

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE, ROGERS TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER
LOCATION: 891 DREW ROAD, PARKSVILLE, BRITISH COLUMBIA

PID: 007-591-547

ROGERS SITE: FRENCH CREEK (W3030)

Rogers Communications Inc. (“Rogers”), represented by Standard Land Company Inc. (“Standard Land”)
has followed Industry Canada’s Default Public Consultation process for a new telecommunications
tower. Rogers is respectfully requesting from the members of the Board concurrence in the location of
this new tower that will be providing advanced, high speed wireless service to the French Creek area.

Enclosed, please find evidence of the following efforts regarding this public consultation process:

April 15 & 16, 2013 Notification packages were issued to approx. 24 property owners within at least a
135 metre radius. Please see Appendix 1: Affidavits of Notification.

April 18, 2013 Notice of proposed tower project placed in The Parksville Qualicum Beach News
on April 18" and the Oceanside Star on May 15", Please see Appendix 2:
Newspaper Notice.

May 1, 2013 A Site Selection Process Outline was provided in the form of a visual, including an
aerial map as a response to a member of the public’s inquiry. Please see
Appendix 3: Site Selection Map.

May 8, 2013 Rogers presented to the Residents Association of French Creek.

May 25, 2013 Conclusion of 30 day consultation period. During the consultation period, we
received comments from 9 households, 3 of which were in support of the tower.
Please see Appendix 4: Comments & Correspondence Tracking Form.

June 28, 2013 Rogers conducted a Visibility Study and a compiled a Questions and Answers
sheet provided to members of the community who provided comment and to the
Regional District. Additional comments were welcomed until July 28, 2013. Please
see Appendix 5: Questions and Answers and Appendix 6: Visibility Study.
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The comments received regarding both the location and design of the tower were reviewed, and Rogers
has responded to the residents as follows:

Visibility of proposal

In response to the comments received, Rogers investigated the visibility of the
area from alternate locations within the property. In our site review, Rogers
confirmed the visibility of the tower by completing a visibility study. A “balloon
test” was conducted June 14th, where a balloon was flown at 45 metres in height
and pictures were taken from various view points from the community. The
visibility study conducted confirmed that the proposed tower would be partially
visible from certain views, but many views would have little to no visibility due to
the mature trees in the area.

Rogers is proposing to relocate the tower an additional 10 metres southeast
further reduce the visibility from properties to the west and northwest. A greater
setback was not feasible as the land elevation drops significantly.

Tower light as
required by
Transport Canada

Transport Canada requires that Rogers add a light above the tower for safe
aeronautical navigation. Understanding that a light above a tower can be
obtrusive, Rogers has learned of an alternative light for a tower that would shield
the light from those at ground level but clearly visible to aircrafts. This proposed
lighting would reduce the appearance of a light to the community.

There is an increasing dependence on wireless products for personal, business and emergency purposes,
and an improvement in service in French Creek would benefit the community. In response to the
public’s demand for high quality wireless services, Rogers is proposing a telecommunications site.

If Council concurs with the proposed tower project, please find in Appendix 6: Sample Resolution, a
sample resolution which may be used.

Rogers is committed to working with the community to find an acceptable location and infrastructure
design. Should you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us at (604)
687-1119 or by e-mail at kierstene@standardland.com.

Sincerely,

Standard Land Company Inc.

Agents for Rogers

[ (A2

Kiersten Enemark

Director, Land and Municipal Affairs (BC)

cc: Peter Leathley, Municipal Affairs Specialist (BC), Wireless Network Implementation West

Rogers Communications Inc.

cc: Samuel Sugita, Municipal Affairs Specialist (BC), Standard Land Company Inc.
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Appendix 1: Affidavits of Notification
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Sandard Land Company Inc. Telephone: 604.687.1119

Suite 610, 688 West Hastings Street Facsimile: 604.687.1339
Vancouver, British Columbia Email: standard@standardland.com
V6B 1P1 Website: www.standar dland.com

StandardlLand

August 9, 2013 VIA COURIER

Regional District of Nanaimo
Tyler J Brown

Planning Technician

6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, British Columbia
VIT 6N2

Dear Mr. Brown,

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CONCURRENCE, ROGERS TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER
LOCATION: 891 DREW ROAD, PARKSVILLE, BRITISH COLUMBIA

PID: 007-591-547

ROGERS SITE: FRENCH CREEK (W3030)

Rogers Communications Inc. (“Rogers”), represented by Standard Land Company Inc. (“Standard Land”)
has followed Industry Canada’s Default Public Consultation process for a new telecommunications
tower. Rogers is respectfully requesting from the members of the Board concurrence in the location of
this new tower that will be providing advanced, high speed wireless service to the French Creek area.

Enclosed, please find evidence of the following efforts regarding this public consultation process:

April 15 & 16, 2013 Notification packages were issued to approx. 24 property owners within at least a
135 metre radius. Please see Appendix 1: Affidavits of Notification.

April 18, 2013 Notice of proposed tower project placed in The Parksville Qualicum Beach News
on April 18™ and the Oceanside Star on May 9" Please see Appendix 2:
Newspaper Notices.

May 1, 2013 A Site Selection Process Outline was provided in the form of a visual, including an
aerial map as a response to a member of the public’s inquiry. Please see
Appendix 3: Site Selection Map.

May 8, 2013 Rogers presented to the Residents Association of French Creek.

May 25, 2013 Conclusion of 30 day consultation period. During the consultation period, we
received comments from 9 households, 3 of which were in support of the tower.
Please see Appendix 4: Comments & Correspondence Tracking Form.

June 28, 2013 Rogers conducted a Visibility Study and a compiled a Questions and Answers
sheet provided to members of the community who provided comment and to the
Regional District. Additional comments were welcomed until July 28, 2013. Please
see Appendix 5: Questions and Answers and Appendix 6: Visibility Study.
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The comments received regarding both the location and design of the tower were reviewed, and Rogers
has responded to the residents as follows:

Visibility of proposal

In response to the comments received, Rogers investigated the visibility of the
area from alternate locations within the property. In our site review, Rogers
confirmed the visibility of the tower by completing a visibility study. A “balloon
test” was conducted June 14th, where a balloon was flown at 45 metres in height
and pictures were taken from various view points from the community. The
visibility study conducted confirmed that the proposed tower would be partially
visible from certain views, but many views would have little to no visibility due to
the mature trees in the area.

Rogers is proposing to relocate the tower an additional 10 metres southeast
further reduce the visibility from properties to the west and northwest. A greater
setback was not feasible as the land elevation drops significantly.

Tower light as
required by
Transport Canada

Transport Canada requires that Rogers add a light above the tower for safe
aeronautical navigation. Understanding that a light above a tower can be
obtrusive, Rogers has learned of an alternative light for a tower that would shield
the light from those at ground level but clearly visible to aircrafts. This proposed
lighting would reduce the appearance of a light to the community.

There is an increasing dependence on wireless products for personal, business and emergency purposes,
and an improvement in service in French Creek would benefit the community. In response to the
public’s demand for high quality wireless services, Rogers is proposing a telecommunications site.

If Council concurs with the proposed tower project, please find in Appendix 6: Sample Resolution, a
sample resolution which may be used.

Rogers is committed to working with the community to find an acceptable location and infrastructure
design. Should you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact us at (604)
687-1119 or by e-mail at kierstene@standardland.com.

Sincerely,

Standard Land Company Inc.

Agents for Rogers

[ (A2

Kiersten Enemark

Director, Land and Municipal Affairs (BC)

cc: Peter Leathley, Municipal Affairs Specialist (BC), Wireless Network Implementation West

Rogers Communications Inc.

cc: Samuel Sugita, Municipal Affairs Specialist (BC), Standard Land Company Inc.
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O ROGERS'

April 15, 2013

Dear Area Residents and Businesses:

Like so many communities, the community of French Creek is experiencing a growing demand
for wireless services as more and more people come to rely on smart phones, tablet computers
and laptops as part of their everyday life. In response to this and in order to ensure dependable
high speed wireless service is available to the community, Rogers is proposing the construction
of a telecommunications tower at 891 Drew Road, Parksville, British Columbia.

As part of the public consultation process, you are invited to comment on the Rogers proposal
before May 25, 2013. Following Industry Canada’s Default Public Consultation Process, all
residents and businesses within 135 metres of the proposed tower location will receive this
Public Consultation Information Package. As well, a notice inviting the community to comment
has been placed in the Parksville Qualicum Beach News on April 18, 2013.

This package contains detailed information about the proposed structure, the consultation and
approval process, as well as contact information available to you during the consultation
process.

Rogers has been invited and accepted to attend the French Creek Residents' Association
(FCRA) Annual General Meeting on May 8th at 7:00 pm at St. Columba Church Hall, 921
Wembley Road, Parksville to meet with residents and answer any questions regarding the
proposed project.

Your questions and comments are an important part of the consultation process. Please know
you may provide your comments by contacting Rogers at CommentsBC@standardland.com, or
by completing the Comments Sheet on the other side of this letter by May 25, 2013.

We appreciate your time and attention in considering the proposed telecommunications tower
and look forward to your comments.

Rogers Communications Inc.

Peter Leathley
Municipal Affairs Specialist (BC), Wireless Network Implementation
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O ROGERS"

QUESTIONNAIRE & INPUT FORM

We welcome your comments regarding the proposed Rogers telecommunications structure at 891
Drew Road, Parksville, BC. We would appreciate your time in completing this questionnaire. Rogers
will respond to any questions or issues, and the correspondence will be shared with the Regional
District of Nanaimo and Industry Canada as part of the consultation process. This information will not
be used for marketing purposes.

1. Are you currently happy with the quality of wireless service in your community?

[ ]Yes [ ] No If no, what areas require improved service?

2. Do you feel this is an appropriate location for a tower?
[]Yes ] No

If not, what change do you suggest:_

3.  Are you satisfied with the proposed appearance / design of the proposed tower?
[]Yes [] No

If not, what change do you suggest:_

4.  Other Comments:_

Tower Location

Name Ormonde Rd 30% z .9
: &a Dy _‘l_f
Address: . i :
. i < Gilley Crescent o
; : : f
yon 2
5 3
Telephone:
p &
_ &
Email: &
g

Thank you.
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{) ROGERS'

Public Consultation Information Package
Wireless Communications Installation

Location: 891 Drew Road, Parksville, BC V9P 1X2
Rogers Site: W3030 (French Creek)

Contact

Rogers Communications Inc.
1600 — 4710 Kingsway,
Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 4W7

Contact name: Kiersten Enemark
c/o Standard Land Company Inc.
Agents to Rogers Communications Inc.
Tel: 1 (877) 687-1102
Email: CommentsBC@standardland.com

April 15, 2013
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What is being proposed?

Rogers is proposing to build a new 45 metre monopole tower structure. To ensure continued reliable
service, Rogers is proposing to enhance and restore a high quality network signal for the wireless
network in the area by adding equipment on a proposed structure.

When a network weakness is identified, Rogers’ radiofrequency engineers’ first steps are to explore
any and all opportunities to add additional equipment on nearby towers or mount antennas on existing
buildings. Only when every alternative has been exhausted, does Rogers consider constructing a
new wireless structure. Rogers engineers have determined that in this case there are no suitable
existing structures in the area. As a result, a single structure of 45 metres is being proposed to meet
Rogers’ network requirements.

Initially, Rogers identified commercial lands along the Hwy 19A as being appropriate for a tower
location. For over a year, Rogers actively searched for a commercial property with a willing property
owner to host a telecommunications facility at a location compatible with the Rogers network.
Unfortunately, Rogers was unable to finalize a location with a willing property owner.

Where is the proposed tower site?

The proposed location is on rural land (zoning RU1) and is also adjacent to rural lands in all
directions. Rogers is proposing to locate the tower southeast of the railway tracks, behind mature
trees approximately 30 metres in height. This location is based on Rogers’ technical requirements to
provide improved service as well as preliminary feedback from the Regional District of Nanaimo.

Approx. 100 metres
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Why is this new structure required?

A new structure is required to host telecommunications equipment that will provide improved wireless
service to the community. Rogers is constantly working to improve coverage and network quality to its
customers. Rogers is responding to the growing demand for wireless voice and data services,
particularly within existing service areas.

The customers using smartphones like iPhones and Blackberries, portable devices like iPads and
tablets, computers and wireless laptops are demanding fast, reliable service. These “smart devices”
place an increased demand on the wireless network which, in turn, requires ongoing investment and
expansion in order to maintain service quality.

With the introduction of smartphones, tablets and other forms of mobile computing devices, customer
demand for higher data speeds has become increasingly important. The amount of data that can be
processed and/or the number of calls that can occur at the same time is limited by two key factors: the
number of users at any one time and the distance between the device and the cell site. As network
demand increases, denser radio networks (more sites that are closer together) are required. It is also
the case that the amount of coverage provided by a single site is inversely proportional to the number
of voice calls and/or data transactions that occur at a given time. This becomes important as cells
sites begin to function at or above capacity and gaps in coverage develop during periods of
overcapacity. While this is represented by slowed transactions times for internet use, applications,
and e-mail, it is much more problematic for voice calls, which either cannot be made or are constantly
dropped. Where once excellent coverage and high quality calls were the norm, as capacity is
reached, calls can no longer be processed even though the device may show strong coverage.

The table below illustrates how devices that transmit and receive data information need much more
network capacity than standard mobile phones. For example, one Smartphone uses a wireless
network as much as 35 standard mobile phones.

