
 

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 
 

ELECTORAL AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE 
TUESDAY, JANUARY 14, 2014 

6:30 PM 
 

(RDN Board Chambers) 
 

A G E N D A 
PAGES 
 CALL TO ORDER 
 
 DELEGATIONS 
 
 MINUTES 
 
2-6 Minutes of the regular Electoral Area Planning Committee meeting held Tuesday, 

November 12, 2013. 
 
 BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 
 COMMUNICATIONS/CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 ZONING AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS 
 
7-52  Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-089 – Bylaw No. 500.390, 2013 – 

Obradovic – 3389 Jingle Pot Road, Electoral Area ‘C’. 
 
53-69  Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-054 – Bylaw No. 500.391, 2014 – 

Oswald – 3030 Yellow Point Road, Electoral Area ‘A’. 
 
70-82  Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-114 – Bylaw No. 1285.20, 2014 – Fern 

Road Consulting – Springhill Road, Electoral Area ‘F’. 
 
 OTHER 
 
83-165  Secondary Suites Community Engagement Summary and Program Proposal – 

Bylaws No. 500.389, 2014, and 1285.19, 2014. 
 
166-183  Proposed Yellow Point Aquifer Protection Development Permit Area Update and 

Proposed Bylaw Amendments – Bylaw No. 1620.02, 2013 – Electoral Area ‘A’. 
 
 ADDENDUM 
 
 BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS OR COMMUNICATIONS 
 
 NEW BUSINESS 
 
 ADJOURNMENT 



REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 

MINUTES OF THE ELECTORAL AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING 
OF THE REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO HELD ON 
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2013 AT 6:00 PM IN THE 

RDN BOARD CHAMBERS 

In Attendance: 

Director G. Holme 

Director A. McPherson 

Director M. Young 

Director J. Fell 

Director J. Stanhope 

Director B. Veenhof 

Chairperson 

Electoral Area A 

Electoral Area C 

Electoral Area F 

Electoral Area G 

Electoral Area H 

Also in Attendance: 

P. Thorkelsson Chief Administrative Officer 

J. Harrison Director of Corporate Services 

T. Osborne Gen. Mgr. Recreation & Parks 

D. Trudeau Gen. Mgr. Transportation & Solid Waste 

R. Alexander Gen. Mgr. Regional & Community utilities 

G. Garbutt Gen. Mgr. Strategic & Community Development 

J. Holm Mgr. Current Planning 

J. 	Hill Mgr. Administrative Services 

C. Golding Recording Secretary 

The Chairperson called the meeting to order. 

DELEGATIONS 

Syd Lee, re Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-108. 

Syd Lee spoke in support of his Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-108, and asked the 
Board for a variance for his wind turbine to support off-grid green energy to operate radio equipment for 
emergency communications in the event of a natural disaster. 

LATE DELEGATIONS 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Veenhof, that late delegations be permitted to address the 
Board. 

CARRIED 
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Andy Lankester, re Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-108. 

Andy Lankester spoke in opposition to Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-108, stating 

that the wind turbine detracts from his view. 

Donald Rakowski, re Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-111. 

Donald Rakowski spoke in support of his Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-111, and 

requested a variance to permit the construction of a house. 

ELECTORAL AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Veenhof, that the minutes of the Electoral Area Planning 

Committee meeting held Tuesday, October 8, 2013, be adopted. 

CARRIED 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATIONS 

Development Permit and Site Specific Exemption Application No. PL2013-099 — Jim Hamm — 6161 Island 

Highway West, Electoral Area 'H. 

MOVED Director Veenhof, SECONDED Director Fell, that Development Permit and Site Specific Exemption 

Application No. PL2013-099 to allow the construction of a studio on the subject property be approved 

subject to the conditions outlined in Attachments 2 to 4. 

CARRIED 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WITH VARIANCE APPLICATIONS 

Development Permit with Variance & Site Specific Exemption Application No. PL2013-106 — Fern Road 

Consulting Ltd. — 168 Cochrane Road, Electoral Area 'H'. 

MOVED Director Veenhof, SECONDED Director McPherson, that staff be directed to complete the required 

notification. 

CARRIED 

MOVED Director Veenhof, SECONDED Director McPherson, that Development Permit with Variance and Site 

Specific Exemption to the Floodplain Management Bylaw Application No. PL2013-106 to reduce the required 

setback to a watercourse for construction of a dwelling unit be approved subject to the terms and conditions 

outlined in Attachments 2 to 4. 

Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-103 — Whittall — 960 Woodpecker Place, 

Electoral Area 'G'. 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director McPherson, that staff be required to complete the required 

notification. 

CARRIED 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director McPherson, that Development Permit with Variance 

Application No. PL2013-103 to permit the construction of an accessory building on the subject property be 

approved subject to the terms and conditions outlined in Attachments 2 to 4. 

CARRIED 
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Development Permit with Variance Application No. PL2013-110 — Manhas — 5469 Island Highway West, 

Electoral Area W. 

MOVED Director Veenhof, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that staff be directed to complete the required 

notification. 

MOVED Director Veenhof, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that Development Permit with Variance 

Application No. PL2013 -110 to reduce the minimum required setback from the western lot line from 5.0 

metres to 1.6 metres to legalize the siting of a garage, and to permit the construction of a deck and fire 

escape be approved subject to the conditions outlined in Attachments 2-4. 
CARRIED 

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT APPLICATIONS 

Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-108 — Sydney Lee —1266 Marina Way, Electoral Area 

'E'. 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Veenhof, that staff be directed to complete the required 

notification. 

CARRIED 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Veenhof, that Development Variance Permit Application No. 

PL2013 -108 to reduce the minimum required setback to the sea and increase the maximum permitted 

accessory structure height to legalize the siting of a residential scale wind turbine on the subject property be 

approved subject to the terms and conditions outlined in Attachment 2. 
CARRIED 

Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013 -072 — Ashton — 1965 Stewart Road, Electoral Area 

'E'. 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Young, that staff be directed to complete the required 

notification. 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Young, that Development Variance Permit Application No. 

PL2013-072 to reduce the setback from the interior lot line from 8.0 metres to 0.3 metres to legalize the 

siting of a shop be approved. 

CARRIED 

Development Variance Permit Application No. PL2013-111 — Rakowski — 1716 Vowels Road, Electoral Area 

'A'. 

MOVED Director McPherson, SECONDED Director Young, that staff be directed to complete the required 

notification. 

CARRIED 

MOVED Director McPherson, SECONDED Director Young, that Development Variance Permit Application No. 

PL2013-111 to reduce the interior lot line setback from 8.0 metres to 7.0 metres to permit the construction 

of a dwelling unit be approved. 

CARRIED 

4



RDN EAPC Minutes 

November 12, 2013 
Page 4 

OTHER 

Regulatory Amendments to Address Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations. 

MOVED Director Fell, SECONDED Director Stanhope, 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 Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for Bylaw 

500. 

MOVED Director Fell, SECONDED Director Stanhope, 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 within the A-1 and 1-2 zones for Bylaw 1285. 

CARRIED 

MOVED Director Fell, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and 

Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.387, 2013", be introduced and read two times. 
CARRIED 

MOVED Director Fell, SECONDED Director Stanhope, 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. 
X-3 10 1131 :11  

MOVED Director Fell, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' 

Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285.18, 2013", be introduced and read two times. 
CARRIED 

MOVED Director Fell, SECONDED Director Stanhope, 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. 

Zoning Amendment Applications No. PL2012-096 & PL2012-097 — Lakes District & Schooner Cove —

Electoral Area T— Amendment Bylaws 500.384, 500.385, 500.388. 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Fell, that the Summary of the Public Information Meeting 

held on September 23, 2013, be received. 
CARRIED 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Fell, that "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and 

Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.384, 2013" be introduced and read two times. 

CARRIED 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Fell, that "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and 

Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.385, 2013" be introduced and read two times. 
CARRIED 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Fell, that "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and 

Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.388, 2013", be introduced and read two times. 
CARRIED 
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MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Fell, that the Public Hearing on "Regional District of Nanaimo 

Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaws No. 500.384, 500.385, and 500.388", be scheduled 

concurrently with the Public Hearing for the Regional District of Nanaimo/Fairwinds Phased Development 

Agreement, and that the Public Hearing be chaired by Director Holme or his alternate. 

CARRIED 

ADJOURNMENT 

MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Veenhof, that this meeting terminate. 
.. 	 l  

TIME: 6:56 PM 

CORPORATE OFFICER 
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Jeremy Holm 
	

DATE: 	December 18, 2013 

Manager, Current Planning 

FROM: 
	

Tyler J. Brown 
	

FILE: 	PL2013-089 

Planner 

SUBJECT: 
	

Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-089 — Robert & Gigi Obradovic 
Lot C, Section 15, Range 3, Mountain District, Plan VIP68636 — 3389 Jingle Pot Road 

Electoral Area 'C' 

c•• 

To consider an application to rezone the subject property from Rural 1 Zone (RU1), Subdivision District 

`D' to Rural 1 Zone, Subdivision District 'F' in order to permit a subdivision of the property into two lots. 

A Zoning Amendment Application has been received from Robert and Gigi Obradovic to rezone the 
subject property in order to permit a two lot subdivision. The property is approximately 2.02 ha in area 

and contains an existing dwelling and greenhouse. The property is surrounded by developed RU1 lots 

and is bordered by Jingle Pot Road to the east (see Attachment 1 for Subject Property Map). 

Proposed Development 

The applicant proposes to rezone the property from Rural 1 Zone (RU1), Subdivision District 'D' (2.0 ha 

minimum parcel size) to Rural 1 Zone, Subdivision District 'F' (1.0 ha minimum parcel size) (see 

Attachment 2 for Conditions of Zoning Amendment) (see Attachment 3 for Proposed Amendment Bylaw 

No. 500.390, 2013). The requested amendment would permit a proposed two lot subdivision pursuant 

to "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987". The proposed lots 

would be approximately 1.0 ha in area and would be limited to one dwelling unit per parcel (see 

Attachment 4 for Proposed Subdivision Plan). 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. To proceed with Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-089 in consideration of first and 

second reading of the Amendment Bylaw and proceed to Public Hearing. 

2. To not proceed with the Bylaw readings and Public Hearing. 
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LAND USE IMPLICATIONS 

Official Community Plan Implications 

The subject property is designated Rural Residential in the "Regional District of Nanaimo East Wellington 

— Pleasant Valley Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1055, 1997." This designation supports the 

subdivision of a parcel that existed prior to the adoption of the Official Community Plan (OCP) to a 

parcel size less than 2.0 ha but not less than 1.0 ha in area. As per OCP policy, the applicant will be 

required to register a restrictive covenant prohibiting the further subdivision of all new parcels greater 

than 1.0 ha in area (see Attachment 3 for Conditions of Zoning Amendment). The proposed plan of 

subdivision would create two parcels slightly greater than 1.0 ha in size and not more than one dwelling 

unit per parcel would be permitted; therefore, the proposed amendment is consistent with the OCP 

policies. 

Development Implications 

The existing zoning (Rural 1) of the subject property allows agriculture, aquaculture, home based 

business, produce stand, silviculture, and residential use with two dwellings currently permitted on the 

parcel which exceeds 2.0 ha in area. The property has sufficient site area to subdivide into two 1.0 ha 

parcels with a single dwelling per parcel permitted. The applicant's proposal will not result in an increase 

in the overall residential density or a change of land-use permissions. 

As per Board Policy 81.21 (Groundwater — Application requirements for rezoning of un-serviced lands), 

the applicant will be required, prior to the final adoption of the amendment bylaw, to register a 

covenant on title requiring the wells be constructed and tested, and a report submitted to the RDN prior 

to final approval of subdivision (see Attachment 3 for Conditions of Zoning Amendment). The applicant 

has submitted a preliminary hydrogeological assessment completed by a Qualified Professional which 

indicated that another well could be constructed on the subject property and that the proposed well will 

not have any adverse impact on surrounding wells and have a minimum yield of 3,500 litres per day (See 

Attachment 5). 