Data

Additional sites and network capacity are required to meet the
explosive demand for wireless data accessed by smartphones,
tablets and other devices. For example:

One smartphone creates as much data
traffic as 35 basic-feature phones.

@, M

Smartphone = Q X 35*
B x121*

E-reader/ tablet 7 =
! - B Xxu4ss

*Monthly Basic Maobile Phons Data Traffic
Seurce: Cisco Visual Networking index Mobile, 2012
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How do wireless networks work?

Wireless networks work by dividing geographic areas into “cells”. Each cell is served by a base
station (in this case, a tower supporting telecommunications equipment). Mobile devices
communicate with each other by exchanging radio signals with base stations.

As more mobile phones and devices use the network, the “footprint” of service offered by a base
station, like the proposed tower site, shrinks. This result is reduced coverage and gaps in service.
Gaps in coverage can result in dropped calls and unreliable service. The drawings below illustrate
how gaps in service develop as well as how additional equipment (or the addition of base stations) will
enhance service.

A Continuous Cellular Network

A network is a series of interconnected cells each

< containing a base station (antennas and radio
S ! equipment). A high quality network offers
/ continuous wireless service by placing base

stations in specific geographical locations that allow
us to use wireless devices.

Increased Users Creates

Gaps in Service —— When a base station reaches maximum capacity,

\ the coverage footprint shrinks in order to handle
: . volume.

Continuous Cellular Network

Restored by Filling Gaps New base stations must be built to fill in the void

] 7 I / I areas and restore continuous wireless service.

L4
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What will the site look like?

The proposed tower will be well screened in all directions by mature trees approximately 20 metres —
30 metres in height. Below is a photo simulation where the proposed tower design has been
transposed on a picture taken from Drew Road, looking southwest towards the tower site.

Before Construction

\ ———

From Drew Road, looking southwest towards tower location.

Photo Simulation is a close representation and is for conceptual purposes only.
Best efforts have been made to represent the antenna accurately.
The tower will be marked in accordance with Transport Canada Obstruction Marking and NAV Canada requirements.
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The proposed tower will be well screened in all directions by mature trees approximately 20 metres —
30 metres in height. Below is a photo simulation where the proposed tower design has been
transposed on a picture taken from Lanyon Drive, looking south towards the tower site.

Before Construction

After Construction

Looking south on Lanyon Drive towards tower location.

Photo Simulation is a close representation and is for conceptual purposes only.
Best efforts have been made to represent the antenna accurately.

The tower will be marked in accordance with Transport Canada Obstruction Marking and NAV Canada requirements.
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The radio equipment cabinets at the base of the towers have not been included in the photo
simulations where they would not be visible. The proposed designs are subject to review and
amendment by the appropriate authorities.

What will the area look like when it is finished?

Rogers is proposing the construction of a monopole tower. As required by Transport Canada, due to
the tower’s proximity of the Qualicum Beach Airport, the tower will be painted red and white, and will
require lighting.

The site are has been designed to accommodate the tower structure and radio equipment cabinets.
The dimensions are approximately 10.0 x 10.0 metres.

Access to the site will be by Drew Road. The secure site area will not be visible to the public. The
property is already fenced and the Rogers compound will include an additional security fence that will
be approximately 1.8 metres (6°) in height. There will be a locked single access point and a silent
alarm system. The shelter will contain radio equipment, back-up battery power, maintenance tools,
manuals and a first aid kit. Specific dimensions and access to the site equipment will be determined
following consultation, project review and potential approvals.

Site Plan
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Site Compound Layout
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What is the consultation and approval process and who is involved?

Industry Canada has the final authority to approve towers under the Radiocommunications Act.
However, Industry Canada requires the proponent, in this case Rogers, to follow a community
consultation process inviting the community to comment on the proposed tower site.

This notification package is part of the required consultation process, where the community is invited
to comment within a minimum of 30 days. Rogers is seeking input from the community, including
residents, businesses, community groups, elected officials and other interested parties. During this
process, Rogers will work to answer your questions.

At the conclusion of this consultation process, Rogers will be sharing the comments received with the
land use authority and all regulatory authorities, including the Regional District of Nanaimo. Rogers
will also consider and respond to all comments gathered and to make any reasonable adjustments to
the proposal.

How safe is this tower?

Rogers relies on the health experts to set radio frequency standards and oversee acceptable levels.
In fact, adherence to national health standards is a condition of our operating licence. As a wireless
provider, Rogers is responsible for ensuring that all of these safety standards are met and maintained.

In Canada, Industry Canada has adopted Health Canada’s Safety Code 6, which establishes the safe
limit for all devices that emit radio frequency waves and ensures public safety. The consensus among
Canadian health organizations and the scientific community is that wireless antennas are safe. Here
in BC, the BC Centre for Disease Control has reviewed the scientific data and supported the safety of
wireless structures. Similarly, the Chief Medical Health Officer for Vancouver Coastal Health has
determined that installations such as this on are appropriate (see weblinks below).

Base stations, like this tower site, operate at a very low power. Typically, the maximum power density
levels from tower structures over 30 metres are less than one percent (1%) of Health Canada’s Safety
Code 6 government safety standard at ground level. The power would be similar to that of a
computer monitor or light bulb operating in a household when measured at ground level.

In addition, Rogers adheres to a number of Canadian safety standards:
Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 Compliance
Rogers attests that the radio antenna system described in this package will at all times comply
with Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 limits.
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act

Rogers attests that the radio antenna system as proposed for this site will comply with the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.

80



Engineering Practices

Rogers attests that the radio antenna system proposed for this site will be constructed in
compliance with all applicable safety and building standards and comply with good
engineering practices including structural adequacy. Preliminary tower profile and equipment
layout plans have been included in this notification package.

Transport Canada’s Aeronautical Obstruction Marking Requirements

Rogers attests that the radio antenna system described in this notification package will comply
with Transport Canada / NAV CANADA aeronautical safety requirements. Rogers made all
necessary applications to Transport Canada and NAV CANADA and confirms that both
lighting or markings are required.

Where can | go for more information?

The following web links are provided for your information. We are also happy to answer any
questions you may have.

Telecommunication Systems
www.ic.gc.ca/epic/site/smt-gst.nsf/eng/h_sf01702.html

Public Consultation Guidelines
www.ic.gc.cal/eic/site/smt-gst.nsf/eng/h_sf01702.html

Safety Code 6
www.ic.gc.cal/eic/site/smt-gst.nsf/eng/sf08792.html

Vancouver Coastal Health
www.vch.ca/about_us/news/concerns_about_cell _phone_tower radiation_addressed

http://www.vch.ca/about_us/news/archive/2011-
news/concerns_about_cell _phone_tower_radiation_addressed

Canadian Wireless Telecommunications Association
http://www.cwta.ca

BC Centre for Disease Control
http://www.bccdc.ca/healthenv/Radiation/ElectromagRadiation/default.htm

RFCom — University of Ottawa
http://www.rfcom.ca/welcome/index.shtml
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Your role

Rogers is seeking your input and comments about the proposed site to ensure consideration is given
to all of the needs of the community as well as our technical requirements, including improved
wireless services for the area. As this is a formal consultation process, your comments are
welcome either by email or posted letter by May 25, 2013.

Regional District of Nanaimo

Rogers has pre-consulted with the Regional District of Nanaimo to discuss appropriate site options
and address any engineering challenges, such as gas lines, sewers, and upcoming projects, which
could impact on the site positioning. Following consultation with the community, we will be sharing
your feedback with the Regional District of Nanaimo.

Industry Canada

Industry Canada, as the regulator for all wireless providers across Canada, sets out the rules and
policies for our business. In addition to Industry Canada, we work closely with municipal and
provincial authorities to seek their support to identify appropriate site options and if needed, to obtain
any necessary permits and approvals.

Land Use Consultant

Rogers is working with Standard Land Company Inc. on this project, who assists our efforts in
gathering public input and working with regulatory authorities.

Contact Information

We would like to hear your comments and answer your questions. You are invited to provide your
feedback by mail or electronic mail. Please send your comments and questions to Rogers at the
address below by the close of business day on May 25, 2013.

Rogers Communications Inc.

c/o Standard Land Company Inc.
Attention: Kiersten Enemark

610 — 688 West Hastings Street
Vancouver, British Columbia V6B 1P1
Tel: 1 (877) 687-1102

E-mail: CommentsBC@standardland.com

Please find below, additional contacts in the event that there are questions specific to local land use
or Industry Canada Regulations.

Regional District of Nanaimo Industry Canada

Current Planning Department Vancouver Island District Office
6300 Hammond Bay Road 1230 Government Street

Nanaimo, British Columbia V9T 6N2 Victoria, British Columbia V8W 3M4
Tel: (250) 390 6510 Tel: (250) 363-3803

E-mail: planning@rdn.bc.ca E-mail: victoria.district@ic.gc.ca
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Appendix B: List of Recipients
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Annette Owen
1326 Lanyon Drive
Parksville BC V9P 1W6

Roland Herbert Coons
Deborah Helen Coons
1340 Lanyon Drive
Parksville BC V9P 1W6

Owner / Occupant
882 Drew Road
Parksville BC V9P

Susan Jane McKillop
828 Kazan Avenue
Parksville BC V9P 2L9

Owner / Occupant
875 Drew Road
Parksville BC V9P 1X2

Patricia Elizabeth Hansen
1330 Lanyon Drive
Parksville BC V9P 1W6

Valerie D. Sorenson
891 Drew Road
Parksville BC V9P 1X2

Standard Land Company Inc.
610, 688 West Hastings Street

Vancouver BC V6B 1P1

Industry Canada Spectrum Management
Room 430, 1230 Government Street

Victoria BC V8W 3M4
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Joe E Jantzi

Arline Karen Jantzi
896 Drew Rd
Parksville BC V9P 1X2

Martin William Henniger
Joy Darlene Henniger
1322 Lanyon Drive
Parksville BC V9P 1W6

Juliann Patricia Sinnott
Hugh John Sinnott

PO Box 398 Stn Main
Parksville BC V9P 2G5

Cheryl Donna Dunn
Phillip Lee Dunn

878 Drew Road
Parksville BC V9P 1X2

Hugh Russell Ashworth
Rosemary Joan Ashworth
879 Drew Road
Parksville BC V9P 1X2

Annette M. Bolten
Peter Bolten

1334 Lanyon Drive
Parksville BC V9P 1W6

Island Corridor Foundation

Doug Backhouse, Executive Director

PO Box 375 Stn Main
Parksville BC VIR 5L3

Regional District of Nanaimo

Tyler J. Brown, Planning Technician

6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo BC V9T 6N2

Rogers Communications Inc.
Peter Leathley

1600, 4710 Kingsway
Burnaby BC V5H 4W4



Affidavit of Standard Land Company Inc.

I, Rosa Morgan, Site Acquisition and Municipal Affairs Coordinator (BC) in the City of
Vancouver in the Province of British Columbia, make an Oath and say:

1. THAT I caused to be sent by regular mail a notification letter, as included in Appendix A,
to recipients,\ag listed in Appendix B, on Tuesday, April 16, 2013

Rosa Morgan, Site Acquisition ahd Municipal Affairs Coordinator (BC)
Standard Land Company\Inc.

Sworn/Affirmed/Declared before me at the City of Vancouver, in the Province of British
Columbia, this 16™ day of April, 2013.

(e (it

(Commissioner’s Signature)

A Commissioner for Taking Affidavits for the Province of British Columbia

Cameron Martin Carruthers
A Commissioner for Taking Affidavits
Stan{'loarrger.g (éolumbla
and Company Inc,
10 ~ 688 West Hastlggsysneet
Vancouver, BC V6B 1P1
Tol: (804) 887-1119
Explres: June 30, 2013

(Commissioner’s stamp or printed name and expiry date)
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Appendix A: Notification Letter
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O ROGERS’

April 15, 2013

Dear Area Residents and Businesses:

Like so many communities, the community of French Creek is experiencing a growing demand
for wireless services as more and more people come to rely on smart phones, tablet computers
and laptops as part of their everyday life. In response to this and in order to ensure dependable
high speed wireless service is available to the community, Rogers is proposing the construction
of a telecommunications tower at 891 Drew Road, Parksville, British Columbia.

As part of the public consultation process, you are invited to comment on the Rogers proposal
before May 25, 2013. Following Industry Canada’s Default Public Consultation Process, all
residents and businesses within 135 metres of the proposed tower location will receive this
Public Consultation Information Package. As well, a notice inviting the community to comment
has been placed in the Parksville Qualicum Beach News on April 18, 2013.

This package contains detailed information about the proposed structure, the consultation and
approval process, as well as contact information available to you during the consultation
process.

Rogers has been invited and accepted to attend the French Creek Residents' Association
(FCRA) Annual General Meeting on May 8th at 7:00 pm at St. Columba Church Hall, 921
Wembley Road, Parksville to meet with residents and answer any questions regarding the
proposed project.

Your questions and comments are an important part of the consultation process. Please know
you may provide your comments by contacting Rogers at CommentsBC@standardland.com, or
by completing the Comments Sheet on the other side of this letter by May 25, 2013.

We appreciate your time and attention in considering the proposed telecommunications tower
and look forward to your comments.

Rogers Communications Inc.

Peter Leathley
Municipal Affairs Specialist (BC), Wireless Network Implementation
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O ROGERS'

QUESTIONNAIRE & INPUT FORM

We welcome your comments regarding the proposed Rogers telecommunications structure at 891
Drew Road, Parksville, BC. We would appreciate your time in completing this questionnaire. Rogers
will respond to any questions or issues, and the correspondence will be shared with the Regional

District of Nanaimo and Industry Canada as part of the consultation process. This information will not
be used for marketing purposes.

1. Are you currently happy with the quality of wireless service in your community?

[ ] Yes [ ] No If no, what areas require improved service?

2. Do you feel this is an appropriate location for a tower?
[]Yes I No

If not, what change do you suggest:_

3.  Are you satisfied with the proposed appearance / design of the proposed tower?
[ Yes ] No

If not, what change do you suggest:_

4.  Other Comments:_

Tower Location

Name: 3 g
: = 8 &
O:Tvr onde Rd oum“ Or 3
Address: : - 1
. i % Gilley Crescent *)
E ! 2 §
dny(m D¢ P -
5 2
Telephone:
p <&
. &
Email: &
3

Thank you.




{) ROGERS'

Public Consultation Information Package
Wireless Communications Installation

Location: 891 Drew Road, Parksville, BC V9P 1X2
Rogers Site: W3030 (French Creek)

Contact

Rogers Communications Inc.
1600 — 4710 Kingsway,
Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 4W7

Contact name: Kiersten Enemark
c/o Standard Land Company Inc.
Agents to Rogers Communications Inc.
Tel: 1 (877) 687-1102
Email: CommentsBC@standardland.com

April 15, 2013
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What is being proposed?

Rogers is proposing to build a new 45 metre monopole tower structure. To ensure continued reliable
service, Rogers is proposing to enhance and restore a high quality network signal for the wireless
network in the area by adding equipment on a proposed structure.

When a network weakness is identified, Rogers’ radiofrequency engineers’ first steps are to explore
any and all opportunities to add additional equipment on nearby towers or mount antennas on existing
buildings. Only when every alternative has been exhausted, does Rogers consider constructing a
new wireless structure. Rogers engineers have determined that in this case there are no suitable
existing structures in the area. As a result, a single structure of 45 metres is being proposed to meet
Rogers’ network requirements.

Initially, Rogers identified commercial lands along the Hwy 19A as being appropriate for a tower
location. For over a year, Rogers actively searched for a commercial property with a willing property
owner to host a telecommunications facility at a location compatible with the Rogers network.
Unfortunately, Rogers was unable to finalize a location with a willing property owner.

Where is the proposed tower site?

The proposed location is on rural land (zoning RU1) and is also adjacent to rural lands in all
directions. Rogers is proposing to locate the tower southeast of the railway tracks, behind mature
trees approximately 30 metres in height. This location is based on Rogers’ technical requirements to
provide improved service as well as preliminary feedback from the Regional District of Nanaimo.

Approx:, 100 metres
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Why is this new structure required?

A new structure is required to host telecommunications equipment that will provide improved wireless
service to the community. Rogers is constantly working to improve coverage and network quality to its
customers. Rogers is responding to the growing demand for wireless voice and data services,
particularly within existing service areas.

The customers using smartphones like iPhones and Blackberries, portable devices like iPads and
tablets, computers and wireless laptops are demanding fast, reliable service. These “smart devices”
place an increased demand on the wireless network which, in turn, requires ongoing investment and
expansion in order to maintain service quality.

With the introduction of smartphones, tablets and other forms of mobile computing devices, customer
demand for higher data speeds has become increasingly important. The amount of data that can be
processed and/or the number of calls that can occur at the same time is limited by two key factors: the
number of users at any one time and the distance between the device and the cell site. As network
demand increases, denser radio networks (more sites that are closer together) are required. It is also
the case that the amount of coverage provided by a single site is inversely proportional to the number
of voice calls and/or data transactions that occur at a given time. This becomes important as cells
sites begin to function at or above capacity and gaps in coverage develop during periods of
overcapacity. While this is represented by slowed transactions times for internet use, applications,
and e-mail, it is much more problematic for voice calls, which either cannot be made or are constantly
dropped. Where once excellent coverage and high quality calls were the norm, as capacity is
reached, calls can no longer be processed even though the device may show strong coverage.

The table below illustrates how devices that transmit and receive data information need much more
network capacity than standard mobile phones. For example, one Smartphone uses a wireless
network as much as 35 standard mobile phones.

Data

Additional sites and network capacity are required to meet the
explosive demand for wireless data accessed by smartphones,
tablets and other devices. For example:

One smartphone creates as much data
traffic as 35 basic-feature phones.

@, M
Smartphone - Q X 35"
E-reader/ tablet a = ZE) X 127*
)
Lagtop = E X 488*
—-\‘2/

*Monthly Basic Mobile Phone Data Traffic
ree: Cis ual Networking Index e, 2012
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How do wireless networks work?

Wireless networks work by dividing geographic areas into “cells”.
station (in this case, a tower supporting telecommunications equipment).

communicate with each other by exchanging radio signals with base stations.

As more mobile phones and devices use the network, the “footprint” of service offered by a base
station, like the proposed tower site, shrinks. This result is reduced coverage and gaps in service.
Gaps in coverage can result in dropped calls and unreliable service. The drawings below illustrate
how gaps in service develop as well as how additional equipment (or the addition of base stations) will

enhance service.

A Continuous Cellular Network

Increased Users Creates
Gaps in Service

Continuous Cellular Network
Restored by Filling Gaps

A network is a series of interconnected cells each
containing a base station (antennas and radio
equipment). A high quality network offers
continuous wireless service by placing base
stations in specific geographical locations that allow
us to use wireless devices.

When a base station reaches maximum capacity,
the coverage footprint shrinks in order to handle
volume.

New base stations must be built to fill in the void
areas and restore continuous wireless service.
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What will the site look like?

The proposed tower will be well screened in all directions by mature trees approximately 20 metres —
30 metres in height. Below is a photo simulation where the proposed tower design has been
transposed on a picture taken from Drew Road, looking southwest towards the tower site.

Before Construction

From Drew Road, looking southwest towards tower location.
Photo Simulation is a close representation and is for conceptual purposes only.

Best efforts have been made to represent the antenna accurately.
The tower will be marked in accordance with Transport Canada Obstruction Marking and NAV Canada requirements.
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The proposed tower will be well screened in all directions by mature trees approximately 20 metres —
30 metres in height. Below is a photo simulation where the proposed tower design has been
transposed on a picture taken from Lanyon Drive, looking south towards the tower site.

Before Construction

After Construction

Looking south on Lanyon Drive towards tower location.

Photo Simulation is a close representation and is for conceptual purposes only.
Best efforts have been made to represent the antenna accurately.

The tower will be marked in accordance with Transport Canada Obstruction Marking and NAV Canada requirements.

94



The radio equipment cabinets at the base of the towers have not been included in the photo
simulations where they would not be visible. The proposed designs are subject to review and
amendment by the appropriate authorities.

What will the area look like when it is finished?

Rogers is proposing the construction of a monopole tower. As required by Transport Canada, due to
the tower’s proximity of the Qualicum Beach Airport, the tower will be painted red and white, and will
require lighting.

The site are has been designed to accommodate the tower structure and radio equipment cabinets.
The dimensions are approximately 10.0 x 10.0 metres.

Access to the site will be by Drew Road. The secure site area will not be visible to the public. The
property is already fenced and the Rogers compound will include an additional security fence that will
be approximately 1.8 metres (6°) in height. There will be a locked single access point and a silent
alarm system. The shelter will contain radio equipment, back-up battery power, maintenance tools,
manuals and a first aid kit. Specific dimensions and access to the site equipment will be determined
following consultation, project review and potential approvals.

Site Plan
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Site Compound Layout
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What is the consultation and approval process and who is involved?

Industry Canada has the final authority to approve towers under the Radiocommunications Act.
However, Industry Canada requires the proponent, in this case Rogers, to follow a community
consultation process inviting the community to comment on the proposed tower site.

This notification package is part of the required consultation process, where the community is invited
to comment within @ minimum of 30 days. Rogers is seeking input from the community, including
residents, businesses, community groups, elected officials and other interested parties. During this
process, Rogers will work to answer your questions.

At the conclusion of this consultation process, Rogers will be sharing the comments received with the
land use authority and all regulatory authorities, including the Regional District of Nanaimo. Rogers
will also consider and respond to all comments gathered and to make any reasonable adjustments to
the proposal.

How safe is this tower?

Rogers relies on the health experts to set radio frequency standards and oversee acceptable levels.
In fact, adherence to national health standards is a condition of our operating licence. As a wireless
provider, Rogers is responsible for ensuring that all of these safety standards are met and maintained.

In Canada, Industry Canada has adopted Health Canada’s Safety Code 6, which establishes the safe
limit for all devices that emit radio frequency waves and ensures public safety. The consensus among
Canadian health organizations and the scientific community is that wireless antennas are safe. Here
in BC, the BC Centre for Disease Control has reviewed the scientific data and supported the safety of
wireless structures. Similarly, the Chief Medical Health Officer for Vancouver Coastal Health has
determined that installations such as this on are appropriate (see weblinks below).

Base stations, like this tower site, operate at a very low power. Typically, the maximum power density
levels from tower structures over 30 metres are less than one percent (1%) of Health Canada’s Safety
Code 6 government safety standard at ground level. The power would be similar to that of a
computer monitor or light bulb operating in a household when measured at ground level.

In addition, Rogers adheres to a number of Canadian safety standards:
Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 Compliance
Rogers attests that the radio antenna system described in this package will at all times comply
with Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 limits.
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act

Rogers attests that the radio antenna system as proposed for this site will comply with the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.
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Engineering Practices

Rogers attests that the radio antenna system proposed for this site will be constructed in
compliance with all applicable safety and building standards and comply with good
engineering practices including structural adequacy. Preliminary tower profile and equipment
layout plans have been included in this notification package.

Transport Canada’s Aeronautical Obstruction Marking Requirements

Rogers attests that the radio antenna system described in this notification package will comply
with Transport Canada / NAV CANADA aeronautical safety requirements. Rogers made all
necessary applications to Transport Canada and NAV CANADA and confirms that both
lighting or markings are required.

Where can | go for more information?

The following web links are provided for your information. We are also happy to answer any
questions you may have.

Telecommunication Systems
www.ic.gc.cal/epic/site/smt-gst.nsf/eng/h_sf01702.html

Public Consultation Guidelines
www.ic.gc.cal/eic/site/smt-gst.nsf/eng/h_sf01702.html

Safety Code 6
www.ic.gc.caleic/site/smt-gst.nsf/eng/sf08792.html

Vancouver Coastal Health
www.vch.ca/about _us/news/concerns_about cell phone tower radiation_addressed

http://www.vch.ca/about_us/news/archive/2011-
news/concerns_about_cell phone_tower radiation_addressed

Canadian Wireless Telecommunications Association
http://www.cwta.ca

BC Centre for Disease Control
http://www.bccdc.ca/healthenv/Radiation/ElectromagRadiation/default.htm

RFCom — University of Ottawa
http://www.rfcom.ca/welcome/index.shtml
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Your role

Rogers is seeking your input and comments about the proposed site to ensure consideration is given
to all of the needs of the community as well as our technical requirements, including improved
wireless services for the area. As this is a formal consultation process, your comments are
welcome either by email or posted letter by May 25, 2013.

Regional District of Nanaimo

Rogers has pre-consulted with the Regional District of Nanaimo to discuss appropriate site options
and address any engineering challenges, such as gas lines, sewers, and upcoming projects, which
could impact on the site positioning. Following consultation with the community, we will be sharing
your feedback with the Regional District of Nanaimo.

Industry Canada

Industry Canada, as the regulator for all wireless providers across Canada, sets out the rules and
policies for our business. In addition to Industry Canada, we work closely with municipal and
provincial authorities to seek their support to identify appropriate site options and if needed, to obtain
any necessary permits and approvals.

Land Use Consultant

Rogers is working with Standard Land Company Inc. on this project, who assists our efforts in
gathering public input and working with regulatory authorities.

Contact Information

We would like to hear your comments and answer your questions. You are invited to provide your
feedback by mail or electronic mail. Please send your comments and questions to Rogers at the
address below by the close of business day on May 25, 2013.

Rogers Communications Inc.

c/o Standard Land Company Inc.
Attention: Kiersten Enemark

610 — 688 West Hastings Street
Vancouver, British Columbia V6B 1P1
Tel: 1 (877) 687-1102

E-mail: CommentsBC@standardland.com

Please find below, additional contacts in the event that there are questions specific to local land use
or Industry Canada Regulations.

Regional District of Nanaimo Industry Canada

Current Planning Department Vancouver Island District Office
6300 Hammond Bay Road 1230 Government Street

Nanaimo, British Columbia V9T 6N2 Victoria, British Columbia V8W 3M4
Tel: (250) 390 6510 Tel: (250) 363-3803

E-mail: planning@rdn.bc.ca E-mail: victoria.district@ic.gc.ca
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Appendix B: List of Recipients
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Joseph G Luterbach
895 Drew Road
Parksville BC V9P 1X2

Rudolph H Byrtus
1318 Lanyon Drive
Parksville BC VOP 1W6

Michael James Simpson
Anne Claire Panichelli
872 Drew Road
Parksville BC VP 1X2

Peter Boyd Dunfield
Po Box 1812 Stn Main
Parksville BC V9P 2H6

Owner and/ or Occupant
1344 Lanyon Drive
Parksville BC

Susan Jane McKillop
828 Kazan Avenue
Parksville BC V9P 2L9

Regional District of Nanaimo
Board of Directors

6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo BC VOT 6N2
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Appendix 2: Newspaper Notice
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Appendix 3: Site Selection Map
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Appendix 4: Comments &
Correspondence Tracking Form
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Appendix 5: Questions and Answers
& Visibility Study
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O ROGERS
QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

Proposed Telecommunications Tower
891 Drew Road, Parksville

Rogers is committed to a meaningful consultation process with the community of French Creek, in proposing a
telecommunications facility to service the community. In our public consultation process, we have engaged
community members in a dialogue to better understand their areas of concern, understand them and put forth
considerations to address these issues proactively.