Public Consultation Implications 

A Public Information Meeting (PIM) was held on November 20, 2013, and eleven people attended this 

meeting in addition to the applicants and RDN staff (see Attachment 6 for Summary of PIM Minutes). 

Several members of the public expressed concern over the potential for the proposed development to 

adversely impact groundwater. If the proposed Amendment Bylaw receives first and second reading the 

proposal will proceed to Public Hearing pursuant to section 890 of the Local Government Act. 

Environmental Implications 

The applicant has submitted a preliminary hydrogeological assessment which indicated that the 

construction of a new well on the subject property should have no adverse impact on surrounding wells. 

Strategic Plan Implications 

Staff have reviewed the proposal and have identified no Strategic Plan implications. 

Inter-governmental Implications 

Both the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) and Island Health have reviewed the 

proposed amendment and confirmed that they do not have any concerns. 
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SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS 

The applicant proposes to rezone the subject property from Rural 1 Zone (RU1), Subdivision District 'D' 

to Rural 1 Zone, Subdivision District 'F' in order to permit a subdivision of the property into two lots. The 

proposed development is consistent with the OCP policies. The proposed lot sizes will provide adequate 

site area for the intended use and subdivision. Given that the proposed amendment is consistent with 

the OCP and the applicant has submitted a preliminary hydrogeological assessment, staff recommend 

that the proposed Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 500.390, 2013 receive first and second reading and 

proceed to public hearing. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That the Summary of the Public Information Meeting held on November 20, 2013, be received. 

2. That the conditions set out in Attachment No. 2 of the staff report be completed prior to Bylaw No. 

500.390 being considered for adoption. 

3. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.390, 

2013", be introduced and read two times. 

4. That the Public Hearing on "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment 

Bylaw No. 500.390, 2013", be chaired by Director Maureen Young or her alternate. 

r 

eport Writer 
	

G e  r4l Ma6ager"Concurrence 

~t 

z  
Manager Concurrence 
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Attachment 1 

Location of Subject Property 
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Attachment 2 

Conditions of Zoning Amendment 

The following is required prior to the "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision 

Amendment Bylaw No. 500.390, 2013" being considered for adoption: 

Conditions of Approval 

1. The applicant shall register a Section 219 restrictive covenant prohibiting the further subdivision 

of all new parcels greater than 1.0 ha in area. 

2. The applicant shall register a Section 219 restrictive covenant requiring that wells be 

constructed and tested for each new parcel, and a report is to be submitted to the RDN, prior to 

the final approval of subdivision. 

11
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Attachment 3 

Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 500.390, 2013 

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 

:Y9W_\TiVA►[~7  

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. 500.390, 2013". 

B. "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987", is hereby 

amended as follows: 

By rezoning the lands as shown on the attached Schedule `1' and legally described as: 

Lot C, Section 15, Range 3, Mountain District, Plan VIP68636 

from Rural 1 Zone, Subdivision District `D'to Rural 1 Zone, Subdivision District V. 

Introduced and read two times this _ day of 	20 

Public Hearing held this _ day of 	20_ 

Read a third time this _ day of 	20 

Adopted this_ day of 	20 

Chairperson 
	

Corporate Officer 
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Schedule `1' to accompany "Regional District of Nanaimo and Land 

Use Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.390, 2013." 

Chairperson 

Corporate Officer 

Schedule 1 
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Attachment 5 

, 
hoDSEHYDROGEOLOGY CONSUL /,NG 

Date: June o6,co1a 
File: 13-016 

nouertObradovm 
ssaa jingle Pot Road 
0anaimu.BO 
V9R 7A9 

On June 21.zn1o.Bm Hodge or Hodge  Hyumeemooy  Consulting (n*c) was contacted by 
Mir. Robert Dbrauovico,wenaimm. BC. Mr. nhradpvmmplanning on subdividing his 5.0 
acre property, He has requested that **C cnnnnn that a minimum of 3500 litres per day 
can uepmviueuoomapmpnaed well |omu*dvntmopmper~~dmat~|oweU will have no 
auvemeimpact on the surrounding wells. 

After reviewing wells near this property, it is the opinion of HHC that a proposed well 
yielding a minimum of 3500 litres per day can be constructed and that this proposed well 
oxuum have nn adverse impact on uvnoumuing,wells, Any nmpuaau well shoum, xnwe,e,. 
oe located at|eauao metres nuo ft) from any existing well. 

'Or, Obomoviu visited the Regional District 'xwanoimm (now)vn June z4.zo1n. and was 
instructed byRow staff m obtain e letter report i of obtaining e 
groundwater supply. In the opinion of HHc, a proposed wm|eu well can be auoumam/ly 
constructed on the above o.o acre property. 

In order to accomplish the auove, nHC reviewed and tabulated 15 well records aoshown 
on the Internet within approximately 1,o kilometre radius ofthe subject property, T»aaa 
wells have been shown in Appendix x and oumme,izcdin Table 1 

The drilled wells are xxo|y completed within the Upper Cretaceous rocks of the wanaimu 
Group which embrace sandstone ,  oong|nme,ate, axo|a and coal- This type of bedrock is 
favourable as it can be highly fractured at depth and ozne,o||y yields good quantity 
groundwater, 

~o,vunuwa/o, levels reported may be incorrect as water levels may have been rising when 
they were reported several years ago. The flowing groundwater level a,aoe9Jingle Pot 
road iu, however, likely correct. 

Bedrock well yields (based on driller estimates) have been sho n below: 

Average yield =o,1U8gpm 
Median yield =4.00UGgpm 
Geometric mean yield =8.84USgpm 
Maximum yield =GO.DUGgpm 
Minimum yield 0.50uaQpm 
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Poge1O 

xooasx~ `uGsOLmsYoowsucnms 

Bedrock well deoths 

Average well depth =278,5 ft 
Median well depth = 255.0 ft 
Geometric mean depth = 254~9 ft 
Maximum depth =521~Oft 
Minimum depth =180.Oft 

Depth to bedrock: 

Average depth: 39.3 ft 
Medium depth: 18.0 ft 
Geometric mean depth: 233ft 
Maximum depth: 138~Oft 
Minimum depth: 3.0 ft 

*Depth to Groundwater: 

Average depth: 7O.3 # 
Medium depth: 52.8ft 
Geometric mean depth: 54.8 ft 
Maximum depth: Flowing ft 
Minimum depth: 200-0 ft 

Ka|icumDh||ing Ltd, are very experienced in constructing wells in fractured bedrock, They 
are highly recommended for any future drilling. 

If you have any concerns or questions please do riot hesitate to contact the undersioned  a t 
250-658'6022or250'818-1134. 

Yours sincerely, 

bA 

CIE 

YV,O, Hodge, P.Geo, 
HODGEMYDROGEOLOGYCONSULTING 

2 
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Table  -I - Weits near  3389  Ji_ng!e_  Pot _Road 

SeGs Welt Rid, 	Ad— vVSHI q`oRQ-!R`-r 'W-fl 11  
q-'d;'et' N. M, 	Ukrip1w." Dpth (ft) W—r,Lft)  Bedrock  tk fft)  pvojMt.,yield  T --L-  Type  U- 

(kJ (n- -) 

092F02044 1  333 JEogh, PO Road 260 40 1 Bad 
2:~ 092FO20441 28 3M5 Jingle Pot Road 260 1 18 Clay, till, cors 2,5  Bedrock  Cornk~ 

092F020441 46 dogla Pot R-d Fire He! 521 200 29 gravel, V([ 2 Bedrock, 0—c,o'c 

092FO20423 43 '119 —gic Pot Road 180 1 33 1 7 , day, gravel 8 B—ock D—e.ti. 

092FO20424 18 3039 Jingle Pot Road 440 1b day, lodire I Be,,,: R or. 	. 
Damestc 

 
92F620424 12 Jingle  Pat Read '160 52 72 t), I,rdn, 2 

092FG20441 30 3001 Maple Vi— Road 180 1 3 g—afly soil 4 Bed.- D.rnw,c I 

092P,120444 12 2396 W—y Read 142 60 , 5 day, till 60 Bedrock D—efic 

092F020441 8 2915 Shady Mile Way 400 17 —1, till 4,5 Bedrock Darookhc 

092FO20443 36 3505 Jingle Pot Road 496 a 105 1,11, gravel 4 

Ek"Ic, 
 Domestic 

092FO20441 29 West Road 204 20 52 ctoy, fili, Cobbles, dark 4.5 Bedrock: Domestic  

0921-020441 9 3077 West Road 300 1 7 -il. '  —Y 5 Bodr-k U.—Ii. 

0921-020443 13 Ho-h Point Road 25 15 85 laii --dao 0'5   Bed rock a  D ilokb~ 
092F~20441 33 3359Na.... Dno 160 3E 12 1

ZI 
aely  sand  7 

"o
d
to

'I 
Domestic 

 
' 

n89 	 We P., Read 220 Fd.nq 8 ad
~_ ' 
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ORE~~ 

Water well records 
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Lj  R IT ISI I 

Report I - Dstaffed.Neff Record, 

I Tau Number: 80620 
	

ion Date: 1994-05-18 00:00 : 06 

: !AN PINFOLD 
	

iller- Caswell's West-Coast Dr jllj n  

11 Identificatior, Plate Number: 

dress: 3397 JINGLEPOT ROAD 
	

ate -Attached By: 

ere Plate Attached- 

: NANIAIMO 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTAIN Land District 

istrict, Lot: Plan: VIP 68636 Lot: D 

ownship: Section: 15 Range: 3 

ndlian Reserve: Meridian: Block: 

uarter: 

Bland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (NAD 27): 092F020441 Well: 

lass of Well. Water supply 

ubclass of Well: Domestic 

rientation of Well: 

tatus of Well: New 

ell Use: Private Domestic 

bservation Well Number: 

bservation Well Status: 

enstruction method: 

iameter: 6 inches 

sing drive shoe: 

RODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

ell Yield: 	1 (Driller's Estimate') U,S, Ga 

evelopment method: 

ump Test Info Flag: N 

rtesian Flow: 

rtesian Pressure (ft): 

tatic Level: 40 feet 

ER QUALITY: 

racter: 

our* 

ell Disinfected: 14 

MS ID: 

ater Chemistry Info Flag: 

ield Chemistry Info Flag- 

ite Info (SEAM): 

ter Utility: 

ter Supply System Name: 

I of 3 	 13-06-25 11:37 AM 
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Yuga24 

zom ezo to ozs 	rt. basalt 

zom zzs to 226 	r-,-. z Gallons per Minute <o-o-/zmeer-Jaz) 	FAULT 

zm" 226 to zso rt. basalt 

zom 250 to 251 	F  .s Gallons per M-inute (r~o./zmoez;az> 	rhULr 

zom zsz to zso 	rt~ basalt 

C, R -~ tur n-to-&~i~ 

n  Return  io Search 0 

r  Return to Search Criteria 

!n0~nmu~onDismbaimer 
The Province disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy ofinfonnadion provided, 
information provided should not be used as a basis for making financial or any other 
commitments. 

30f3 	 13-06-25 11:35 AN 
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Fitc: id 00 ,20v ,c, 	nub  l 'eils' 

RUT ~H 

R,leporl 't - eta red Wolf Record 

Tag Nialrber: E7170 	 (Construction Date: 2003-04-11 00:00 : 00 

net: EASTEOM 	 Driller: Kalicum Drilling 

well Identification Plate Number: 

dress ,  3315 JINGLE POT,  ROAD 	 Plate Attached By: 

Where Plate Attached: 

ea :  NANTA I MO 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

We'll Yield; 	2.5 (Driller's Estimate) U.S. 