We want to thank the community members for voicing their concerns at the French Creek Residents Association
Meeting on May 8, 2013, as well as comments we received from residents during the comments period that
concluded May 25, 2013. Based on the feedback we received, Rogers reconsidered alternative locations within the
property and conducted a visibility study of the proposed tower. In our review, an alternate location further
southeast of the property was found to be feasible from the standpoint of Radiofrequency Engineers requirements
to provide coverage to this community, while minimizing tower visibility from the community.

Rogers wants to ensure that the community is well informed and understands the project before any decision
regarding the tower proposal is made. Below are some questions we heard and answers we have prepared. If you
have any further comments, please contact Rogers before July 18, 2013 at commentsbc@standardland.com

How is a tower at this location a benefit to the French Creek community?

Like many communities across Canada, residents of French Creek are increasingly using wireless data devices in
their homes: smartphones, like iPhones and Blackberries, portable devices like iPads and tablets, as well as
computers and laptops that depend on wireless service. All of these devices impose an increasing demand on the
wireless network which, in turn, requires ongoing investment and improvement to maintain dependable service
quality. Without responding to the demand for wireless service, service will only deteriorate and become less
reliable.

Is placing a tower in proximity to a residential area appropriate?

More Canadians rely on wireless devices in their day-to-day lives for personal and business use. As a result,
telecommunication installations are found where people require these services. It is not unusual to find antenna
installations in residential communities, parks and on hospital or government buildings. If the concern is health, as
long as the installation is operating within Heath Canada’s Safety Code 6 limits, antenna installations are
acceptable in all parts of the community, including residential neighborhoods.

Why can’t Rogers go outside of the residential community and move further away?

Rogers needs to locate its equipment where service is needed to service the community. In this case, Rogers is
seeking to improve 4G high speed wireless services to the community of Parksville (north and south of Highway 1).
Moving the proposed location further away would reduce network performance and compromise the overall
coverage objective for the community.

What can Rogers do to mitigate the visibility of the tower?

In response to the comments received, Rogers investigated the visibility of the area from alternate locations within
the property. In our site review, Rogers confirmed the visibility of the tower by completing a visibility study. A
“balloon test” was conducted June 14", where a balloon was flown at 45 metres in height and pictures were taken
from various view points from the community. The visibility study conducted confirmed that the proposed tower
would be partially visible from certain views, but many views would have little to no visibility.

Transport Canada requires that Rogers add a light above the tower for safe aeronautical navigation. Understanding
that a light above a tower can be obtrusive, Rogers was able to provide an alternative light for the tower that is
shielded from those at ground level but clearly visible to aircrafts. This proposed lighting would reduce the
appearance of a light to the community.
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O ROGERS’

Is this tower going to lower my property value?

There are many factors that affect house prices and there has not been a direct correlation - positively or negatively
- between the location of a tower and property values. Antenna installations are found everywhere across Canada
within our communities. In fact, in urban areas, there are antenna installations in all zones, sometimes as close as a
few metres away, as equipment is located close to an area where service is required.

What other tower locations have Rogers considered?

During the consultation process, a number of alternative locations within the community were suggested by
residents. However, most of the locations were set further away from the area Rogers intends to service, which
would require a second tower elsewhere in the community. If possible, Rogers would prefer to install one single
telecommunications facility to provide service to the community. Below is a list of properties considered by Rogers
during our consultation process:

Proposed Alternative Location | Comments

Morning Star Golf Course

This property is located too far southeast and would not provide service to the areas north of
Highway 1.

French Creek Harbour

This property is located too far northwest and would not provide service to the residential
properties south of Highway 1.

Sewage Treatment Facility

This property is located too far east and would only partially satisfy Rogers service
requirements.

BC Hydro towers

The transmission corridor is too far south to achieve the coverage objective for the community.

RDN Water Works

Rogers approached the RDN for the use of their property for a tower; however, RDN did not
want to pursue an agreement for the use of their land.

Church, Wembley Road

Rogers approached the Church; however, they did not want to pursue an agreement for the

use of their land.

Should the community be concerned about health?

Among other requirements, the proposed telecommunications facility is required to comply with standards and
regulations set by Health Canada. These guidelines are outlined in Safety Code 6, which is based on current
accepted scientific data, as the basis for safe limits from all radio frequencies, electric and magnetic field energy.
Health Canada will continue to refer to long-term studies, however, after a decade of research, there is still no
conclusive evidence for the adverse effects on health at exposure levels below current Canadian guidelines. Rogers
will meet or exceeds these requirements. Specifically, the proposed tower will emit very low EMF energy and will be
fully compliant with safety limits set by Health Canada.

If there are continued concerns, we recommend the community to reach out to local health experts as well as
Health Canada, to seek advice regarding the effects of EMF energy from telecommunications towers. For additional
information about wireless health and safety, please refer to:

e Health Canada Environmental and Workplace Health
http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ewh-semt/radiation/cons/stations/index-eng.php

e Canadian Cancer Society
http://www.cancer.ca/en/prevention-and-screening/be-aware/harmful-substances-and-environmental-risks/cell-
phones/?region=on

e World Health Organization

http://www.who.int/peh-emf/about/WhatisEMF/en/index.html

e Vancouver Coastal Health — Concerns about cell phone tower radiation addressed: Radiation from cellular base
stations is too low to cause adverse health effects
http://www.vch.ca/about_us/news/archive/2011-news/concerns_about_cell_phone_tower radiation_addressed
e BC Centre for Disease Control - Cellular/PCS Base Stations
http://www.bccdc.ca/healthenv/Radiation/ElectromagFields/CellPCSTransSites.htm

What can the community do now?

You are welcome to reply to Rogers at commentsbc@standardland.com by July 18, 2013. All comments will be
shared with the Regional District of Nanaimo.
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Appendix 6: Sample Resolution
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Resolution

Whereas ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. proposes to erect a wireless telecommunication tower and
accessory structure on certain lands more particularly described as, THAT PART OF LOT A, DISTRICT LOT 27,
NANOOSE DISTRICT, PLAN 1300, LYING TO THE SOUTH OF THE SOUTH WESTERLY BOUNDARY OF THE RIGHT
OF WAY OF THE ESQUIMALT AND NANAIMO RAILWAY COMPANY AS SAID RIGHT OF WAY IS SHOWN ON
PLAN DEPOSITED UNDER DD 7736-F, EXCEPT PART IN PLAN 25748, with the civic address of, 891 Drew
Road, Nanaimo, British Columbia V9P 1X2;

AND WHEREAS proponents of telecommunication towers are regulated by Industry Canada on behalf of the
Government of Canada and as part of their approval, Industry Canada requires proponents to consult with
land use authorities as provided for in CPC-2-0-03;

AND WHEREAS ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. has consulted with the and the planning staff have no
objection to the proposed telecommunications tower;

AND WHEREAS ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. has consulted with the public by notifying all property
owners and occupants within three (3) times the tower height and has provided thirty (30) days for
written public comment.;

AND WHEREAS there are no significant land use issues identified by the consultation;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
1. The Clerk be instructed to advise ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. that:

a) ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. has satisfactorily completed its consultation with the
Regional District of Nanaimo;

b) The Regional District of Nanaimo is satisfied with ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC.’s
public consultation process and does not require any further consultation with the public;
and

c) The Regional District of Nanaimo concurs with ROGERS COMMUNICATIONS INC. proposal
to construct a wireless telecommunications facility provided it is constructed substantially
in accordance with the plans submitted to it.
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Proposed Wireless Tower Application No. PL2013-086
August 27, 2013

Attachment 3
Public Submissions and Applicant’s Response
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GUESTIONNAIRE & INPUT FORM

We welcome your comments regarding the proposed Rogers telecommunications structure at 891
Drew Road, Parksville, BC. We would appreciate your time in completing this questionnaire. Rogers
will respond 1o any questions or issues, and the correspondence will be shared with the Regional
District of Nanaimo and Industry Canada as part of the consuliation process. This information will not
be used for marketing purposes.

1. Are you currenily happy with the quality of wirsless service in your community?

[CINo #no, what areas requ!re improved semce?
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QUESTIONNAIRE & INPUT FORM

We welcome your comments regarding the proposed Rogers telecommunications structure at 891
Drew Road, Parksville, BC. We would appreciate your time in completing this guestionnaire. Rogers
will respond to any questions or issues, and the correspondence will be shared with the Regional
District of Nanaimo and Industry Canada as part of the consultation process. This information will not
be used for marketing purposes.

1. Areyou currently happy with the quality of wireless service in your community?

E;] Yes [ No ¥ no, what areas require improved seyice?
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Brown, Tyler

From: Kiersten Enemark

Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2013 11:24 AM
To: CommentsBC

Subject: W3030 - French Creek: Call

Please note in our tracking sheet that | spoke to Erica Mustard of 1114 Weliingon Drive who has a business and is in
support of the tower that would be providing better wireless service.

Kiersten Enemark
Director, Land and Municipal Affairs

Standard Land Company Inc.

Suite 610, 688 West Hastings Street | Vancouver, BC V6B 1P1
T:604.687.1119 | F: 604.687.1339 | C:778.991.4633 | TF: 1.866.858.1116
E: kierstene@standardland.com Website: www.standardland.com

Disclaimer: The information transmitted is intended only for the addressee and may contain confidential, proprietary end/or privileged material. Any unauthorized review, distribution or
other use of or the taking of any action in reliance upon this information is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete or destroy this message and any
copies.
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QUESTIONKAIRE & INPUT FORM

We welcome your comments regarding the proposed Rogers felecommunications structure at 891
Drew Road, Parksville, BC. We would appreciate your time in comp}eting this questionnaire. Rogers

will respond to any questions or issues, and the correspondence will be shared with the Regional
District of Nanaimo and Industry Canada as pari of the consullation process. This information will not
be used for marketing purposes.

1. Are vou currently happy with the quality of wireless service in your community?

Mes [J No if no, what areas require improved service?

2. Do yeu feel this is an apprppriate location for @ fower?
| Yes i}’ﬁo

if not, what change do vou suggest:_

3. Are you satisfied with the proposed appearance / design of the proposed tower?
C1Yes m
If not, what change do you suggest. /& 13 /T 1317 714 TR LOCATI0#

4, Other Comments:_ V728 j”j’!yf/’i/ A b5 A ﬁ‘? ‘?j e
o %ﬁ//‘%%ﬁ«%/@/{
i

] Tower Location
Name: /74Cr /?% LA g T

Address: éf ,»3 g /;fé; ;’@g};ﬁ,&
oy
SRt i UGS X
45
Telephone: 257 7/ s 707

Email: HaSH f‘;ffﬁ" y

Thank you.
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Brown, Tyler

From: Kiersten Enemark

Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 3.03 PM

To: hasrl@yahco.com

Cc: CommentsBC; Peter Leathley

Subject: Community Consultation, Proposed Rogers Tower

Hello Mr. and Mrs. Ashworth,

I just wanted to reach out to let you know that the issues that were brought up last night we would like to circle back
with the Radio Frequency Engineering team and see what options there may be. | have listed some of the issues, and
just wanted to check with you to see if there’s anything else that should be addressed? In your meeting with your
neighbours with the petitition, where there any other issues of concern or interest?

Questions from the Community

What can Rogers do to reposition the tower to provide a greater distance to the residential properties?
Can Rogers use the BC Hydro transmission towers to the south instead of building a new tower?

What would be the level of EMF energy to the closest residential property?

Would there be lower EMF emissions with two smaller towers instead of one tall tower?

What about property values?

What is the purpose of the proposed Rogers tower? How exactly is it going to benefit the French Creek
community?

SO e

| appreciate your help, and hope to have some for definite answers next week. in the meantime, if you have any
questions or issues, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Regards,

Kiersten Enemark
Standard Land Company Inc.
Agent to Rogers Communications Inc.

Suite 610, 688 West Hastings Street | Vancouver, BC V6B 1P1
T: 604.687.1119 | F: 604.687.1339 | C:778.991.4633 | TF: 1.866.858.1116
E: kierstene@standardiand.com Website: www.standardland.com

Disclaimer: The information transmitted is intended only for the addressee and may contain confidential, proprietary and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized review, distribution or
other use of or the taking of any action in refiance upon this information is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete or destroy this message and any
copies.
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GUESTIONNAIRE & INPUT FORM

We welcome your comments regarding the proposed Rogers telecommunications structure at 891
Drew Road, Parksville, BC. We would appreciate your time in completing this questionnaire. Rogers
will respond to any questions or issues, and the correspondence will be shared with the Regional
District of Nanaimo and Industry Canada as part of the consultation process. This information will not
be used for marketing purposes.

1. Are you currently happy with the quality of wireless service in your community?

é@‘(eg I No If no, what are@s reguire improved servrce’?
wAd PH oy L I WOT B EOeel OUSsTA

2. Do you feel this is an appropriate location for a tower?

“ Yes g No

N £ L g e Ly g E
fz?/‘ B THETA s ST wnehY

3. Are you satisfied with the proposed appearance / design of the proposed tower?
[lYes EZ No

=fﬁnct what change do you suggest:_

s MW‘ s :

4, g Other Comments

s Vi T e
Telephone:, S0 —~{ ool

Email: |

Thank you.
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Brown, Tyler

From: Kiersten Enemark

Sent: Tuesday, May 14, 2013 12:15 PM

To: mikontransport@hotmail.com

Cc CommentsBC

Subject: Proposed Rogers Tower, Drew Road (W3030 - French Creek)
Hi Mike,

Thank you for your call yesterday. Please know following our meeting last week, we have circled back to the Rogers
Radio Frequency engineers to investigate alternative locations for the Rogers equipment, as well as respond to the
other questions we received during the residents meeting on May 8th. We hope to have additional information
available in the next week or so. I'll be sure to keep you informed.