Development Method: Air lifting 

Pump Test Infc,  Flag: N 

Artesian Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level: 

WATER QUALITY: 

Character: 

Colour: 

Odour: 

Well Disinfected. N 

EMS ID: 

Water Chemistry Info Flag: N 

Field chemistry Info Flag: 

Site Info (SEAM) : N 

Water Utility: N 

Water Supply System Name: 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTAIN Land District 

istrict Lot: Plan: VIS 4S'18 Lot: I 

ownship: Section: 15 Range: 4 

nd 4 an Reserve. 1eridian; Block: 

uarter: 

sland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (NAD 27): 092FO20441 Well: 28 

lass of Well: Water supply 

ubclass of Well: Domestic 

r 1lentation of well: Vertical 

tatus of Well: New 

ell Use: Private Domestic 

bservation Well Number: 

bservation Well Status: 

onstruction Method: 

iameter: 8 inches 

asing drive shoe: Y N 

I of 	 13-06-25 11:35 AN 
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ter surD1V System 'v,, el'. Name: 

ell Depth: 260 rest 

1'evazion: 	feet (kSL) 

- n& -1 Casinc Stick UP: 12 inches 

ell Cap Type: 

edrock Depth: 18 feet 

ithology Info Flag; Y 

ile info Flag: 1\1  

ieve info Flag: N 

creep Info Flag: N 

ite Info Details: 

ther info Flag: 

ther info Details: 

SEAL: 

leg: N 

aterial 

ethod: 

epth (It) 

hickness (in): 

iner from 	To: 	feet 

HELL CLOSURE INFORXATION: 

Reason For closure: 

Method of Closure: 

Closure Sealant Material: 

Closure Backfill Material: 

Details of Closure: 

Screen from to feet Type Slot size 

"_asino from to feet Diameter Material 	 Dr 
3 19 8 null 	 Y 
L9 260 a Open hole 	 N 

-ENERAL REMIARKS: 
14EASUREMENTS FROM TOP OF CASING. 

ITHOLOGY INFORPIATION: 

rom 0 to I Ft. 

rom I to 2 Ft. 

rom 2 to 6 Ft. 

rom 6 to 17 Ft. 

rom 17 to 18 Ft. 

rem 18 to 19 Ft. 

rom 19 to 150 	Ft. 

rom 150 to 185 Ft. 

roM, 185 to 187 Ft. 

rom 187 to 210 Ft. 

BACKFILL 

topsoil 

brown clay 

TILL W COBBLES 	brown 

TILL W BOULDERS 	brown 

sandstone 

SANDSTONE W SEALE LENSES 

green sandstone 

I Gallons per Minute (U.S./Imperial)  FAULT 

green sandstone 

2 of 3 	 13-06-25 11:35 AM 
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i 	r- 

5, Rnj~'H 
P,  

Rep 	- Detailed Well Record 

Tag Number: 86016 

: EAST WELLINGTON FIRE DEPT HALL 1 

as: JINGLE POT ROAD 

ea: NANAIMO 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTAIN Land District 

istrict Lot: Plan: VIP 80079 Lot: 12 

ownship: Section: 14 Range: 4 

ndian Reserve: Meridian: Block: 

uarter: 

stand: VANCOUVER ISLA14D 

CGS Number (NAD 27): 092FO20441 Fa l l: 45 

ass of Well: Water supply 

bclass of Well: 

ientation of Well: Vertical 

atus of well: New 

11 Use: 

servation well Number: 

servation well Status: 

nstruction method: 

ametei: inches 

sing drive shoe: N Y  

structiOn Date: 2006-07-26 00:00 -:00 

riller: Drillwell Enterprises 

all identification Plate Number: 18156 

late Attached By: SCOTT BURROWS 

here Plate Attached: CLAMPED TO CASING 

RODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

ell Yield: 	2 (Driller's Estimate) 

evelopment Method: Air lifting 

ur,-,p Test Info Flag; N 

rtesian Flow. 

rtesian Pressure (ft): 

tatic Level: 200 feet 

QUALITY: 

ter: Clear, Fresh 

~Affi 

aour : 

ell Disinfected: Y 

MS ID: 

ater Chemistry Info Flag: N 

ield chemistry Info Flag: 

ite Info (SEAM): 

er Utility: 

er Supply System Name- 

1 of 3 	 13-06-25 11:35 AIV,, 
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Supply Svster,, ,,, Sell 'Name: 

e11 Depth* 521 feet, 

legation: 505 feet (ASL) 

iral Casing Stick Up: 24 inches 

ell Can Type: WTELDED LID 

edrock Depth: 29 feet 

ithology Info Flag: N 

ile  Info Flag: N 

ieve Info Flag: N 

creep info Flag: N 

ite Info Details: 

ther Info Flag: 

ther Info Details:  

SEAL: 

lag: Y 

aterlal: Bentonite clay 

ethod: Poured 

epth (ft): 15 feet 

hickness (in): 2 inches 

iner from 	To: 	feet 

LL CLOSURE INFORMATION; 

ason For Closure: 

thod of Closure: 

osure Sealant Material: 

osure Backfill Material: 

tails Of Closure: 

Screen from 	 to feet 	 Type 	 Slot size 

Casing from 	 to feet 	 Diameter 	 Material 
0 	 15 	 io 	 null 

29 	 6 	 Steel 

GENERAL RE14ARKS: 

LITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

From 	0 to 	9 Ft. 	GRAVEL, SILTY 	brown 

From 	9 to 	29 Ft. 	grey 	till 

From 	29 to 	65 Ft. 	SANDSTONE, BEDROCK 	grey 

From 	65 to 	182 Ft. 	Hard 	green 	sandstone 

From 	182 to 	239 Ft. 	grey 	sandstone 

From 	239 to 	269 Ft. 	VERY COARSE SANDSTONE .5 Gallons per Minute (U.S./Imperial) 

From 	269 to 	299 Ft. 	grey 	conglomerate 

From 	299 to 	521 Ft. 	1.5 Gallons per Minute 	(U.S./Imperial) 	484' 	green 	volcanic 

c Return to Main 

2 of 3 	 13-06-25 11:35 A1,, 
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hill j-,:11 a! 00go\,hc 	nub."'N ell 	I sre!llllrtl dc, , N 01-a2lN',Irnhei= 

Bpum[ 
0 

4 

C 1  r ! FV, A 

Re part I - Detafled VYefl Record 

Tag Number; biib,-' 
	 on Date: 1995-10-13 00:00:00 

er: WILSON DOUGLAS R 
	

Driller:  Caswell's West -Coast  Drilling 

Well Identification Plate Number: 

ress: 31-1 9 JINGLE POT ROAD 
	

Plate Attached By: 

Where Plate Attached: 

arter ,  

land: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

GS Number (NAD 27): 092FO20423 Well: 43 

a: NANTAIMO 

LOCATION: 

AIN Land District 

ict Lot: Plan: 24549 Lot: 2 

hip: section: 13 Range: 4 

n Reserve; Meridian; Block: 

lass of Well: 

ubclass of well: 

rientation of Well: 

tatus of Well: New 

ell Use: Private Domestic 

bservation Well Number: 

bservation Well status: 

onstruction Method: Drilled 

iameter: 0.0 inches 

asing drive shoe: 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

Well Yield: 	8 (Driller's Estimate) U.S. 

Development Method: 

Pump Test Info Flag: T, 

Artesian Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level: 

QUALITY: 

ter* 

ucour: 

Well Disinfected: 14 

EMS ID: 

Water Chemistry info Flag: N 

Field Chemistry info Flag: 

Site Info (SEAM): 

Water utility: 

Water Supply System Name: 

I of 3 	 13-06-25 1 11:33 AM 
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1;tip "" 
I 
a!t 0,aot -b" , 	eils'?V' e'lisrepr)rt! 	C11Tag;'~'jMbeT-- 

ter Supply SyEtern Well Name: 

a" 	Depth: 	180 feet 

evat -
' 
On 	0 	feet 	(ILSL) SURFACE SEAL: 

real  Cas ing Stick up: 	inches 
V
I  
gF- 1 ag: 

ell Cap Type; IMaterial: 

edrock Depth: 	feet Method: 

-thology info Flag: N IDepth 	ft): 

iie  info Flag: 	N Thickness 	(in): 

,eve Info Flag: 	N 

creep info Flag! N WELL CLOSURE INFORMATION: 

Reason For Closure: 

ite Info Details: Method of Closure: 

ther Info Flag: Closure Sealant Material: 

ther info Details: Closure Backfill Material. 

IDetails of Closure. 

Screen from 	 to feet 	 Type 	 Slot Size 

Casing from 	 to feet 	 Diameter 	 Material 	 Dz7: 

3ENEPULL REMARKS: 
STEEL CASING,0.0 TO 180,0  188 THICK,14 LBS, 

ITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

rom 0 to 5 Ft. TILL 

rom 5 to 33 Ft. CLAY & GRAVEL 

rom 86 to 180 Ft. BASALT ROCK 

rom 42 to 86 Ft. LIMESTONE 

rom, 33 to 42 Ft. SHALE 

C Retu rn     t 0 [g ain 

c Return to Search Options j— 

Return to Search Criteria 

information Disclaimer 
The Province disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy of information provided, 
information provided should not be used as a basis for making financial or any other 
commitments. 

2 of 3 	 13-06-25 11:33 AN 
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T a! 00, -CO"' , bc 	'Oh'kk ell siw-e H sTcp~n-  do') Nc'('i I "0"Un -.Lei= 

~eport I - Detailed We[[ Record 

11 Tag Number: 61263 
	

truction Date: 2002-11-01 00:00:00 

: AINEY 
	

Driller: Kalicum Drilling 

Wel l, Identification Plate Number: 

ss: 3039 JINGLE POT ROAD 
	

Plate Attached By: 

Where Plate Attached: 

ODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

LL LOCATION: 	 ll Yield: 	;0- (Driller's Estimate) 

UNTAIN Land District 	 velonment Method: 

strict Lot; Plan: VIP 29791 Lot: I 
	

mp Test info Flag: N 

unship: Section: 12 Range: 5 
	

teslan Flow* 

dian Reserve: 1,:eridlan. Block: 	 tesian Pressure (ft): 

uarzer: 	 atic Level: 

sland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (NAD 27): 092F020424 Well: 18 
	

QUALITY: 

ter: 

lass of Well: Water supply 	 Colour: 

ubclass of Well: Domestic 
	

Odour; 

rientation of Well: vertical 
	

Well Disinfected: N 

tatus of Well: New 
	

EMS ID: 

ell Use: Private Domestic 
	

Water Chemistry info Flag; N 

bservation Well Number: 
	

Field Chemistry Info Flag: 

bservation Well Status: 	 Site info (SM,,) : N 

onstruction Method: 

iameter: 8 inches 
	

ter Utility: N 

acing drive shoe: Y N 
	

ter Supply System Name: 

of 3 	 13-06-25 11:31 AIA 
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hiliD,"'al 03.po% r 	-,L&fve%fki ell Sr1,r) ,--)r-, I do"wel I faNumber-- 

Water Supply systeM,  Veil Nai-,,e ,, 

e ll  Depth: 440 feet I  

feet (AS 7 l 

inai Casing St i ck Up: 12 inches 

ell Cap  Type: CAP 

edrack Depth: 10 feet 

ithology Info Flag: Y 

ile info Flag: N 

ieve Info Flag: N 

creen info Flag: N 

its info Details: 

ther Info Flag: 

ther info Details: 

from, 	to feet  

SURFACE SEAL: 

Flag: Y 

Material. 

Method: 

Depth (ft): 

Thickness (in): 

Liner from 	To: 	-feet 

WELLCLOSURE INFORMATION: 

Reason For Closure: 

Method of Closure: 

(Closure Sealant Material: 

C losure Backfi-1-1 Material: 

Details of Closure; 

Type 	 Slot Size 

&sing from 	to feet 	 Diameter 	Material 	Drive Shoe 
1 	 9 	 8 	 Steel 	

V 

440 	 6 	 open hole 	N 

ENERAL REMARKS: 
MEASUREMENTS FROM TOP OF CASING. PITLESS UNIT NEW. 

,ITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

rom 	0 to 5 Ft 

rom 	5 to io Ft 

rom 	10 to 60 Ft 

rom 	60 to 440 Ft 

CLAY BOULDERS 	brown 

grey clay 

sandstone 

basalt 

c Return to Main 

c, Return _to-  Search  -Options 

c Return to Search Criteria 

Information Disclaimer 
The Province disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy of information provided. 

2of3 	 B-06-25 11:31 A,, 
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ttqp:,,'/ a ! 00.WoH bc,--- ,ub/v,  d I s/ ,, ,, -eNsrep ,,n I d C'N CHI a aNw-nber--  

Lou Nil B V* 

Report 4, - Detalled Well Record 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTAIN Land District 

, strict  Lot: Plan: 16021 Lot: 1 

ownship: Section: 12 Rance: S 

radian, Reserve: Meridian; Block: 

carter: 

stand: 

CGS Number (NAD 27); 092FO20424 Well: 12 

1 Tag Number: 22991 

er: Df-VE WATSCN 

ress: JINGLE POT RD 

a *. 

ass of Well: 

bclass of Well: 

ientation of Well: 

atus of Well: New 

11 Use: Unknown Well Use 

nervation Well Number: 

servation Well Status; 

nstruction Method: Drilled 

ameter: 6.0 inches 

sing drive shoe: 

Construction Date: 1969-11-20 00 : 00 : 00 

riper: Island Well Drilling 

ell identification Plate Number, 

late Attached By: 

here Plate Attached: 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

~Ielll Yield- 	2 (Dri -iler'S Estimate) Gallc 

Development Method: 

Pump Test Info Flag: 

Artesian Flow: 

T,rtesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level: 52 feet 

WATER QUALITY: 

Character: 

Colour: 

Odour: 

Well Disinfected; N 

EMS ID: 

Water Chemistry info Flag: 

Field Chemistry Info Flag: 

Site Info (SEA14): 

ter utility: 

ter Supply System Name: 

1 of 3 	 13-06-25 11:31 AN, 
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mV,ma 	 zxsrcp n/zm~m~u:m"m~= 

z Supply Systs~meu Name/ 

ell 	ooptu. 	z63 cce7 

zevat/oo: 	u 	fee~ 	(aaL) ISURFACE SEAL: 

4oal Casino et~ck Up: 	ioouea 

ell cup rrne. material: 

eu=o=x Depth: 	72 feet Method: 

ituozosr Info Flag: Depth 	(ft): 

~~e Info r'ae: Thickness 	(in): 

ie`e Info Flag: | 

Reason For Closure. 

Info Details: 	 Method of lesure- 

L tails of Closure: 

creen from 	 to feet 	 Type 	 SlOt Size 
asIng from 	 to feet 	 Diameter 	 Material 

zrooLoor rmruncarzom, 

,nm 	n to 	sz st' 

zmm 	sz to 	/z.v Ft. 

,om 71.9 to 	140 Ft, 

rom 	140 to 	zsu rt. 

rn= 	zsx to 	160 r^. 

s,er uazunao and boulders 

ne=r  tight gravelly hardpan 

Fairly  soft granite ueuzoou 

oazu faulty granite byu=ou 

Hard granite bedrock 

m Return LtoLMain 

w  Return to Searqb_Dp~tions 

°  Return to Search Criteria 

Informat ion Disclaimer 
The Province disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy of information provided, 

Information provided should not be used as a basis for making financial or any other 
commitments. 

2ufs 	 /s-0u-25oo\AN! 
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fit tp:/' 0,01,gcr.b,:.i 	,ibA ei I"'v, ell siepl,nl,j N ,  C'fl-,- ,, Nurnbe7--  

I BRIT[SH 

Rscpart I - Detaifed Well Rcacord 

11 Tag Number: 86960 
	

ctlon Date: 2002-04-26 00:06: 

: WILSON 
	

r i ller , Red William's Drilling 

ell identification Plate Number: 

s: 3001 MAPLE VIED? DRIVE, 	 late Attached By: 

here Plate Attached: 

a ,  

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTAIN Land District 

istrict Lot: Plan: VIS 5256 Lot: 2 

ownship: Section: 15 Ranqez 3 

ndian Reserve: Meridian- Block: 

carter: 

sland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (NAD 27) : 092F020441 Well: 30 

lass of Well: Water supply 

abclass of Well- Domestic 

r.entation of Well: Vertical 

ta-tus of Well: New 

ell Use: Private Domestic 

bservation Well Number; 

bservation Well Status: 

Dnstruction Method: 

iameter: inches 

asing drive shoe: N N 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

!1,ell Yield.- 4 (Driller's Estimate 

Development Method: 

Pump Test info Flag: N 

Artesian Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (-ft): 

Static Level: 

ATER QUALITY: 

haracter: 

olour: 

dour: 

ell Disinfected. N 

MS ID ,  

ater Chemistry Info Flag; N 

field Chemistry Info Flaa: 

ite Info (SEAI-11). N 

ter Utility: N 

ter Supply System Name- 

I of 3 	 13-06-25 11:41 AN, 

31



feet 

a! --' De]Dth! 160 feet  

1evation: 	feet (ASL) 

-'nal Casing Stick 'Lip: 18 inches 

e't -,  Cap Type: 

edrock Depth: 3 feet 

4 ~thclogy Info Flag; Y 

-,le Info Flag: N 

ieve Info Flag: N 

creep Info Flag: 

ite Info Details: 

ther Info Flag; 

Cher info Details: 

SEAL: 

lag: N 

aterial: 

ethos : 

epth ( ft ): 
 

hli ckness ( in) 

iner from 	To: 

WELL CLOSURE INFORKATION: 

Reason For Closure: 

Method of Closure: 

Closure Sealant Mater;.  a 

Closure Backfill Material: 

Details cf Closure: 

Zoning Amendment No. PL2013-089 
December 18, 2013 

Page 26 

r Supply System. Tell Name: 

Screen from to feet Type slot size 

casing from to feet  Diameter Mat a r i a 1 
1.5 18.5 6 Steel 
18.5 iso 6 Open hole 

GENERAL REMARKS. 
MEASUREMENTS FROM GROUND LEVEL. WATER SOURCE 4 GPM AT 140 ,  WATER LEVEL 80 ,  RISING I 

LITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

From 	0 to 	3 Ft. SOIL 	GRAVELLY brown 

From 	3 to 	12 Ft. CRUMBLEY brown 	sandstone 

From 	12 to 	140 Ft. grey 	sandstone 

From 	140 to 	180 Ft. volcanic 

* P urn to Main I , e -t 

* Egjurj to Search Options 

* Return to Search Criteria 

Information DisGWmer 
The Province disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy of information provided, 

2 of'3 	 13-06-25 11:41 Ak 
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 Nur-nbeT-- 

Report I - Detailed WO Record, 

Tag Number: 91541 	 Construction Date: 1988-12-06 00-00: 

ner; ARGYLE 	 Driller: island Weil Drilling 

Well Identification Plate Number; 

dress: 2396 MARY ROAD 	 Plate Attached By: 

1Where Plate Attached: 

ea; NANAIMO 

ELL LOCATION: 

Land District 

istrict, Lot: Plan: 60513 Lot: A 

ownship: Section: Range: 

ndian Reserve: Meridian: Block: 

uarter: 

sland: 

CGS Number (NAD 27). 092FO20444 Well ,  12 

lass of Well: Water supply 

ubclass of well: Domestic 

rientation of Well: Vertical 

tatus of Well: New 

ell Use: Private Domestic 

bservation Well Number: 

bservation Well Status: 

onstruction Method; 

iameter: inches 

acing drive shoe: N N 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

Well Yield: 	60 (Driller's Estimate) Galic 

Development Method: 

Pump Test info Flag: 

Artesian Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level: 60 feet 

WATER QUP-LITY: 

Character: 

Colour: 

Odour: H2S 

Well Disinfected; N 

EMS ID: 

Water Chemistry Info Flag: N 

Field Chemistry Info Flag: 

Site Info (SEAM): 

ter utility: 

ter supply System Name: 

143 	 710605 IL53 Qv 
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Cjo?t= e I 11-a LN u rn ber- 

ell Depth: 142 '-set 

levazion: 	-feet (AS L) 

inal Casing St i ck Up, 12 inches 

ell Cap Type: 

edrock Depth: feet 

ithology info Flag: N 

il, e info Flag: N 

ieve i 	Info Flac: N 

creen Info Flag: N 

to Info Detai l s: 

her info Flag: 

her Info Details ,  

reen from 	 to feet 

as n g f r 0,m 	 to Beet 
20 

0 	 142 

li'ater supply System wel'- 

SURFACE SEAL: 

Flag: N 

Material: 

Method: 

Depth (ft); 

Thickness (in): 

Liner from 	To 

LL CLOSURE INFORI-LA=ON: 

anon For Closure: 

thud of Closure: 

osure Sealant Material: 

osure Backfill Mater'-'a --- 

tai ls of Closure: 

Type 

L) I 8-mec a r 
6 
6 

feet 

Slot Size 

Material ffi  

Steel,  
Open hole 

ENERAL REMARKS. 
SOURCE OF WATER: I GPM C,  48 	1 GPM 0 75 	58 GPM @ 136 	PITLESS UNIT WELDED. 

THOLOGY INFORMATION: 

0-In 0 to 15 Ft 

om 15 to 48 Ft 

om 48 to 70 Ft 

om 70 to 80 Ft 

ORI 80 to 83 Ft 

CM 63 to 120 Ft 

om 120 to 122 Ft 

07, 122 to 130 Ft 

om 130 to 142 Ft 

CLAY HARDPAN 	stony 

shaley sandstone 

conglomerate 

shale 

coal 

shaley conglomerate 

coal 

shale 

conglomerate 

2 of 3 	 1 3-06-25 11:53 AIN 
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Is repon d 	e iTa N,,mber--  

I 

BnjTilsti 
ILOLUMOA 

Report i - Deteffled Vy`ek Record 

1 Tag Nu.7--e--: 87165 
	

Constructi 

er: BORDELEAV 	 Driller: K 

Well !dent 

ress: 2915 SHADY MILE WAY 	 Pl ate Atta 

lWhere Plat 

NANA I KO 

ELL LOCATION: 	 lWell Y ield 

OUNTAIIN Land District iDevelopmen 
I 	- 

iszr ct Lot:ot , 	plan: VIC 5592 Lot: A Pump Test 

ownship: 	Section: 	15 Range: 	2 Artesian F 

ndian Reserve: 	Mer i dian: 	Block: IPrtesian P 

uarter: Static Lev 

Bland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number 	(NAD 27); 	092FO20441 Well: 	8 WATER QUAL 

Character: 

lass of Well: Water supply Colour: 

ubclass of Well: Domestic Odour: 

rientation of Well: Vertical Well Disin 

tatus of Well: New EMS ID; 

ell use: Private Domestic Water Chem 

bservation Well Lumber! Field Chem 

bservation Well Status: Site Info 

onstruction Method: 

iameter: 	8 inches Water Util 

asing drive shoe: 	V N Water Supp 

I of 3 	 1 3-06-25 11:54 Afy 
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Supp 

Well Depth: 	400 'set 
( SURFACE SE 

(Elevation: 	-feet 	(ASL) 
I Fiac: 	1k 
:Final Casing Stick Up- 	18  inches 

Material, 
dell Cap Type. WELDED CAP I 

11,1ethod; 
Bedrock Depth: 	17 feet 

Depth (ft) 
Lithology Info Flag: Y 

~Th cknes s 
.Is into Flag: N 

IL 4  ner from 
Sieve info Flag: N 

Screen Info Flag: N 
WELL CLOSU 

Reason For 
Site Info Details: 

)Method of 
Other Info Flag: 

Closure Se 
Other Info Details: 

Closure Ba 

Details of 

Screen from to feet Type 

Casing from to feet  Diameter 
0 17 8 
17 null 8 

GENERAL. REMARKS: 
MEASUREMENTS FROM TOP OF CASING. RECOMMENDED PUMP TYPE 1 1/2 HP. CORRECT CADASTRAL 11 

LITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

From 	0 to 	4 Ft. SOIL 	LOAMY 

From 	4 to 	8 Ft. brown 	till 

From 	8 to 	17 Ft. grey 	till 

From 	17 to 	240 Ft, SHALE W SANDSTONE LENSES 

From 	240 to 	242 Ft. SANDSTONE W CLAY PARTICLES FAULTED green 

From 	242 to 	260 Ft. green 	sandstone 

From 	260 to 	261 Ft. 1.5 Gallons per Minute (U.S./Imperial) SM FAULT 

From 	261 to 	320 Ft. green 	sandstone 

From 	320 to 	400 Ft. 4.5 Gallons per Minute (U.S./Imperial) MICRO FRACTURES 	bi 

2o'1 3 	 13-06-25 11:54 AM, 
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h , Ep:,1;a I00. goti, ,bc,c 	lb wdls/\ ,, 	I do?x, 

r- OLLINANA, 

Report I - Detailed VIVell Record 

ti i a g i,<u7mer : btuu i 

r: REMPLE 

s: 3505 JINGLE POT ROAD 

ea: NANAIMO 

ELL LOCATION. 