Regards,

Kiersten Enemark
Standard Land Company Inc.
Agent to Rogers

Suite 610, 688 West Hastings Street | Vancouver, BC V6B 1P1
T:604.687.1119 | F:604.687.1339 | C:778.991.4633 | TF: 1.866.858.1116
E: kierstene@standardland.com Website: www.standardland.com

Disclaimer: The information transmitted is intended only for the addressee and may contain confidential, proprietary and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized review, distribution or
other use of or the taking of any action in reliance upon this information is prohibited. if you received this in error, please contact the sender and delete or destroy this message and any
copies.
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Brown, Tyler

From: hjsinnott@shaw.ca

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 4:23 PM

To: CommentsBC

Subject: proposed wireless communication installation #W3030

To whom it may concern

This e-mail is to put on record my absolute 100% opposition to the wireless communication tower proposed to
be erected at 891 Drew Rd . Parksville BC V9P 1X2 (Rogers site W3030)

This tower will be approximately 90m from my front door and will be the first thing one sees towering some
25m above the 20m tall trees.It will be painted red and white due to its proximity to the air port ,so will be a
blight on the natural property surrounding this residential country area .At night the nightmare will be even
worse as the flashing red lights on the tower will reflect and shine into our front windows,which are our
bedroom and main living room, with no let up .The real or perceived health hazards are not an issue with us
but combined with the aforementioned issues, there is a definite devaluation of our property which, while
hard to estimate ,will very obviously be negative ,which | consider highly unfair.

To understand what is being proposed I have been and looked at other similar towers and at night
,especially,the continuously flashing light is very intrusive,as well as in day time, the top of the tower is more
than I want to see towering above the tree line so close to residences. My wife and | along with our
neighbours moved to this area as it was still in much of its natural state and to have that diminished by such
an intrusive item, with us having no other choice but to move, is unfair to say the least .This is one of those
times where”The cure is worse than the disease” It is not necessary to have EVERY area with perfect wireless
reception as there are other ways of curing this probiem for those who have an issue with it

.Finally I must comment on the information sheet Rogers put out .On the page titled “What will the site look
like” I find it bordering on insulting as the people immediately affected ,to which this info was sent,all
commented saying does Rogers really think we are that stupid when we see the photograph for illustration
was taken way back down Drew Rd and around the first bend.OF COURSE IT LOOKS SMALL AND UNOBTRUSIVE
FROM THAT DISTANT VANTAGE POINT.

While | am not sure how to stop this process without resorting to lawyers my hope is that those who do make
these decisions will look hard at what detrimental effect this will have on the immediate area and find another
solution.

Yours sincerely

Hugh and Juliann Sinnott

882 Drew Rd

Parksville VOP1X2

250-594-8822
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Brown, Tyler

From: Kiersten Enemark

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 4:32 PM

To: ‘hjsinnott@shaw.ca’; CommentsBC

Subject: RE: proposed wireless communication installation #W3030

Dear Hugh and Juliann,

Thank you for taking the time to forward your comments regarding the proposed telecommunications tower located at
891 Drew Road, Parksville.

We would like to provide you a full response after taking the time to consider all your points. Please know we are
investigating alternative tower locations both on the property as well as on other properties in order to address
concerns we're received regarding visibility from you and others in the neighborhood.

We appreciate your feedback and hope to fully address your issues and concerns shortly.

Regards,

Kiersten Enemark

Standard Land Company
Agent to Rogers

From: hjsinnott@shaw.ca [mailto:hisinnott@shaw.ca]

Sent: Wednesday, May 15, 2013 4:23 PM

To: CommentsBC

Subject: proposed wireless communication installation #W3030

To whom it may concern

This e-mail is to put on record my absolute 100% opposition to the wireless communication tower proposed to
be erected at 891 Drew Rd . Parksville BC VOP 1X2 (Rogers site W3030)

This tower will be approximately 90m from my front door and will be the first thing one sees towering some
25m above the 20m tall trees.It will be painted red and white due to its proximity to the air port ,so will be a
blight on the natural property surrounding this residential country area .At night the nightmare will be even
worse as the flashing red lights on the tower will reflect and shine into our front windows,which are our
bedroom and main living room, with no let up .The real or perceived health hazards are not an issue with us
but combined with the aforementioned issues, there is a definite devaluation of our property which, while
hard to estimate ,will very obviously be negative ,which | consider highly unfair.

To understand what is being proposed | have been and looked at other similar towers and at night
,especially,the continuously flashing light is very intrusive,as well as in day time, the top of the tower is more
than | want to see towering above the tree line so close to residences. My wife and | along with our
neighbours moved to this area as it was still in much of its natural state and to have that diminished by such
an intrusive item, with us having no other choice but to move, is unfair to say the least .This is one of those
times where”The cure is worse than the disease” It is not necessary to have EVERY area with perfect wireless
reception as there are other ways of curing this problem for those who have an issue with it

.Finally I must comment on the information sheet Rogers put out .On the page titled “What will the site look
like” I find it bordering on insulting as the people immediately affected ,to which this info was sent,all
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commented saying does Rogers really think we are that stupid when we see the photograph for illustration
was taken way back down Drew Rd and around the first bend.OF COURSE IT LOOKS SMALL AND UNOBTRUSIVE
FROM THAT DISTANT VANTAGE POINT.

While | am not sure how to stop this process without resorting to lawyers my hope is that those who do make
these decisions will look hard at what detrimental effect this will have on the immediate area and find another
solution.

Yours sincerely

Hugh and Juliann Sinnott

882 Drew Rd

Parksville VOP1X2

250-594-8822
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April 26" 2013
to: Roger’s Communications & “Kiersten Enemark™

ce Industry Canadaf 1230 Government Street, Victoria BC]

Dear Reviewers of Consuliation feedback.

Our Household of Five people, three children/young teens, are submitting a rejection of this proposed
Wireless Tower on #891 Drew Road, Parksville BC, Vancouver Island.

We live only two/three properties backyard away from this proposed site,well within the inadequate
135 meters radius, so we are very much affected and shocked at this proposal.

We have established our household and clean organic, low pollution quiet lifestyle here on Lanyon
Drive since 1996,

It is important that you read and record our objections and comply wish our rejection and that Roger’s
strives to find a better site, as suggested in the following lines.

1/ The preamble supplied to us [via Canada post] & Kiersten Enemark/Peter Leathley fails to disclose
the reasons given by other approached property owners along HWY19A.
This report indicates too that the main user-group[s] of the “needed increase” in wireless transmissions
live/work In these properties/businesses.

We would submit that the reasons given but not disclosed to us may apply in principal at the very least
to our location and objections here as well.

2/We do not believe that all possible sites closer to HWY19A and growing user-groups have not been
fully approached nor exhausted in your attempts to site this tower/need.

Considering from your preamble, that the “RDN [ Regional District of Nanaimo] will approve the
project”, a number of other more suitable sites do exist without effecting nearby established long-
residents:

a- Yambury/Sunrise road RDN _Property Water Works &Tank structure that is already fenced in and
secure and parallels the highway.

b- RDN managed & owned French Creek Sewage treatment facility HWY19A/Lee road, & adjoining
acreages

c- Nearby HWY19A Regional Director Area “G” Joe Stanhope’s private-acreage

d- Eagle Crest Golf Course near the HWY19A & recent water-works well drillings.

e- Morning Star Golf Course on higher grounds to the west of HWY19A

f-French Creek Harbour Authority & Properties, very close to the anticipated increased user groups.

g- The combined Church Properties on Wembley Road/HWY19A.

3/0ur Household will not bernefit from these services of the proposed wireless tower; we do not use
these devices.
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4/ Our household bas three young people living here, Health issues include the uncertainty of unlimited
long term exposure to low-radiation exposure on the human body & nervous system. Combined with
other background sources not in our control and relatively recent in all our lives, the accumulation
passes the acceptable overall thresholds of safety.

The adults in our household work extensively in personal health care settings, and we witness daily the
effects of nervous-system diseases, and we do not accept the risks of a wireless tower so close to us.

It is unacceptable.

Safety Code “6” is not stringent enough and does not meet the needs of proving the technology as
profoundly safe.

5/There is no guarantee that the “screening tall trees” will remain in perpetuity nor will be replaced nor
increased in numbers, and any covenant that could be proposed are not permanent guarantees either.

6/Our ambiance and property values will be forever disturbed.

We already have to tolerate overhead transmission poles/wires in our front yard views and transformer
poles, our back yard day& night ambiance would be permanently affected to the negative, and we do
not want any added night time lighting/flashing in our viewscapes.

We live in a rural/residential setting.
Wireless transmission towers are inappropriate here,

7/All residents within any wireless towers of 200 meters radius should be receiving annual
compensations and property & health devaluation compensation. This obviously is not happening here?

8/ Detrimental effects on neighboring present and future Agricultural users and the questions
surrounding long term exposures to this wireless source are not addressed here. That is not right.

9/ Our mental well being is negatively affected by this proposed Tower.
To sum up, afier these brief concise 9-points, this proposed Wireless Tower for 891 Drew Road,
Parksville BC V9P 1X2, is unacceptable, and the Roger’s /Enemark effort needs to focus on the

suggested option-sites as spelled out in line #2 .

The Five [S] occupants of 1334 Lanyon Drive, Parksville BC, VOP1W6, reject & oppose this
proposed site.

Iwith all due respect, please try very hard Eocaimg elsewhere, at least 400/500 meters from our

residence.] ”
WO =

Peter Bolten f’ L eug &gi %N,} )&,}C@a@z

Annette M. Bolten [

David Bolten Ob. Mevos o2 - Thodew we » T

Heather Bolten —_ Y 0 v - Lodey g’?“ nofed T a

Andrea Bolten. P fpce et Ff"i% - é@zwém} Bellyon i Fefhered  over He
¢ foded zj'i: : g " f”‘ & ’

April 267 2013 prepoe site cant s éwau’; very hich ¢

250-738-0519 [unlisted]. .
[ - ;:;7 fgjf‘ygﬁ (2% ﬁ& L’{ff&g {”{stxf" & ‘?%%i %/gg 5 ?f;}{

We Very Vi ok e} *&ff’ this  Tower “Plvpodal.
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Standard Land Company Inc. Telephone: 604.687.1119

Suite 610, 688 West Hastings Street Facsimile: 604.687.1339

Vancouver, British Columbia Email: standard@standardiand. com

V6B 1P1 Website: www.standardland.com
May 8, 2013 VIA Email: bolten5@shaw.ca

Peter and Annette Bolten
1334 Lanyon Drive
Parksville, British Columbia
VOP 1W6

Dear Mr. Bolten,

Thank you for participating in the public consultation process in consideration of a telecommunications
tower at 891 Drew Road. Please find below answers to your questions.

Question

The preamble supplied to us [via Canada post] & Kiersten Enemark/ Peter Leathley fails to disclose the
reasons given by other approached property owners along HWY19A. This report indicates too that the
main user-group[s] of the “needed increase” in wireless transmissions live/work in these
properties/businesses. We would submit that the reasons given but not disclosed to us may apply in
principal at the very least to our location and objections here as well.

Response

The purpose of the telecommunications tower is to improve wireless service to the commercial areas
but also the residential communities located north and south along Highway 1. Rogers Radio
Frequency Engineers identify a specific area to locate equipment and determine the height required
to improve the network.

In determining an appropriate location, many factors must be considered, including local terrain,
interaction with existing radio base stations, line-of-site requirements, land-use criteria, construction
viability (i.e. access to power) and the ability to find a property owner who is willing to enter into a
long-term agreement.

Rogers approached a number of property owners within the area specified by the RF Engineer to
locate the equipment. Unfortunately, an appropriate site was not found in proximity to the highway
for a variety of reasons. As a result, Rogers looked further south, away from the highway for an
appropriate tower location, preferably away from dense residential neighbourhoods. The proposed
location is a result of that investigation.

Question
We do not believe that all possible sites closer to HWY19A and growing user-groups have not been fully
approached nor exhausted in your attempts to site this tower/need. Considering from your preamble, that

the “RDN [ Regional District of Nanaimo] will approve the project”, a number of other more suitable sites
do exist without effecting nearby established long-residents:
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Question

Yambury/Sunrise road RDN Property Water Works &Tank structure that is already fenced in and secure
and parallels the highway.

Response

Please know that Rogers did approach the RDN and proposed using the property for the tower.
The RDN did not want to pursue an agreement with Rogers for the use of land.

Question

RDN managed & owned French Creek Sewage treatment facility HWY19A/ Lee road, & adjoining
acreages

Response

Please know that location is too far east and would only serve a portion of the residential areas.
A tower at that location would only partially satisfy Rogers’ coverage requirements.

Question
Nearby HWY19A Regional Director Area “G” Joe Stanhope’s private-acreage.
Response
We do not know that location.
Question
Eagle Crest Golf Course near the HWY19A & recent water-works well drillings.

Response

Please know that location is too far west. A tower at that location would only partially satisfy
Rogers’ coverage requirements.

Question
Morning Star Golf Course on higher grounds fo the west of HWY19A.