OUNTAIN Land District 

istrict-  Lot: Plan -  12305 TCt,. 

Gt•I;AS  p Sect ion: 17 Rance: 3 

ndian Reserve: Meridian: Block 

carter: 

Construction Date: 2005-09-21 00:00:0 

Dr i ller' Drillwell Enterprises 

Pell identification Plate Number, 16155 

Plate Attached Bv:  SCOTT BURROWS 

Where Plate Attached: ON WELL 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

Well Yield: 	4 (Driller's Estimate) Gallic 

Development Method: A ir lifting 

Pump Test Info Flag: IQ 

Artesian Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level; 

Bland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (NAD 27): 092FO20443 Well: 36 

lass of Well: Water supply 

abclass of Well: Domestic 

rientation of Well: 

tatus of Well: Alteration 

ell Use: Private Domestic 

bservation Well Number: 

bservation Well Status: 

Dnstruction Method: 

iameter: inches 

asing drive shoe: IQ N  

WATER QUALITY: 

Character: 

Colder: 

Odour: 

Well Dis infected: Y 

EMS ID: 

Water Chemistry Info Flag: N 

Field Chemistry Info Flea: 

Site Info (SEAM}: N 

er Utility: N 

er Supply System Name: 

I Of 3 	 13-06-2 5  11:57 Ah, 
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~ttp:/"a 1 	nc, 	---;bh,1 el 'S ',; eJsrepoil 1 	diTagM I rnbe,= 

-r S'ar-p-'y System,  Well !wamme: 

Kell Depth: 496 feet 
jSURFACE SEAL: 

Dlevaticn-. 419 feet (AEL) 	 i 
'F l ac: Y 

Final Casino Stick Up: 12 inches 
imaterial: Blenton"te, clay 

Nell Cap Type: A:XMIN7,UM CAP 	 i 
IMethod: Poured 

Bedrock Depth: 105 feet 	 I 
IDepth (ft): 15 fee-, 

'thology Info Flag: 
Thi ckness (in). 15 inches 

File info Flag; N 
L iner from 	To- 	feet 

Sieve Info Flag: N 

Screen Info Flag: N 
IWELL CLOSURE 1NEORMIATIOIN: 

Reason For Closure: 
Site info Details: 

Method o 

f 

 Closure:  
other info Flag: 

Closure Sealant Material: 
other Info Details: 

Closure Backfill Material* 

Details of Closure-, 

Screen from 	 to feet 	 Type 	 slot Size 

Casing from 	 to feet 	 Diameter 	 Material 

0 	 108 	 6 	 Steel' 

0 	 15 	 10 	 Steel 

GENERAL REMARKS: 
WELL ORIGINALLY DRILLED IN 2006 BY DRILLWELL. 

LITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

From 	0 to 	9 Ft. 	SAND & STONES, SOME GRAVEL 	brown, 

From 	9 to 	105 Ft. 	TILL, SANDY, COBBLES 	grey 

From 	105 to 	280 Ft. 	SHALE, BEDROCK 	WATER AT 260' grey 

From 	105 to 	280 Ft . 	S014E SOFT ZONES 	black 

From 280 to 324 Ft. Hard SHALE 	COLOUR: GREY/BLACK black 

From 324 to 378 Ft. Medium SANDSTONE 	grey 

From 376 to 	408 Ft. Hard SANDSTONE 	green 

From 	408 to 	496 Ft. Hard SANDSTONE L SHALE MIX 4 Gallons per Minute (U-S-/Imperi~ 

c Return to Main 

2 of 3 	 13-06-25 11:57 AN 
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r —au a/i 

Fi C a 	 Re c a rd, 'Porc I - Detailed yvell,  

"~ag Numner; bjitb 
	

ucricr- Un -ce. 2UU-i-10-26 00:00:00 

r; EASTHOM 	 [Driller : Kalicu'rm Dr=illing 
I 

iWell Identification Plate Number: 
ass: WEST ROAD 	 Plate Attached By: 

Where Plate Attached: 

NANP-'.IMO 	 i 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTAIN Land District 

strict Lot: Plan: 30151. Lot: 5 

owns , .- p: Section: 16 Range: 3 

radian Reserve: Meridian: Block 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

Well Yield: 	4.5 (Driller's Estimate) U.S. 

Development Method: Air liftinc 

Pump Test info Flag: N,  

Artesian Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level: 20 feet 

sland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (NAD 27): 092FO20441 Well: 29 

lass of Well: Water supp ly 

unclass of Well: Domestic 

r1entation of Well: Vertical 

tatus of well; New 

ell Use ,  Private Domestic 

bservation Well Number: 

bservation Well Status: 

onstruction Method: 

iameter: 6 inches 

acing drive shoe: v- N  

WATER QUALITY: 

Character: 

Colour: 

Odour:  

Well Disinfected: N 

EMS ID: 

Water Chemistry Info Flag: N 

Field chemistry Info Flao; 

Site info (SEAM): N 

Utility: N 

Supply System Name: 

I of 3 	 13-06-25 11:40 AM 
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Dater Supply Sys~.:en, we ,~  Name . 

e l l 	Dept'in: 	204 	reet 
SURFACE 

levati= 	feet (ASL-) 

4,nal Casing Stick U;): 	12 	-inches 
Material: 

ell Cap  Type.,  WELDED CPY 
Method: 

i  edrock Depth: 52 feet 
iDepth 	(ft): 

izhology info Flag ,  Y 
(Thickness 	(in):  

-  Info  F'aq ;  N _ le 
Liner from 	To: 	feet  

i eve info Flao: N 

creen info Flag: N 
WELL CLOSURE INFORYiATION: 

Reason For Closure: 
ate Info Details: 

of Closure: 
they Info Flag: 

Closure Sealant Material: 
Cher Info Details. 

Closure Back-f-ill Material: 

Details of Closure: 

creen from 	 zc feet Type 	 Slot Size 

asing from 	 to feet Diameter 	 Material 
53 8 	 Steel 

4 	 204 8 	 Open hole 	 N 

ENERAL REMARKS: 
MEASUREMENTS FROM TOP OF CASING, H2O AT 185' PITLESS UNIT WELDED, NEW, RECOMMENDED P1 

ITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

rom 0 to I Ft. topsoil 

rom 1 to 12 Ft. SANDY brown 	clay 

TOM 12 to 22 Ft. TILL W COBBLES 	grey 

rom 22 to 26 Ft. boulders 

rom 26 to 52 Ft. grey 	till 

roM 52 to 53 Ft, VOLCANIC ROCK 

rnm 53 to 204 Ft, VOLCANIC ROCH 

c- aeturn to 10ain 

c, Return  to Search Q_pticns 

2 of 3 	 13-06-25 1 1AD M/ 
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-, ub,1n el 	clisrepni, j .d'c  IV, ell 

JOLUIABVi 

Report 'i - Detafled ,  We[[ Record 

11 Tag Number; 87304 
	

Construction Date* 2005-0( 

r: COOKE 
	

Driller. Tri-K Drillinc 

Well Identification Plate 

S: 3077 WEST ROAD 
	

Plate Attached By ,  

Where Plate Attached: 

- 	 I . NANkIM0 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTLIN Land District 

istrict Lot: Plan- VIS 5856 Lot: B 

ownshi4 p: Section: 16 Range: 3 

ndian Reserve: Meridian: Block; 

uarter: 

stand: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (NAD 27): 092F020442 Well: 9 

lass of Well: Water supply 

abclass of Well: Domestic 

rientation of well- Vertical 

tatus of well: New 

ell Use: Private Domestic 

bservation well Number: 

bservation Well Status: 

instruction Method: 

iameter: inches 

asi- ng drive shoe: N N 

RODUCTIOX DATA AT TIME 01 

ell Yield- 5 {Driller 

evelopment Method: 

utnp Test Info Flag: N 

rtesian Flow: 

rtesian Pressure (ft): 

tatic Level: 

ATER QUALITY: 

haracter: 

olour: 

dour: 

ell Disinfected. N 

MS ID: 

ater Chemistry Info Flag: 

field Chemistry Info Flag: 

ite Info (SEAM): N 

ter Utility.- K 

ter Supply Syster.n, Name: 

1 01,  3 	 13-06-25 1 3:59 AM 
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h ' !  ~  J - 	I 	 le 0 , 	I 	I 'V~ a 10 ' 	 "ells -  0 

te---  supply  System.te  

ell 	Depth: 	300 feet 
SURFACE SEALt  

levation; 	feet 	(ASL) 
F 	N 

inal Casing s tick Tip: 	24 inches 
Material: Bentonite c -1aV 

ell Cap Type: ALUMINUM WELL LID 
Method: 

edrock Depth: 7 feet 
Depth 	(ft)- 

ithology info Flag: N 
Thickness 	(in):  

ile info Flag: 	N 
Liner from 	To. 

ieve info Flag: N 

creen info Flag: N 

IWELL CLOSURE INFORKATION: 

!Reason For Closure: 
ite info Details: IMethod of Closure: 
ther Info  Flag: I 

ther Info Detai ls: 

 

(Closure Sealant Material: 

I 
Closure Backfill-, 	Material:— 

I 
F taiis of Closure. 

I 

from f 

ing from 

to feet 

to feet 
50 
300 

Type 

E 71am 
6.6 
6 

ENFR1, L REMARKS; 
MEASUREMENTS FROM GROUND LEVEL. DRILL 300' WITH 50'. 260-PVC LINER INSTALLED. WATER 

THOLOGY INFORMATION: 

om 	0 to 2 Ft. SOILS 

om 	2 to 7 Ft. clay 

OM 	7 to 18 Ft. MIXED VOLCANIC 

om 	18 to 46 Ft. CLAY W BROKEN VOLCANIC 	brown 

om to 48 Ft. DIRTY - SHALE LIKE FORMATION sandstone 

0111 	174 to Ft. FORJ1ATIONS IS PROGRESSING TO HARDER ROCK 

OM 	249 to Ft. BROKEN - WATER BEARING AREA - VERY BROKEN - BAD FORMATIO1 

o R-gturn to  Main 

c, 

 

return to Search_Opfions 

2 of 3 	 13-06-2 5  1 1 :59 AM 
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I li 	 - 	
' 
I ;' 	, 	1'e 	V  !I j'a. 	- El )(1  P` ,bc ~ 	dbl  , 	CHS' pon Jo~ , 6 1 'N"Umbr- 

rl 
LJ 

UOLUI 

L 	~- 

2 I Tag Number: 34475 
	

tructi-on Date. 1976-03-24 00:00:00 

miller : 	 - Island Well Drillinc 

ell identification Plate Number 

late Attached By:  

here Plate Attached-, 

: F TUBB 

s; 

 

RANCH POINT,  RD 

NANAIMO 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTAIN Land District 

istrict Lot. Plan: 26264 Lot: 31 

ownship: Section: 17 Range: I 

radian Reserve: Merid ian: Block: 

uarter: 

s tand :   

CGS Numoer (NAD 27): 092FO20443 Wall: 13 

PRODUCTION DATA AT T!ME OF DR ILLING: 

well Yield: 	.5 (Driller's Estimate) Gallc 

Development Method: 

Pump Test info Flag: 

Arteslar. Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level: 65 feet 

QUALITY: 

ter: 

less of Well: 

ubclass of Well: 

rientatior, of Well: 

tatus of Weil: New 

ell Use: Unknown Well Use 

bservation well Number: 

bservation Well Status: 

onstruction Method: Drilled 

iameter: 6.0 inches 

asing dr ive shoe:  

Colour: 

Odour : 

Well Disinfected: iq 

EMS ID: 

Water Chemistry Info Flag: 

Field Chemistry Info Flag: 

Site info (SEAM). 

ter Utility: 

ter Supply system Name: 

j of 3 	 13-06-25 12:00 PVj 
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ter SUPPlY System  Wel", !game: 

a'-'-, 	Depth: 	255 	feet 

levaticn: 	0 	feet ;SURFACE SEAL- 

Casing Stick Up: 	inches .ai Flag: 

ell cap Type: kateri- al: 

edrock Depth: 	138 feet Method: 

ithology Info Flag: Depth 	(ft): 

dle info Flag: Thickness 	(in); 

-eve Info Flag: 

creen Info Flag: WELL CLOSURE 1NFOR-MATION: 

Reason For Closure: 

ite Info Details. iMethod of Closure: 

ther Info Flag: 	 Closure Sealant Material: 

ther info Deta i ls; 	 [Closure Backfill Material: 

IDetails of Closure: 
reen from 	 to feet 	 Type 	 Slot Size 

S1n. from 	 to feet 	 Diameter 	 Material 

REM1,RKS , 

ITHOLOGY INFORMATION: 

rom 0 to 138 Ft. 

rom 138 to 255 Ft. 

rom 0 to 0 Ft. 

rom 0 to 0 Ft. 

rom 0 to 0 Ft. 

rom, 0 to 0 Ft. 

Overburden 

Shale 

Water I GPH at 185 1  

0.5 GPM at 230' 

Total flow: 0.5 GPM 

c,  Return to  Main 

Return to Search motions 

Return to Search Criteria 

mformation Disclaimer 
The Province disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy of information provided. 

2 of 3 	 13-06-25 12:00 Pi, 
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MT!, 	 eil 11,Number-- 

_6R.J 1,  ISU I 

Report " - Des.alled We-11 Record ,  

1 Tag Number: bb4t1 

: GEORGIA VIEW HOME BUILDERS LTD 

s: 3059 MEADOW DRIVE 

: BENSON MEADOWS 

ELL LOCATION: 

OUNTkIN Land District 

istrict Lot: Plan: VIP 80061 Lot: 19B 

ownship; Section: 14 Range: 

radian Reserve: Meridian: Block: 

uarter: 

Bland: VANCOUVER ISLAND 

CGS Number (11LD 27): 092FO20441 Well: 33 

lass of Well: Water supply 

ubclass of Well: Domestic 

rientation of well: Vertical 

tatus of Well; New 

ell Use: 

bservation Well Number: 

bservation Well Status. 

Dnstruction Method: 

iameter: inches 

asinq drive shoe: Y N 

trucrion Date: 2006-05-25 00:D0:00 

Driller: Red Williams Drilling 

Well Identification Plate Number: .3423 

Plate Attached By: PAUL LABINE 

Where Plate Attached: 

PRODUCTION DATA AT TIME OF DRILLING: 

Well Yield: 	7 (Driller's Estimate) U 

Development Method: Bailing 

Pump Test Info Flag; N 

Artesian Flow: 

Artesian Pressure (ft): 

Static Level: 35 feet 

QUALITY: 

ter: 

ucour: 

Well Disinfected: N 

EMS !D: 

Water chemistry info Flag: N 

Field chemistry Info Flag: 

Site Info (SEAM): 

Utility: 

Supply System Name: 

I of 2 	 13-06-25 1102 A 
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ht'~n~"ia 1  004"1" hc 	~Ljbl, v e'lsl~v, ellsncpon I do'? -,~ el ITaRN ,,11, 

ter supPIY sys -_ern Yell -,4ame! 

a — 
	Depth: 	1 60  feet 

ISURF_F~CF 	SEA'.., : 
:levatlicn: 	feet (ASL) 

~F` ag : 	N 
'ina'_, 	Casino stick Up. inches i 

IMaterial: Bentonize clay 
deli Cap Tips: 	SI-1-1PLE 

kethcd: 
,edrock Depth - 	rest  

Depth 	(ft) ,  
.—hology In±c Flag: Y 

Thickness 	(in):  
-ile info Flag: 11  

~Liner from 	 To , 	feet  
sieve info Flea: 	1; 

;creep Info Flag., 	N 
4WELL CLOSURE INFORMATION: 

Reason For Closure: 
—re info Details: 

it ethod of Closure: 
)trier 	Info  Flag:  

! Closure Sealant Material: 
)rher Info  Details: I 

lClosure Backfill Mater-Jal- 

!Deta i ls of Closure- 

"creen from to feet Type 	 Slot Size 

lasing from to feet Diameter 	 Material 
6 	 Steel 

6 160 6 	 Open hole 

,FNERRL REMARKS: 

THOLOGY INFORMATION: 

01r, 	0 to 	12 Ft. 	GRAVELLY SAND 	brown 

cm 	12 to 	160 Ft. 	FINE GRAINED TO COARSER MASSIVE ROCK 7 Gallons per Minute (I 

c Return to  Gain 

Return to Search CJ,~tion~  

Return to Search Criteria 

information Disclaimer 
The Province disclaims all responsibility for the accuracy of information provided, 
information provided should not be used as a basis for making financial or any other 
commitments, 

2of2 	 13-06-2 4  12M PN 
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VVE LL ON LOT C I SECTION 16, RANGE a, I 
MiDUHTAIN DISTRICT 

Driller: Kalicum Drilling 
	

Date Drilled: September, 2000 
Ltd, 

Feet 
Description of Geologic Formation 

From 	To 

0 	i 	220 	Unknown (likely Upper ("retaceous rocks of the Nanaimo 
I r Group). 

" (Estimated yield = &0 USgpm)  

(Estimated only by the driller at the time of construction — 
a constant rate pumping test by a qualified pumpin 'g, test 
contractor allows a much more reliable calculation,}. 

I 	I 	G 	 Total depth of well = 228 ft, 	i 

I 	1 	11 	 Well diameter — 8.0 inch, 	i 

Final stick-up = Unknown, 

Static water level = Flowing, 

Surface seal = Unknown, 

Developed = Unknown, 

Liner = No. 
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Attachment 6 

Summary of Minutes of a Public Information Meeting 

Held at Mountain View Elementary School 

2480 East Wellington Road, Electoral Area 'C' 

Wednesday, November 20, 2013 at 7:00 PM 

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

There were eleven members of the public in attendance at this meeting. 

Present for the Regional District of Nanaimo: 

Director Maureen Young Electoral Area 'C' (the Chair) 

Tyler Brown, Planner handling the development application 

Present for the Applicant: 

Robert Obradovic, Subject Property Owner 

Gigi Obradovic, Subject Property Owner 

The Chair opened the meeting at 7:00 pm, outlined the evening's agenda, and introduced the RDN staff 

and the applicants in attendance. The Chair then stated the purpose of the public information meeting 

and asked RDN staff to provide background information concerning the development application. 

Tyler Brown provided a brief summary of the proposed Zoning Amendment, supporting documents 

provided by the applicant, and the application process. 

The Chair invited the applicant to give a presentation of the development proposal. 

Robert Obradovic, subject property owner, presented an overview of the proposal. 

Following the presentation, the Chair invited questions and comments from the audience. 

Dennis Shaw, 3508 Vera Way, stated he would like to know if other parcels in the area had been 

subdivided. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, commented that she would also like to know if other 

parcels in the area had been subdivided in a similar way and expressed concerned that if approved this 

application would set precedent for others to do so. 

Tyler Brown explained that policy within the Official Community Plan (OCP) for the area supported the 

applicant's proposal and that each application was judged on its own merit. 
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Tracy Gold, 3020 Maple View Drive, questioned the difference between strata title and fee simple 

subdivision. 

Tyler Brown explained the difference between the two. 

Leah Pile, 3390 Jingle Pot Road, asked how one could determine when a specific parcel was created. 

Tyler Brown informed Leah Pile that she would need to obtain the date on which the survey of a specific 

parcel was registered with BC Land Titles Office. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, proposed questions and concerns with respect to 

application procedure, the precedent set by the application if approved, the impact of the proposal on 

neighbouring wells and the impact of the proposal on increased surface water run-off. Marilyn also 

expressed general concern for the future of the area. 

The applicant stressed that the agricultural activities in the area have a greater impact on surface and 

groundwater than the residential use he is proposing. 

Lois Shaw, 3508 Vera Way, would like to be informed on the number of 1.0 ha parcels in the area. 

Tyler Brown explained that this information was not readily available; however, in general the zoning 

permitted a 2.0 ha minimum parcel size. Tyler also explained that strata development was common in 

the area and they should not be confused with fee simple subdivision. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, stressed that regardless of potential density remaining the 

same, the feel of the neighbourhood would be change if the application is approved. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, asked to know the number of wells currently on the 

subject parcel. 

The applicant informed her that he had one. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, questioned the ability of the area to support the 

addition of another well. 

Leah Pile, 3390 Jingle Pot Road, stated that the Benson Meadows development resulted in the depletion 

of their well and expressed concern that continued subdivision in the area would demand too much 

groundwater. 

The applicant stated he has a strong well. 

The chairperson commented that people used to be able to share a well. 

Leah Pile, 3390 Jingle Pot Road, again stated her concern for her well. 
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Ian Pinfold, 3397 Jingle Pot Road, declared that neighbouring developments have caused the depletion 

of a well on his property. As a result he drilled a new one that is 640 feet deep. Ian expressed his 

concern about the applicant's proposal and the effect it will have on his neighbouring property. Ian also 

expressed his concern for development in general and the affect it will have on the area. 

Dave Gold, 3020 Maple View Drive, stated that the Benson Meadows development resulted in two of his 

neighbours having depleted wells. As a preemptive action, Dave installed a cistern on his property. He 

expressed general concern for groundwater in the area. 

The applicant stated that he currently has a rainwater capture system on his home. 

Dave Gold, 3020 Maple View Drive, reiterated his concern for the impact development is having on 

groundwater supply. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, stated that she had to supply her neighbours with 

water for a few weeks. 

Ulrika Spence, 3269 West Road, would like to know if the applicant is permitted to currently build a 

second dwelling unit. 

Tyler Brown stated the applicant is currently permitted to construct two dwelling units on his property. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, affirmed her concern with drilling wells and the costly 

expense of having to do so. Marilyn restated her concern of a dwindling water supply in the area and 

the impact of future development. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, commented that residential use is not comparable to 

agriculture with respect to water use. 

Tyler Brown commented that agriculture can be very water intensive. 

The applicant expressed that his well is fine and Benson Meadows did not have any effect on his water 

supply. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, commented that different properties are impacted 

differently from developments. 

The Chairperson commented that many different factors affect groundwater supply. 

The applicant commented that his proposal will not result in an overall increase in permitted dwelling 

units. 

Linden Shaw, 2859 Munroe Road, expressed his confusion between the difference of strata title, zoning 

that permits two dwelling units and fee simple subdivision. 

Tyler Brown explained the difference. 
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Leah Pile, 3390 Jingle Pot Road, questioned the minimum parcel size for lots in the area. 

Tracy Gold, 3020 Maple View Drive, wonders how many other 2.0 ha parcels can be subdivided and 

questioned why the community has input if the OCP supports the proposal. 