Response

Please know that location is too far southeast and won't provide service to the residential
communities to the north of Highway 1. A tower at that location would only partially satisfy
Rogers’ coverage requirements.

Question

French Creek Harbour Authority & Properties, very close to the anticipated increased user groups.

Response

Please know that location is too far northwest and would not provide adequate service to the
residential areas to the southwest. A tower at that location would only partially satisfy Rogers’
coverage requirements.
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Question
The combined Church Properties on Wembley Road/HWY19A.

Response

Please know Rogers approached the Church and proposed using the property for the tower. The
Church did not want to pursue an agreement with Rogers for the use of land

Question

Our Household will not benefit from these services of the proposed wireless tower; we do not use these
devices.

Response

We acknowledge your comment. While we respect your choice not to use wireless devices,
please know half of all phone connections in Canada are now wireless and depend on reliable
service.

Question

Our household has three young people living here, Health issues include the uncertainty of unlimited long
term exposure to low-radiation exposure on the human body & nervous system. Combined with other
background sources not in our control and relatively recent in all our lives, the accumulation passes the
acceptable overall thresholds of safety. The adults in our household work extensively in personal health
care settings, and we witness daily the effects of nervous-system diseases, and we do not accept the
risks of a wireless tower so close to us. It is unacceptable. Safety Code “6” is not stringent enough and
does not meet the needs of proving the technology as profoundly safe.

Safety Code 6 is based on current, accepted scientific data that sets out restrictions and limits for
exposure to all radio frequencies, electric and magnetic field strengths. While the most recent
review confirms Health Canada will continue to refer to long-term studies, after a decade of
additional research, there is still no conclusive evidence of adverse effects on health at exposure
levels below the current Canadian quidelines.

Question

There is no guarantee that the “screening tall trees” will remain in perpetuity nor will be replaced nor
increased in numbers, and any covenant that could be proposed are not permanent guarantees either.

Response

We acknowledge your comment. We would also like to point out that most of the tower is
screened by the mature trees that line the neighbouring railway corridor. At this time, we are not
aware of any plans to development the railway corridor.

Question
Our ambiance and property values will be forever disturbed. We already have to tolerate
overhead transmission poles/wires in our front yard views and transformer poles, our back yard
day& night ambiance would be permanently affected to the negative, and we do not want any

added night time lighting/flashing in our viewscapes. We live in a rural/residential setting.
Wireless transmission towers are inappropriate here.

Response

Please know that as demand for wireless devices grow, telecommunications companies, like
Rogers, need to add equipment to meet that demand. As residents use their wireless devices in
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their homes on a day-to-day basis, additional service needs to be added in and around residential
areas. Rogers has attempted to find a location where the tower will be mostly screened from
view due to the buffer of mature trees. In response to your message, Rogers will investigate
lighting that will aim upwards, away from the ground, in order to minimize its effects.

With respect to property values, we understand some residents may have concerns. However
there are many factors that affect house prices and there has not been a direct correlation - -
positively or negatively - - between the location of a tower and property value presence of a
tower. Antenna installations are found everywhere across Canada. In fact, in dense urban areas,
there are antenna installations in all zones, as the equipment is located in areas where service is
required.

Question

Ali residents within any wireless towers of 200 meters radius should be receiving annual compensations
and property & health devaluation compensation. This obviously is not happening here?

Response
To confirm, residents will not be receiving compensation for the proposed tower installation.
Question

Detrimental effects on neighboring present and future Agricultural users and the questions surrounding
long term exposures to this wireless source are not addressed here. That is not right.

Response

The proposed tower is in the Agricultural Land Reserve. Please know telecommunications
equipment is a permitted use providing the area the equipment occupies is less than 100m?>
Please know the proposed tower is in compliance with the ALR regulation. It is not unusual to
find a telecommunication tower on agricultural lands across Canada.

Question

Our mental wellbeing is negatively affected by this proposed Tower.

Response
We are sorry you feel that your mental wellbeing is being negatively affected by the tower.

Following Industry Canada’s consultation process, please know we welcome any additional comments for

a further 21 days from receiving this response. Please know your letter will be shared with the Regional
District of Nanaimo and Industry Canada as part of the consultation process.

Sincerely,
Standard Land Company Inc.
Agents for Rogers.

[ (Al

Kiersten Enemark
Director, Land and Municipal Affairs (BC)

Cc: Peter Leathley, Municipal Affairs Specialist (BC), Rogers Communications Inc. Network Implementation West
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May 26, 2013

Rogers Communications Inc.

c/o Standard Land Company Inc.
610 — 688 West Hastings Street
Vancouver, BC V6R 1P]

Attention: Kiersten Enemark

This letter is to put on record our absolute opposition to the wireless communication
tower proposed to be erected at 891 Drew Road, Parksville, BC ( Rogers site W3030 ).

The first proposed site for your communication tower was rejected in Qualicum Beach
because it would be in a residential area. Therefore, as you drove down Drew Road to
your proposed site at 891 Drew Road, did you not notice that there are residential homes
here? This IS a residential area!!!! Can you explain to us what the difference is between
the residential area that was not suitable for the tower in Qualicum Beach versus our
residential area where you have proposed a new site?

Are you prepared to compensate everyone within the distance of the tower? All of our
homes and property values are going to decrease immensely. As it gtaads now your
tower is going to be standing above all our properties with red lights flashing 24/7.

There is no guarantee that this tower will not expand, and the refsiéeiais of French Creek
do not want this tower reserected in the area at your proposed site. As‘weﬂ health
hazards from a wireless communication tower are as yet unknown &nﬂd could be
hazardous. Our area has older people living here as well as young children.
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The trees you photographed are not on the site of the proposed tower, If those trees were
to be removed by the owner, the tower will be in full view.

We strongly suggest that you re examine this site and find an appropriate site that does

not affect any residential properties. We propose that you find another site for your
communication tower.

Thank you

Philip & Cheryl Dunn
878 Drew Road
Parksville, BC

and

Richard & Carol Stanhope
846 Drew Road
Parksville, BC

ce: Industry Canada

Vancouver Island District Office
1230 Government Street
Victoria, BC V8W 3M4

cc: Regional District of Nanaimo
Current Planning Department
6300 Hammond Bay Road
Nanaimo, BC V9T 6N2
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Health Concerns About Cellular Phone
Transmission Antennae and Base Stations

In 2005, in response to community concerns and after reviewing the evidence, the Vancouver Coastal Health Chief
Medical Health Officer concluded that the installation of cellular antennae in the community did not create health risks for
the public, and that Health Canada’s Safety Code 6 provided an appropriate level of protection. At that time, the Chief
Medical Health Officer also committed to undertake periodic reviews of the evidence and to provide public updates as
necessary. The Chief Medical Health Officer provides the following updated evidence review and associated conclusions:

Background on

Cellular Transmission Technoloay .
i 9y Conclusions At A Glance

The original cellular (analog) technology uses the
radiofreguency part of the electromagnetic spectrum
between 800-900 MHz (near the FM/TV, AM Radic bands
and cordless telephone frequencies). The newer digital
technology uses the frequency bands of 800-900 MHz and
1800-2200 MiHz and relies on antennae of significantly less 2. There is no public health benefit from prudent
power than the analog system, emitting significantly lower avoidance regarding base stations.
radiofrequency (RF) radiation. Cellular communication
operates through a network of base stations that transmits
and receives signals. The area covered by a base

station is called a cell - giving rise to the name cell phone
The number of base stations {cells) in an area varies,
depending on the concentration of cell phone users. For
example, compared to smaller communities, the number
of base stations is greater in populated urban centres,
with many cell phone users. Each base station consists of
signal processing equipment, power supply, and one or more antennae. The antennae are the most visible parts of base
stations. However, a network of many lower powered based stations may result in lower levels of RF radiation exposure to
the public compared to a network that uses a few higher powered base stations covering the same area. This is because
the power required to communicate between a cell phone and base station increases as the distance between the cell
phone and the base station increases.

1. The international scientific consensus remains
unchanged: radiation from cellular base statio

is far too low to cause adverse health effects m
the community.

3. Telecommunication regulators and the
industry needto be explicitly transparent in
engaging communities and providing access
to monitoring data to show compliance with
expected standards,

To meet the demand for service, increasing numbers of cellular base stations have been installed across the country.
However, it is not easy for the public to access information on the number, types, and locations of cellular base stations in
their community. This difficulty hes contributed to public concerns regarding potential harm from these installations.

Health Risks

The study of RF radiation and its possible effect on health is growing steadily. Since the last report in 2005, reviews from
recognized scientific organizations include the International Commission on Non-lonizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP)
2009 Review, the European Commission Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newly Identified Health Risks (SCENIHR)
2009 Review, the Swedish Radiation Safety Authority, SSM, Independent Expert Group on Electromagnetic Fields 2009
Report, and the Health Canada Safety Code 6 revised in 2009.  The scientific consensus remains unchanged: radiation
from cellular base stations is far too low to cause adverse health effects in the community. The current Canadian (Safety
Code 6 revised 2009) and international standards such as ICNIRP provide significant safety margins for public exposure to
RF.
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In Safety Code 6 (2009), Health Canada states:

“The scientific literature with respect to possible biological effects of RF energy has been monitored by
Health Canada scientists on an ongoing basis since the last version of Safety Code 6 was published in
1999, During this time, a significant number of new studies have evaluated the potential for acute and
chronic RF energy exposures to elicit possible effects on a wide range of biological endpoints
including: human cancers (epidemiology); rodent lifetime mortality; tumor initiation, promotion and
co-promotion, mutagenicity and DNA damage; EEG activity, memory, behaviour and cognitive
functions; gene and protein expression; cardiovascular function, immune response; reproductive
outcomes; and perceived electromagnetic hypersensitivity (EHS) among others: Numerous
authoritative reviews have summarized this literature.

Despite the advent of thousands of additional research studies on RF energy and health, the
predominant adverse health effects associated with RF energy exposures in the frequency range from
3 kHz to 300 GHz still relate to the occurrence of tissue heating and excitable tissue stimulation from
short-term (acute) exposures. At present, there is no scientific basis for the premise of chronic and/or
cumulative health risks from RF energy at levels below the limits outlined in Safety Code é. Froposed
effects from RF energy exposures in the frequency range between 100 kHz and 300 GHz, at levels
below the threshold to produce thermal effects, have been reviewed. Atpresent, thése effects have
not been scientifically established, nor are their-implications for human health sufficiently well
understood. Additionally, a lack of evidence of causality, biological plausibility and reproducibility
greatly weaken the support for the hypothesis for such effects. Thus, these proposed outcomes do not
provide a credible foundation for making science-based recommendations for limiting human
exposures to low-intensity RF energy.”

Critics of Safety Code 6 have challenged the adequacy of the Canadian standard to protect the public from effects other
than those resulting from the thermal heating of cells in the body. However, when scientifically sound methods are used
to assess the evidence, Health Canada’s conclusions are consistent with the conclusions reached by other credible
scientific bodies. In its review of evidence in 2009, the ICNIRP states:

“It is the opinion of ICNIRP that the scientific literature published since the 1998 guidelines has
provided no evidence of any adverse effects below the basic restrictions and does not necessitate an
immediate revision of its guidance on'limiting exposure to high frequency electromagnetic fields. The
biological basis of such quidance remains the avoidance of adverse effects such as “work stoppage”
caused by mild wholebody heat stress and/or tissue damage caused by excessive localized heating
(D'Andrea et al: 2007). With.regard to non-thermal interactions, it is in‘principle impossible to disprove
their possible existence but the plausibility of the various non-thermal mechariisms that have been
proposedis very low. In addition, the recent in vitro and animal genotoxicity and carcinogenicity
studiies are rather consistent overall and indicate that such effects are unlikely at low levels of exposure.
Therefore, ICNIRP.reconfirms the 1998 basic restrictions in the frequency range 100 kHz=300 GHz until

further notice.”
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Similarly, SCENIHR of the European Cormmission in its 2009 review states:

“It is concluded from three independent lines of evidence (epidemiclogical, animal and in vitro studies)
that exposure to RF fields is unlikely to lead to an increase in cancer in humans.- However as the
widespread duration of exposure of humans to RF fields from mobile phones is shorter than the
induction time of some cancers, further studies are required to identify whether considerably
longer-term {(well beyond ten years) human exposure to such phones might pose some cancer risk.

Regarding non-carcinogenic outcomes, several studies were performed on subjects reporting
subjective symptoms. In the previous opinion, it was concluded that scientific studies had fajled to
provide support for a relationship between RF exposure and self reported symptoms. Although an
association between RF exposure and single symptoms was indicated in some new studies, taken
together, there is a lack of consistency in the findings. Therefore, the conclusion that scientific studies
have failed to provide support for an effect of RF fields on self-reported symptoms still holds. Scientific
studies have indicated that a nocebo effect (an adverse non-specific effect that js caused by
expectation or belief that something is harmful) may play a role in symptom forméation. “As in the
previous opinion, there is no evidence supporting that individuals, including those attributing
symptoms to RF exposure, are able to detect RF fields. There js some evidence that RF fields can
influence EEG patterns and sleep in humans. However, the health relevance 1s uncertain and
mechanistic explanation is lacking. Further investigation of these effectsis needed. Other studies on
functions/aspects of the nervous system, such as cognitive functions, sensory functions, structural
stability, and cellular responses show no or no consistent effects. Recent studies have not shown
effects from RF fields on human or animal reproduction and development. -No new data have
appeared that indicate any other effects on human health.”