The Chairperson commented that community input is a legislated procedure. 

The applicant wondered why zoning permitted two dwelling units on 2.0 ha parcels and suggested 

dwelling unit size should be limited by zoning. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, expressed her concern on the increased demand the 

applicant's proposal would have on the aquifer. 

Ian Pinfold, 3397 Jingle Pot Road inquired on the reasons in which a proposal was approved or denied. 

Tyler Brown explained the zoning amendment process. 

Lois Shaw, 3508 Vera Way, stated that the property behind her is vacant but has three wells drilled. 

Dennis Shaw, 3508 Vera Way, commented that the policy has been in place for some time and that 

nobody truly knows how much water is contained within the aquifer and the demand it can support. 

Tracy Gold, 3020 Maple View Drive questioned as to where the applicant will build the second home if 

approved. 

Gigi Obradovic (applicant) acknowledged the concerns about water and suggested this is a more general 

conversation that should occur with the RDN. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, expressed her support that a more general 

conversation pertaining to the availability of water in the area needs to occur. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, again commented that the applicant's proposal will 

change the neighborhood and expressed that she does not support the proposal. 

Ian Pinfold, 3397 Jingle Pot Road, inquired on when the Public Hearing will be held. 

Tyler Brown commented that it would be sometime in the New Year and that the members of the public 

would be informed of the date and location. 

Ian Pinfold, 3397 Jingle Pot Road, expressed that surface water runoff is a concern of his and he believes 

that the proposed subdivision would negatively affect his interests. 

Robert Obradovic (applicant) commented that the new parcel already has an extensive draining system. 
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Ian Pinfold, 3397 Jingle Pot Road, further expressed his concern for surface water runoff and the 

additional costs that he may have in relation to the proposal. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, stated her concern with any additional surface water 

runoff overflowing MoTI ditches. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, stated that continued development in the area has 

resulted in surface water runoff systems overflowing. 

Robert Obradovic (applicant) questioned how his proposed development would increase surface water 

runoff. 

Marilyn Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, reiterated that continued development in the area has 

resulted in surface water runoff systems overflowing. 

Ian Pinfold, 3397 Jingle Pot Road, also expressed his concern for surface water runoff. 

Leah Whitworth, 3380 Westview Acres Road, commented that there may be many other lots in the area 

that may subdivide and would like to know how many are permitted to. 

Tracy Gold, 3020 Maple View Drive inquired as to whether the applicant could subdivide each parcel 

further. 

Tyler Brown stated that under current zoning and OCP policy the applicant would not be permitted to 

subdivide the property further. 

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

Being none, the Chairperson thanked those in attendance and announced that the Public Information 

Meeting was closed. 

The meeting was concluded t 9:12 pm. 

y er Brown 

Recording Secretary 
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P1  REGIONAL ,.,l 
ft DISTRICT 
/rte OF NANAIMO 

TO: 	Jeremy Holm 	 DATE: 	December 23, 2013 

Manager, Current Planning 

FROM: 	Kristy Marks 	 FILE: 	PL2013-054 

Planner 

SUBJECT: 	Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-054 — Oswald 

Lot 1, Section 2, Range 7, Cedar District, Plan 18354 — 3030 Yellow Point Road 

Electoral Area 'A' 

To consider a zoning amendment application to rezone a portion of the foreshore adjacent to the 

subject property from Water 1 (WA1) Zone to a new Water 5 (WA5) Zone in order to permit the 

construction of a dock. 

BACKGROUND 

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) has received a zoning amendment application from L. Michael 

Nunn on behalf Robin Oswald to rezone a portion of the foreshore adjacent to the subject property in 

order to permit the construction of a dock for private moorage purposes. Given that the area to be 

re-zoned is Crown Land and is not part of a privately owned lot, the applicant has obtained consent from 

the Province in order to make the amendment application. The subject property is approximately 6.2 

hectares in area and the proposed lease area to accommodate the dock is approximately 0.135 of a 

hectare in area (see Attachment 1 - Subject Property Map and Proposed Lease Area). The property 

contains a dwelling unit, garage/boat house and a boat ramp and is bordered by a developed rural 

parcel to the north, the Strait of Georgia to the east, Robert's Memorial Provincial Park to the south and 

Yellow Point Road to the west. 

Proposed Development 

The applicant proposes to rezone a portion of the foreshore adjacent to the subject property from 

Water 1 Zone, Subdivision District 'Z' (no further subdivision) to a new Water 5 Zone, Subdivision District 

'Z' to permit the construction of a private dock (see Attachment 2 - Proposed Site Plan and 

Attachment 3 - Proposed Dock Elevations). The new Water 5 Zone would permit one dock per parcel 

and includes minimum setbacks and restrictions on the maximum size of a dock. The Amendment Bylaw 

will also introduce a definition for 'dock' to the definitions section of Bylaw 500. If the proposed 

Amendment Bylaw proceeds to a Public Hearing and is granted third reading the applicant will apply to 

the Province for a Specific Permission or lease to permit the proposed dock. A condition of approval of 
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the Amendment Bylaw will be that the applicant obtains approval from the Province for the proposed 

dock (see Attachment 4 - Conditions of Approval). 

The proposed development is subject to the "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official 

Community Plan Bylaw No. 1620, 2011" Environmentally Sensitive Features for Coastal Protection 

Development Permit Area (DPA). If the zoning amendment application is approved, the applicant will be 

required to obtain a development permit prior to the construction of the dock. Given that the majority 

of the dock will be located on Crown Land, below the natural boundary, and that docks are not typically 

covered under the BC Building Code, a building permit will not be required. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. To proceed with Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-054 in consideration of first and 

second reading of the Amendment Bylaw and proceed to Public Hearing. 

2. To not proceed with the Bylaw reading and Public Hearing. 

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS 

Official Community Plan Implications 

The subject property is designated "Rural Residential" pursuant to Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral 

Area 'A' Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1620, 2011" (OCP). The OCP Coastal Zone Management 

section, Policy 4.3.15 states that "the construction of structures for the purpose of providing private 

water access may be supported where it does not impede public access and where it can be 

demonstrated that the proposed structure would not have a negative environmental impact, would be 

safe from a geotechnical and structural engineering perspective, and would not impede views from 

adjacent properties". Given that the proposed amendment complies with the OCP policies an 

amendment to the OCP is not required. 

Zoning Implications 

The applicant proposes to rezone a portion of the foreshore adjacent to the subject property to a new 

Water 5 Zone (WAS) to permit the construction of a dock (see Attachment 5 - Proposed Amendment 

Bylaw, "Regional District of Nanaimo Amendment Bylaw No. 500.391, 2014"). The new WAS Zone has 

been drafted for the current application and in keeping with Provincial and Federal guidelines it will 

currently only apply to the proposed lease area adjacent to the subject property. However, given that 

the Area 'A' OCP contains policy that may support docks on other waterfront parcels, the WA5 Zone has 

also been drafted with future applications in mind. In order to assist with the development of the 

proposed Water 5 Zone, staff conducted a review of Provincial and Federal guidelines and best 

management practices for docks as well as zoning and guidelines for the construction of docks adopted 

by other coastal communities in British Columbia. 

The proposed WAS Zone would allow one dock per parcel and would limit the width of any access stairs, 

walkways, or ramps to 1.5 metres and the size of the dock, excluding access stairs, walkway or ramp to a 

maximum of 37 mZ in area. In addition, the WAS Zone would require a minimum setback of 5.0 metres 

from interior lot lines and 10.0 metres where the property is adjacent to a public access (i.e., park or 

road) in order to reduce potential conflicts and view implications at public access points. No setback is 

required from the lease boundary line or zone boundary line given that a portion of the dock will be 

contained on the upland parcel and will cross the zone boundary. A variance will be required 
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concurrently with the Environmentally Sensitive Features Development Permit Application to reduce the 

minimum setback from the sea for the portion of the dock above the natural boundary or top of bank. 

Given that the proposed WAS Zone has been drafted with future applications in mind and recognizing 

that that topography varies greatly from one property to the next and that access walkways or ramps 

may have to be elevated in order to maintain adequate public access, no maximum permitted height is 

proposed in the WAS Zone. In addition, dock length will also vary depending on the topography of the 

foreshore and sea bed which factor into the length of the dock needed in order to ensure an adequate 

depth of water for the mooring of boats at low tide; therefore no maximum length of dock has been 

included in the draft WA5 Zone. 

Development and View Implications 

The proposed dock would consist of a 15 metre long walkway, a 15 metre long aluminum ramp, and a 

salt water dock or float running parallel to the shoreline. The proposed site plan shows that the subject 

property has approximately 150 metres of ocean frontage and the proposed dock would be 

approximately 100 metres from Roberts Memorial Provincial Park to the south and 70 metres from the 

undeveloped road access to the north. The property immediately to the north is also currently owned by 

the applicant and they have indicated that they have no intentions of constructing another dock on that 

property. The site plan shows that the dock will take up very little of the existing waterfront and that 

there is sufficient area and distance between parcels to site the proposed dock without obstructing 

views for adjacent properties. The applicant has provided a series of aerial photos indicating that while 

the dock may be visible from a few properties, most of which are several hundred metres away, its 

proposed siting exceeds the Provincial and Federal guidelines and it will not interfere with any 

navigation channels. In addition, the proposed dock elevations show that adequate public access can be 

provided below the walkway portion of the dock at high tide. 

The applicant has also provided a Private Moorage Management Plan prepared by an experienced naval 

architect to ensure that the dock is safe and complies with industry best management practices. The 

management plan, which is required as part of the application to the Province, also addresses potential 

concerns related to access, environment, navigation, and heritage or archaeological sites, and ensures 

that the dock design will be reviewed by a structural engineer to ensure safety. 

Public Consultation Implications 

A Public Information Meeting (PIM) was held on December 11, 2013 and was attended by eighteen 

members of the public. Three members of the public spoke in favour of the application at the PIM and 

one letter regarding the application was received prior to the PIM (see Attachment 6 - Summary of 

Minutes of the Public Information Meeting and Attachment 7 for Correspondence Received). 

Notification of the meeting was advertised in the Nanaimo News Bulletin and a notice was mailed to all 

property owners within 200 metres of the subject property. If the proposed Amendment Bylaw receives 

first and second reading, the proposal will then proceed to Public Hearing pursuant to Section 890 of the 

Local Government Act. 

Environmental and Archaeological Implications 

The property is not within a mapped archaeological site however there are known archaeological sites 

north and south of the subject property. The applicant has provided a letter prepared by Stantec dated 

May 30, 2012 in order to address any potential archaeological or heritage concerns on-site. This letter 

confirms that no heritage resources are recorded on the subject property and that there are no 

archaeological concerns with respect to the proposed development. The application was also referred 
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to the Snuneymuxw and Stz'uminus First Nations; however no comments on the application have been 

received to date. 

The applicant has indicated that they hired a biologist to conduct a preliminary review of the property 

and that no environmentally sensitive features were identified. If the Bylaw receives approval at third 

reading the Province has indicated that it will require a biological assessment in support of the water 

lease application in order to identify any sensitive features, such as eel grass, on the subject property or 

foreshore area. 

Strategic Plan Implications 

The application has been reviewed in relation to the Board's Strategic Plan priorities and objectives and 

no strategic plan implications have been identified. 

Inter-governmental Implications 

The Ministry of Forests Lands and Natural Resource Operations (FLNRO) has confirmed that they have 

no objection to the zoning amendment application and that they will accept and review an application 

for a water lease if the Amendment Bylaw is granted third reading. FLNRO has advised that they will 

consider approval of the lease prior to adoption of the proposed Amendment Bylaw. 

The Provincial Archaeological Branch has reviewed the letter prepared by the applicants' archaeological 

consultant, Stantec and has confirmed that they see no Heritage Conservation Act (HCA) concerns with 

the development proceeding as planned, provided that the dock connects to bedrock and no ground 

disturbance occurs. 