In its 2009 Report, the Independent Expert Group of the Swedish Radiation Safety Authority SSM concludes regarding
cancer and transmitters:

“The majority of studies on cancer among people who.are exposed.to RE from radio- or TV-
transmitters or from mobile phone base stations have relied.on too:crude proxies for exposure to
provide meaningful results. . Indeed, only two studies, both on childhood leukaemia; have used models
to assess individual exposure and both of those provide evidence against an association.: One cannot
conclusively exclude the possibility of an increased cancer risk-in people:exposed to RF from
transmitters based on these results. However, these results in'combination with the negative animal
data and very low exposure from transmitters make it highly unlikely that living in the vicinity of a
transmitter implicates -an increased risk of cancer.”

Regarding electromagnetic hypersensitivity, the SSM éxpert group writes:

“While the symptoms experienced by patients with perceived electromagnetic hypersensitivity are very
real and some subjects suffer severely there is no evidence that RF exposure is a causal factor. In-a
number-of experimental provocation studies, persons who considerthemselves electrically
hypersensitive and healthy volunteers have been exposed:to either sham ot real RF fields, but
symptoms have not been more prevalent during RF exposure than during sham in any of the
experimental groups. Severalstudies have indicated a nocebo effect, j.e. an adverse effect caused by
an expectation that something is harmtul. Associations have been found between self-reported
exposure and the outcomes, wheréas no associations were seen with. measured RF exposure.”
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Canadian Exposure Assessments

In 1997, Health Canada conducted a survey of radiofrequency radiation from cellular base stations in and around 5 schools
in Vancouver, in response to the concerns raised by nearby residents earlier that year. The measurements revealed that:

¢ The highest level of electromagnetic radiation from a PCS antenna (across the street) was
more than 6,000 times below the Safety Code 6 levels.

¢ Inthree of the schools the levels of radiation from all PCS digital antenna were actually
lower than the normal AM and FM radio signals that have been in the area for decades.

In 2003, Health Cenada released the results of comprehensive ground level RF measurements representative of human
exposures near base stations within the Regional Municipality of Ottawa. The highest power density measured was 3000
times below Safety Code 6. Health Canada considers these measurements as likely representative of levels in other
Canadian urban areas.

In 2010, the Public Health Department of the Health and Social Services Agency of Montreal was asked to assess two cell
phone base station sites located near schools in Outremont, an urban residential neighbourhood. One location has 12
antennae (130 m to 145 m away respectively from two primary schools) and the other has three (50 m from a high school).
The investigation team estimated that the level of exposure to students would be over 5000 times below Safety Code 6
inside the school and over 1000 times below Safety Code 6 on school playgrounds and adjacent streets. The team also
reviewed the scientific literature on the subject and concluded that:

“The results of numerous scientffic studies conducted to date do not argue in favour for a causal
relation between RF exposure and health impact at exposure commonly encountered, whether cancer
or more general symptoms. Moreover, no mechanism of action of RF on cells or human and animal
tissues has been shown. However, due to uncertainties still present in this area of research, health
agencies recommend further studies in some promising avenues (e.g. forcell phone users).- As for
cellular antennae, given the very low.exposure levels and research results to date, most experts believée
it is unlikely that this exposure, well below the limits allowed, can cause effects on the health of the
population.”

In May 2011, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) placed radio frequency electromagnetic fields in its
group 2B classification — possibly carcinogenic to humans. 1ARC defines group 2B as a category used

“for agents for which there is limited evidence of carcinogenicity.in humans and less than sufficient
evidence of carcinogenicity in éxperimental animals.. It may also be used-wher there is inadeguate
evidence of carcinogenicity in humans but there is sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in experimental
animals. .In-some instances, an agentfor which there js inadeguate evidence of caicinogenicity'in
humans and less than sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in expérimental-animals together. with
supporting evidence from mechanistic and other relevant data may be placed in this group. An agent
may be classified in this category solely on the basis of strong evidence from mechanistic and other
relevant data.”

Agents in Group 2B are not proven carcinogens. Details of the IARC review is expected to be published in July 2011, In
the meantime, the IARC does make it clear that the primary reason for the Group 2B classification relates to uncertainty
regarding long term heavy cell phone use and certain rare brain cancer. The type of radio frequency exposure of concern
is associated with using the cell phone close to the ear. As stated above, the energy of radio frequency field from cell
phone base stations experienced by the general public is thousands of tirmes lower than from a cell phone near the head.
The IARC conclusion therefore does not alter the assessment for radio frequency exposure due to cell phone base

stations.
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“Prudent Avoidance”

The practice of "prudent avoidance” has been advocated by some in their opposition to specific location of cellular base
stations in the vicinity of schools, child care centres or residential buildings. "Prudent avoidance” in these situations does
not result in any increased level of protection. It would be difficult, if not impossible, to “prudently avoid” some level of
exposure to RF fields in an urban setting, whether it be from AM, FM, TV or cellular phones. The Medical Health Officer
concludes that scientific evidence provides no basis for recommending prudent avoidance with respect to cellular base
stations. There is no public health benefit. In fact, prudent avoidance ignores the reality that the area immediately below
an antenna has the lowest RF levels.

Community Consultation and Public Access to Information

Despite reassuring evidence, some members of the public remain concerned about the presence of cell phone antennae
and base stations. Telecommunications regulators and industry can do a better job in providing information (particularly
about base station types and locations), as well as providing meaningful opportunities for public consultation when
planning base stations. Industry Canada in 2009 established public and local government consultation guidelines for
permit applications for mobile phone base stations. The requirement for consultation unfortunately applies only to
antennae 15 metres or higher. There are a number of practices the telecommunications regulators and industry can
implement to mitigate public concerns. These include:

e Meaningful discussion with communities.

¢ Clear and publicly accessible supporting documents when deploying base stations.

¢ Greater consideration for site sharing, where possible.

¢ Greater consideration for sensitive location and design.

e Improved public access to information on network compliance with Safety Code 6.

e Prompt response to community enquiries about base stations.

¢ Periodic but systematic and comprehensive measurements of population level exposure to

RF to monitor trends.

Conclusion

As has Health Canada, the Chief Medical Health Officer concludes that, in light of the current scientific understanding of
the risks of RF exposures to the public, the installation of base stations and cellular antennae in the community do not
pose an adverse health risk and Safety Code 6 provides an appropriate level of protection. However, public engagement
by telecommunication regulators and industry concerning the installation of base stations and antennae needs
improvement.

The Chief Medical Health Officer will continue to monitor new scientific knowledge in this area and will provide updates
when necessary.

Chief Medical Health Officer
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Brown, Tyler

From: Kiersten Enemark

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2013 1:15 PM
To: Cheryl; CommentsBC

Subject: RE: Roger site W3030
Attachments: BC MHO Statement June 2011.pdf

Dear Chery! and Philip Dunn, Carcl and Richard Stanhope,
Thank you for your letter received May 26th in regards to the proposed Rogers tower at 891 Drew Road, Parksville.

In your message, you expressed concern with the proximity of the tower to residential properties. Please know we are
currently investigating alternative locations on the property as well as on other properties in order to mitigate the
visibility of the tower itself. The proposed property is lined with mature trees along the railway corridor. As the trees
along the railway will screen most of the tower, our hope is to move it further away so that the mature trees screen
most if not all of the tower from most views from the residential areas. We found locations south of the railway more
appropriate than dense residential areas to the north mainly due to the large parcels of land, the agrarian use of lands,
and the mature trees that could be used to screen the tower. Rogers needs to locate its equipment where service is in
need of improvement. In this case, Rogers is seeking to improve 4G high speed wireless service to the residential areas
of Parksville.

In your message, you expressed concern for your health. Please know the proposed tower will be operating within the
safety guidelines set by Health Canada called Safety Code 6 that is based on current, accepted scientific data that sets
out restrictions and limits for exposure to all radio frequencies, electric and magnetic field strengths. Health experts in
BC have studied the effect of EMF energy, and have stated there is no evidence of adverse health effects from
telecommunication towers. | am attaching a statement from the Vancouver Coastal Health that may be of interest to
you.

To confirm, the proposed tower is a monopole tower that uses the smallest footprint. Due to this design, it is unlikely
that the tower will expand. If significant changes are ever needed in the future, consultation with the District would be
required.

Following Industry Canada’s consultation process, please know we welcome any additional comments for a further 21
days from receiving this response. Please know your letter will be shared with the Regional District of Nanaimo and
Industry Canada as part of the consultation process.

Regards,

Kiersten Enemark

Standard Land Company
Agent to Rogers
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TO: Jeremy Holm BOARD DATE: August 30, 2013
Manager of Current Rlanning '
FROM: Robert Stover FILES: 3900-20-500.387
Planning Technician 3900-20-1285.18
SUBIJECT: Regulatory Amendments to Address Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations
PURPOSE

To present to the Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) Board a number of proposed amendments to
zoning bylaws to address the Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations.

BACKGROUND

In response to concerns raised by a delegation regarding odour created by licensed medical marihuana
grow operations at its June 25" 2013 meeting, the Board approved the following motion:

“MOVED Director Veenhof, SECONDED Director Young, that staff be directed to prepare
a report on the zoning implications as it relates to the new regulations on the licensed
production of medical marihuana for the Board’s consideration.”

In December of 2012, Health Canada announced proposed changes to Federal Legislation surrounding
the production and distribution of medical marihuana. The new Marihuana for Medical Purposes
Regulations (MMPR), which models the production of medical marihuana on the production of other
prescription drugs, seeks to address concerns surrounding abuse of the current regime (Marihuana
Medical Access Regulation or MMAR and Marihuana Medical Access Program or MMAP), which allows
licensed individuals to produce medical marihuana within residential dwellings by:

e Establishing a license system for commercial production and distribution of dried marihuana for
medical purposes;

e phasing out Health Canada’s role in the production and distribution of marihuana and
establishing a system whereby individuals can be prescribed marihuana through health
practitioners;

e addressing health and safety concerns by eliminating the ability for individuals to produce
marihuana in their homes. Under MMPR, individuals will be required to register with a Licensed
Producer for access to medical marihuana;
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e requiring the cuitivation, packaging, labeling, shipping and distribution of dried marihuana
within approved facilities by Licensed Producers. These facilities are subject to security
requirements and inspections as established by Health Canada;

e Licensed Producers will distribute medical marihuana to licensed clients via secure couriers.
Store fronts, retail outlets and the face-to-face sale of medical marihuana will not be permitted
under MMPR;

e facilities for medical marihuana production are subject to specific requirements for physical
security, video surveillance, and air filtration as outlined in the MMPR.

The new MMPR came into force in June of 2013, and is running concurrently with existing regulations
until March 31, 2014, at which time the MMAR and associated MMAP will be repealed. After
March 31, 2014, Health Canada will cease production and distribution of medical marihuana, and
individuals will be required to procure medical marihuana from a Licensed Producer. Health Canada will
cease to accept new applications under the current regime as of October 1%, 2013. However, licenses
granted under the current regime can be renewed until March 31%, 2014.

During this transition phase to the new MMPR, interested parties may apply to Health Canada for a
producer’s license. In order to become a Licensed Producer, applicants must meet a number of security
clearance criteria for employees, as well as physical security requirements for the production site. These
requirements will be confirmed via a pre-license inspection by Health Canada. Prior to submitting an
application to become a Licensed Producer of medical marihuana, applicants must provide written
notice to local police, fire, and government authorities of their intent to apply for a producer’s license.
To date, the RDN has received four notices of intent to apply for a Producer’s License under MMPR.

ALTERNATIVES

1. To give first and second reading to the amendment bylaws as submitted.

2. To provide staff with alternative direction to prepare land use regulation amendments to bylaws
1285 and 500 to address MMPR.

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS

While the new Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations do not permit the production of medical
marihuana within residential dwellings, there are no specific provisions within the MMPR with respect
to regulating the siting or scale of medical marihuana production facilities.

Regional District of Nanaimo zoning bylaws do not currently include provisions to expressly permit the
use of lands for production of medicinal marihuana under the current regime or MMPR. Prohibiting
production of medical marihuana in residential dwellings under the current set of regulations carries
implications for reasonable access to legally sourced medical marihuana under the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms. The proposed changes to distribution of medical marihuana via bonded courier in
the MMPR are an effort to address issues surrounding reasonable access under the Charter, while
addressing the security and safety concerns attached to licensed grow-ops in residential dwellings.
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Many of the rural properties in the RDN are within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). These lands are
subject to the Agricultural Land Commission Act and associated regulations, which take precedence over
local government bylaws for some aspects of agricultural use.

The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) recently published an information bulletin which
seeks to clarify the ALC’s position on medical marihuana production on lands within the ALR. An excerpt
of this bulletin follows:

Section 1 of the Agricultural Land Commission Act defines “farm use” as:

An occupation or use of land for farm purposes, including farming of land, plants and
animals and any other similar activity designated as farm use by regulation, and includes
a farm operation as defined in the Farm Practices Protection (Right to Farm) Act.

Based on the above definition, if a land owner is lawfully sanctioned to produce
marihuana for medical purposes, the farming of said plant in the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR) is permitted and would be interpreted by the Agricultural Land
Commission as being consistent with the definition of “farm use” under the ALC Act.

Notwithstanding the farming of land for the production of medical marijuana, not all
activities associated with its production would necessarily be given the same “farm use”
consideration. A building such as a greenhouse building solely used to produce medical
marijuana may be different than a building complete with business offices and research
and development facilities, or other associated facilities or infrastructure. Although these
uses in some instances may be considered accessory to a farm use, this determination is
contingent on the uses being necessary and commensurate with the primary function of
the property/building to produce an agricultural product.”

As the ALC and the Provincial Ministry of Agriculture view the production of medical marihuana as being
consistent with the definition of “farm use” as outlined in the Agricultural Land Commission Act, local
government bylaws cannot prohibit medical marihuana production use on lands within the ALR.
Notwithstanding this, local government bylaws may regulate the use by establishing siting requirements
for structures associated with the production of medical marihuana. However, a local government
cannot regulate the use to the point of prohibition.

tn light of the recent influx in notices of intent to pursue a Producer’s License under MMPR, and the lack
of clear regulation currently in place to accommodate the use, staff are proposing a series of
amendments to RDN Zoning Bylaws to regulate the siting of medical marihuana facilities production
ahead of the full implementation of MMPR in April of 2014. Staff recommend the Board provide
direction to proceed with the preparation of regulatory amendments, whether, or not the Board is
prepared to support the amendments as proposed in this report. This would ensure that the RDN Board
could choose to withhold Building Permits for a maximum of 90 days under the provisions of Section 929
of the Local Government Act for a use that is inconsistent with proposed regulatory amendments.
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Zoning Considerations

Regional District of Nanaimo zoning bylaws do not include provisions that expressly permit the use of
lands for medical marihuana production. Given that the Provincial Ministry of Agriculture and the ALC
have determined that production of marihuana under the MMPR constitutes a “farm use” under the
ALC regulations, local government bylaws cannot prohibit, though they can regulate, the use of lands
within the ALR for medical marihuana production. The proposed amendments that follow will provide
clarity with regard to where medical marihuana production use is permitted, will ensure regulatory
consistency within the RDN by applying similar approaches to amendments within zoning Bylaws 500
and 1285, and will address concerns surrounding safety and odour issues associated with medical
marihuana production on small residential properties. The amendments proposed for Bylaw 500 would
result in medical marihuana production under MMPR being permitted on ALR lands. The amendments
proposed for Bylaw 1285 would result in medical marihuana production under MMPR being permitted
on lands within the A-1 zone, the vast majority of which are within the ALR.

The new MMPR is intended to treat medical marihuana production in a similar manner to the
manufacture of prescription drugs and prohibit the production of medical marihuana within residential
dwellings. In order to be consistent with both the intent of the new MMPR and recognize the authority
of the Agricultural Land Commission Act, staff are recommending the Board consider the following
amendments to “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987” and
“Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002":

Bylaw 500 (See Attachment 1 for draft Bylaw 500.387):

e Define Medical Marihuana Production: means the cultivation and production of medicinal
marihuana wholly within a facility as permitted under the Marihuana for Medical Purposes
Regulations (MMPR), and any subsequent regulations or acts which may be enacted henceforth;

e amend the Home Based Business Guidelines to clarify that medical marihuana production is
prohibited as a home based business use;

e amend the definition of “Agriculture” to exclude medical marihuana production on lands not
within the Agricultural Land Reserve;

e amend Section 14 of the General Regulations to include medical marihuana production under
farm use regulations;

e establish a 30 metre setback from property lines for structures used for medical marihuana
production use to be consistent with the Ministry of Agriculture’s guide for bylaw development
in farming areas with regard to intensive agriculture.

Bylaw 1285 {See Attachment 2 for draft Bylaw 1285.18):

e Define Medical Marihuana Production: means the cultivation and production of medicinal
marihuana wholly within a facility as permitted under the Marihuana for Medical Purposes
Regulations (MMPR), and any subsequent regulations or acts which may be enacted henceforth;

e amend the definition of “Farm Use” to exclude medical marihuana production;

e amend the Home Based Business Guidelines to clarify that medical marihuana production is
prohibited as a home based business use;

e amend the General Regulations of Bylaw 1285 to prohibit medical marihuana production use on
all lands except where expressly permitted;
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e amend the General Regulations of Bylaw 1285 to establish a 30 metre setback from property
lines for structures associated with medical marihuana production use;

e amend the A-1 zone to permit medical marihuana production use.

These amendments would address issues surrounding security and odour problems associated with the
use of small residential parcels for medical marihuana production under the new MMPR, and would
ensure that the zoning bylaws are consistent with the ALC’s position regarding use of ALR lands for the
production of medical marihuana. Additionally, the 30 metre setback requirement for buildings
associated with medical marihuana production would be consistent with the Ministry of Agriculture’s
guidelines for bylaw development in farming areas for intensive agriculture.

In order to ensure RDN regulations address the MMPR in a timely manner that will be clear to those
interested in applying for production licenses under MMPR, staff have prepared draft amendment
bylaws for the Board’s consideration. Subsequent bylaw amendments, such as to permit medical
marihuana production on Industrial zoned lands for example, could be considered after a period of time
in order to evaluate the impacts that the new MMPR has had on both a regional and provincial level.

Policy Implications

The proposed amendments to Bylaw No. 500 and Bylaw No. 1285 are required to ensure that RDN
zoning bylaws are consistent with the provisions of the new MMPR, while recognizing the authority
outlined in the ALC Act. Staff have also evaluated the proposed amendments to ensure they are
consistent with the policies outlined in each of the Electoral Area Official Community Plan (OCP)
documents.

While medical marihuana production as proposed under the MMPR does not fit the traditional idea of
agriculture, it is acknowledged by the ALC as a “Farm Use” and serves to meet a legitimate commercial
demand for a Federally recognized controlled substance. The Regional District of Nanaimo Agricultural
Area Plan, Regional Growth Strategy, and Board Strategic Plans all support the creation of a diverse and
vibrant economy and include specific policy support for the agricultural economy of the region.

Public Consultation Implications

Should the Board approve first and second reading of the proposed amendment bylaws a public hearing
will be required prior to the Board’s consideration of third reading. In order to provide a centrally
located venue for a public hearing and to allow for the timely consideration of the proposed bylaws,
staff have have tentatively booked the Bradley Centre for October 9, 2013.

Intergovernmental Implications

Staff have referred the proposed amendments to neighbouring local governments, member
municipalities, local fire and law enforcement authorities for comment. None of the organizations
contacted through referral expressed concerns regarding the proposed bylaw amendments.

The approach outlined above is generally consistent with the approach taken by local governments who
have brought forward regulations to address the MMPR. While some local governments have made
zoning bylaw amendments to permit medical marihuana production in industrial zones, the majority of
local governments with proposed amendments in relation to MMPR will permit medical marihuana
production on fands within the ALR in a manner consistent with the ALR regulations.
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SUMMARY

Recent changes to Federal Legislation surrounding the production and distribution of medical marihuana
will have implications for local government from a land use perspective. The new regulation, Marihuana
for Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR), aims to address public health and safety concerns by moving
medical marihuana production out of private dwellings and into more secure production facilities.

When the current set of regulations are repealed on March 31, 2014, the Federal Government will cease
to produce and distribute medicinal marihuana and production of medical marihuana within residential
dwellings will no longer be allowed under Federal Legislation. The new MMPR establishes a process by
which interested parties can apply for a Producer’s License to produce medical marihuana within
facilities that have met Health Canada’s security and quality control criteria. The cultivation, packaging,
production and distribution is required to take place wholly indoors, and these facilities are subject to
Health Canada inspection prior to a Producer’s License being issued.

Individuals who have a prescription will be required to obtain medicinal marihuana through a licensed
producer via a secure courier. Store fronts and retail space for sale of medicinal marihuana are not
permitted under the MMPR and the new regulations prohibit the production of medicinal marihuana
within a residential dwellings. The Provincial Agricultural Land Commission has indicated that medical
marihuana production is considered a ‘farm use’ as defined by the ALC Act and associated regulations.
As such, the use cannot be prohibited on ALR land, but may be regulated by local government bylaws.

Staff are recommending zoning bylaw amendments that will define medical marihuana production,
prohibit the use as a home based business, and permit it as a use exclusively on lands within the
Agricultural Land Reserve with Bylaw 500 and on lands zoned A-1 within Bylaw 1285.

Structures necessary for medicinal marihuana production would be subject to a 30 metre setback which
is consistent with Ministry of Agriculture guidelines for establishment of bylaws for intensive agriculture.
Member municipalities, local fire departments and law enforcement agencies have been contacted via
referral, and all respondents have indicated that they have no specific concerns with the proposed
amendments to RDN zoning bylaws.

In reviewing the proposed bylaw amendments, staff have determined that the recommended
amendments are consistent with RDN policy. As such, staff support the proposed bylaw amendments as
presented. Staff recommend the Board support the proposed bylaw amendments in order to address
the MMPR in a timely manner and that will provide clarity and certainty where medical marihuana
production facilities are permitted. Staff further recommend that zoning regulations related to MMPR
be reviewed in one year’s time to allow the Board to consider whether further regulatory amendments
are required following full transition to the MMPR from the current regime after March 31, 2014.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. That the Board direct staff to prepare land use regulation amendments to address the Marihuana
for Medical Purposes Regulations in order to limit the location of medical marihuana production
facilities to parcels in the ALR for Bylaw 500, and to parcels within the A-1 zone for Bylaw 1285 and
having setbacks from adjoining uses and public land to provide a reasonable buffer.

2. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw
No. 500.387, 2013”, be introduced and read two times.
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3. That the Public Hearing on “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment
Bylaw No. 500.387, 2013”, be chaired by Chairperson Stanhope or his alternate.
4. That “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw
No. 1285.18, 2013”, be introduced and read two times.
5. That the Public Hearing on “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision
Bylaw No. 1285.18, 2013”, be chaired by Director Fell or his alternate.
(S
Report Writer
Man#gér Concurrence
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Attachment 1

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO
BYLAW NO. 500.387

A Bylaw to Amend Regional District of Nanaimo
Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987

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

A.

This Bylaw may be cited as “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment
Bylaw No. 500.387, 2013".

The “Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987”, is hereby
amended as follows:

1. Under PART 2, INTERPRETATION, DEFINITIONS by inserting the following into the sixth line of
the first paragraph of the definition of “agricuiture” after “but excludes animal care”:

“, medical marihuana production except on lands located within the agricultural land reserve,”
2. By adding the following definition after the definition of “medical health officer”:

“medical marihuana production means the cultivation and production of medical marihuana
wholly within a facility as permitted under the Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations
(MMPR), and any subsequent regulations or acts which may be enacted henceforth.”

3. Under PART 3, LAND USE REGULATIONS, SECTION 3.3 GENERAL REGULATIONS by adding the
following new text to Section 3.3.12 b) xxviii):

“xxix) medical marihuana production”

4. Under PART 3, LAND USE REGULATIONS, SECTION 3.3 GENERAL REGULATIONS by adding the
following new text to Section 3.3.14:

“14) Farm Use Regulations

On lands located within the Agricultural Land Reserve the following activities are
permitted farm uses in accordance with the Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision
and Procedure Regulation and are subject to the following regulations:

¢) Medical Marihuana Production

Medical Marihuana Production is permitted on iand located within the Agricuitural
Land Reserve if:

i) The production of medical marihuana is contained wholly within licensed

facilities as permitted by the Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulation
(MMPR).
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i) The minimum setback for all structures associated with medical marihuana
production is 30.0 metres from all property lines. “

Introduced and read two times this __ day of 20XX.
Public Hearing held this ___ day of 20XX.
Read a third time this ___ day of 20XX.

Approved by the Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure pursuant to the Tronsportation Act this
___dayof 20XX.

Adopted this___ day of 20XX.

Chairperson Corporate Officer
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Attachment 2

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO
BYLAW NO. 1285.18

A Bylaw to Amend Regional District of Nanaimo
Electoral Area ‘F’ Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002

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

A. This Bylaw may be cited as “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F' Zoning and Subdivision
Amendment Bylaw No. 1285.18, 2013”.

B. The “Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area ‘F' Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002”,
is hereby amended as follows:

1.

Under SECTION 2, GENERAL REGULATIONS, 2.4 Prohibited Uses by adding the following text
after Section 2.4 s):

“t) medical marihuana production.”

Under SECTION 2, GENERAL REGULATIONS, 2.9 Setbacks by adding the following text after
Section 2.9 ¢}):

“d) All buildings and structures used for medical marihuana production shall be setback
a minimum of 30 metres from all lot lines.”

Under SECTION 2, GENERAL REGULATIONS, 2.15 Home Based Business — Regulations by adding
the following text after Section 5 p):

“q} medical marihuana production.”

Under SECTION 4, ESTABLISHMENT OF ZONES, 4.1 A-1 — Agriculture 1 by adding the following
text after Section 4.1.1 b) Farm Use:

“c) Medical Marihuana Production”
Under SECTION 4, ESTABLISHMENT OF ZONES, 4.1 A-1 — Agriculture 1 by inserting the
following into Section 4.1.3 Regulation Table after “g) Minimum Setback of all buildings or
structures”:

“used for medical marihuana production”

Under SECTION 5, DEFINITIONS by inserting the following text at the end of the definition of
“farm use”:

“and excludes medical marihuana production;”
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7. Under SECTION 5, DEFINITIONS by adding the following definition after the definition of
“Marshalling Yard”:

“Medical Marihuana Production means the cultivation and production of medical
marihuana wholly within a facility as permitted under the Marihuana for Medical
Purposes Regulations (MMPR), and any subsequent regulations or acts which may be
enacted henceforth.”

Introduced and read two times this ___ day of 20XX.
Public Hearing held this ____day of 20XX.
Read a third time this __day of 20XX.

Approved by the Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure pursuant to the Transportation Act this
___ dayof 20XX.

Adopted this___ day of 20XX.

Chairperson Corporate Officer
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