Transport Canada has verbally confirmed that the proposed dock is not in the vicinity of any Navigation 

Channels. 

Policy Implications 

During the evaluation of this application, staff completed a thorough review of Provincial and Federal 

best management practices and guidelines for the construction of docks to ensure that the application 

as proposed would not be in conflict with Provincial or Federal requirements. In addition, staff 

completed a review of relevant zoning and guidelines related to the review of dock applications that 

have been implemented by other coastal communities in BC. The current application was reviewed in 

relation to draft guidelines prepared by staff in order to ensure that the application as proposed would 

not be in conflict with Provincial requirements and would be consistent with industry best management 

practices (See Attachment 8 — Draft Guidelines for the Evaluation of Amendment Applications to Permit 

Private Docks). 

The proposed new WA5 Zone and draft guidelines are consistent with Policy 4.3.18 of the Electoral Area 

'A' OCP which states the "RDN may consider developing zoning regulations for the construction of... 

...boat ramps, boat launching devices and private docks" and "the regulations should address maximum 

dimensions, public access, environmental protection, building materials, minimum setback 

requirements, protection of view corridors, public consultation, and maximum height requirements". 

Staff recommend that the attached draft guidelines be used to help inform the development of any 

future regulations or board policy for private docks in support of the Electoral Area 'A' OCP 

Implementation Action Item to "undertake a community planning exercise to develop regulations for 
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boat houses, water access stairs, boat ramps and private docks". In the interim, staff recommend that 

the draft guidelines be utilized to assist in the review of any future amendment applications to allow 

private docks. 

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS 

The applicant proposes to rezone a portion of the foreshore (proposed lease area) adjacent to the 

subject property from Water 1 Zone Subdivision District `Z' to a new Water 5 Zone Subdivision District 

`Z', in order to permit the construction of a dock. The applicant has submitted a site plan, dock 

elevations, Private Moorage Management Plan, and letter from an archaeologist in support of the 

application. In addition, the proposed development is consistent with the OCPs Coastal Zone 

Management policies to develop regulations for the construction of private docks. The applicant has 

demonstrated that the proposed use can be accommodated without negatively impacting the 

environment, public access, navigation, or views for adjacent properties. Therefore, staff recommends 

that "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.391, 2014" 

proceed for first and second reading and to Public Hearing. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That the Summary of the Public Information Meeting held on December 11, 2013, be received. 

2. That the conditions set out in Attachment 4 of the staff report be completed prior to Bylaw No. 

500.391, 2014 being considered for adoption. 

3. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.391, 

2014", be introduced and read two times. 

4. That the Public Hearing on "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment 

Bylaw No. 500.391, 2014", be chaired by Director McPherson or his alternate. 

~ 

zz~~ 
Man er Concurrence 
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Attachment 1 
Location of Subject Property 
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Attachment 4 
Condition of Zoning Amendment 

The following is required prior to the "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision 

Amendment Bylaw No. 500.391, 2014" being considered for adoption: 

Condition of Approval 

The applicant is to obtain approval from the Province of BC for the proposed dock prior to final 

adoption. 
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Attachment 5 
Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 500.391 

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. 500.391, 2014". 

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 definition in 

alphabetical order: 

"dock means a structure used for the purpose of private mooring of boats and for providing 

pedestrian access to and from the moored boats, and consists of a single dock, float or wharf 

and may include an access walkway, stairs or ramp." 

2. Under PART 3 LAND USE REGULATIONS, Section 3.1 Zones by adding the following zoning 

classification and corresponding short title after Water 4 (WA4) Zone: 

"Water 5 (WAS)" 

3. By adding Section 3.4.95 (WAS) as shown on Schedule T which is attached to and forms part of 

this Bylaw. 

4. By rezoning the surface of the water and foreshore adjacent to the upland property legally 

described as Lot 1, Section 2, Range 7, Cedar District, Plan 18354 as shown on the attached 

Schedule T as follows from Water 1 (WA1), Subdivision District T to Water 5 (WAS), 

Subdivision District T. 

Introduced and read two times this _ day of 	2014. 

Public Hearing held this _ day of 	2014. 

Read a third time this _ day of 	2014. 

Adopted this_ day of 	2014. 

Chairperson 
	

Corporate Officer 
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Schedule '1' to accompany "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and 

Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.391, 2014". 

Chairperson 

Corporate Officer 

Section 3.4.95  
WATER 5 	 WAS 

Section 3.4.95.1 Permitted Uses 

a) Dock 

3.4.95.2 	Maximum Number and Size of Buildings and Structures 

Docks/parcel 	 1 

Width 	 Walkways, stairs and ramps shall not exceed 1.5 m in width 

Area 	 The dock, excluding walkway, stairs and ramp, shall not exceed 37m 2  

3.4.95.3 	Minimum Setback Requirements 

Lot lines adjacent to the natural boundary or lease 	0.0 m 

boundary lines 

Interior side lot lines 

Interior side lot lines adjacent to a dedicated public 	
5.0 m 

 10.0 m 
access 

 

Adjacent dock or other structure that is fully or 
10.0 m 

partially in, on or over navigable waters 
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Schedule '2' 

Subject Property Map 
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Attachment 6 

Minutes of a Public Information Meeting 

Summary of Minutes of a Public Information Meeting 

Held at Cedar Community Secondary School 

1640 MacMillan Road — Cedar 

Wednesday, December 11, 2013 at 7:00 PM 

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

Meeting. 

There were eighteen (18) members of the public in attendance at this meeting. 

Present for the Regional District of Nanaimo: 

Director McPherson, Electoral Area 'A' (the Chair) 

Kristy Marks, Planner 

Jeremy Holm, Manager of Current Planning 

Present for the Applicant: 

Darrell Olswald, Subject Property Owner 

The Chair opened the meeting at 7:12 pm, outlined the evening's agenda, and introduced the RDN staff 

and the applicant in attendance. The Chair then stated the purpose of the public information meeting 

and asked RDN staff to provide background information concerning the development application. 

Kristy Marks provided a brief summary of the proposed Zoning Amendment application, supporting 

documents provided by the applicant, and the application process. 

Following the presentation, the Chair invited questions and comments from the audience. 

Fred Green, 3082 & 3090 Yellow Point Road, stated that is aware of the proposal, familiar with the 

subject property and would encourage the RDN Board to approve the application. 

Dan Johnston, 1923 Bostrom Road, noted that an important part of living on the waterfront is the safe, 

easy access to the water. He noted that he has a disabled daughter and an elderly father and the 

proposal has noted that docks are important for providing access for the disabled and elderly and that 

that the proposed dock does not appear to unreasonably impede access. He stated that he is in favour 

of the application. 

Captain Chris Badger, 3040 Harrow Road, stated that he has experience as a Harbour Master for many 

years and that he is very familiar with docks and best practices for construction. He noted 4 key 

considerations when reviewing a dock proposal 1) structure — is the dock constructed of good solid 

materials and engineered to withstand weather and coastal storms. 2) responsibility — is there a water 

lease that requires the lease holder to be responsible for the dock and surrounding area. 3) 
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encroachment — does the dock impede access or navigation. 4) environment — does the dock impact 

sensitive habitat or cast a shadow on the sea bed. He concluded that the proposed dock should not be a 

problem in any of these areas and that the proposal is well thought out and the dock would be very well 

constructed. 

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

Being none, the Chairperson thanked those in attendance and announced that the Public Information 

Meeting was closed. 

The meeting was concluded at 7:23 pm. 

Y-Y f 

Kristy Marks 

Recording Secretary 
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Attachment 7 

Correspondence Received 

L-vii and D-xialit Makeptace 
1 992 yellow Pollit Rd, 
Ladysmith BCV9CT I C'5 
Dec, 4th. '013 

Dear ̀ airs. 

I and vvrltlll' ill regard to the Rezoning Application at 3030Yello%v Point PUL File 
\, 'o. PI-2013-0;4. froni%VAI zo'WM~ to allo ,,v for the ilistallition of a private dock. I 
, ~ould ask that this letter be llicludll~ ,-, ill that Application File, 

Sptakilig as all 'imiediate 	i S 	 11 	lie '4 ibour  of the appllcalit, I have 110 colicerils that the 
proposed (lock will have irry 1111pact Oil us, I aillappreclative of the fact that access along 
that stretch of fortsliorev,-Ill be mailitallitcl txctpt duiririg all but the higliest of high tides. 
and 
rliiniriutril stanclards. I have confidence that the applicailts are rtslloililblt boaters and 
th'--V art willkely to cause localized eaviroilliieiiTal daiiia~e clue to, for ex -ample. Ill 
accidental fuel or cleaning chemical shill. I am also confiderit that There is wilittly To be 
'111V n 	noise caused bN ,  the use of jet boars, jet skis or the like, I %vould. 

hope that th-is, tear -atiltapplication riot be fbllnived by auother for the property at 
(')1 '1    Yellmv Point Rd- for the rtasoris zilluded to in the following para-graphs, 

Speaking as a member of the gerieral public. There are stvtral issues that I %vould llope the 
RD"-\-,  Plaiiiiing Department will be coptizaat of ill regard to any application fora clock. 
The first issue is that. ,xhile a dollar value cannot easily bt placed on --spoiling the 
it is nonetheless always ashanie when the rights of all iiidiVichial property owner truilip 
the collulioll zood. This Particular propert -v ruider discussion happens to be adjacent To 
Roberts Memorial Provilicial Park. from where the current view is of a largely natural 
landscape arid froill vvilere the first sl ,-qls of hurriall developillerit e Isily visible are the 
houses at Juriet R& 

SecoriclIv. I have a concern regarding the signal that is serit to the public wheilevera 
Private dock is instilled aloria a beaQh. IMille there is al%vays public access below the 
Iii ,ali tide iiiarL the reality Is that dock,, make as beach look andf~e I less accessible to the 
public. 

Tlilrdh% I have a conclrn that reaches far btyorid this current application. and That is 01 
I iiiany other pri'Vate clocks will be permitted along,  tli,- leriat1h and breadth of the RDN 
(aad beyolld).'Wlill increasing the recreational opportlulities for %vaterfrollt property 
owirers diiiiiiiizli the riatrwal beauty of our area. and if so. hoar- doe that impact the well-
beinc,  of those i,vho seek solace ill natilral beauty" '\Vill a proliferation of docks increase 
the potential for localized criviromutlital clairraile froniaccidental clienric-al, fuel. or bil e 

i,: ill s ,pi i and will otir facilitating all increase in 111,11-11le traffic also increase the stress cau ,,,ecl 
to iiiarilie life by boats".~ 

Thailk- you, 
Lyn 11akepeace 
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Attachment 8 
Draft Guidelines for the Evaluation of 

Amendment Applications to Permit Private Docks 

Purpose 

To provide staff with guidelines for reviewing and evaluating zoning amendment applications that 
propose private boat moorage facilities on marine waters. 

Guidelines 

Private docks and associated structures should: 

a) consist of only one dock per property. Sharing a dock with adjoining waterfront properties is 
encouraged. 

b) be accessory to an established residential use on the applicants' property. 

c) be intended for private moorage purposes. 

d) be oriented in a logical and unobtrusive manner which takes into account shoreline navigation, 
prevailing wind, tidal action and shoreline topography. 

e) remain sensitive to views and impact on neighbours and public viewpoints such as parks and 
roadways. 

f) not obstruct or impede pedestrian access along the foreshore unless reasonable alternative 
means of passage are made available (e.g. stairs over a dock or ramp). 

g) not unduly interfere with the navigation of the foreshore or of deep water channels, particularly 
in coves and other narrow water bodies. 

h) be constructed and maintained to current best practices for marine structures 

i) be lit with appropriate directional lighting (where lighting is required) which does not impact the 
character of the neighbourhood or unduly affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties 
or of the foreshore. 

j) have ramps and/or walkways up to 1.5 metres in width and floats up to 10 metres in length and 
up to 37 m 2  in area. 

k) be limited in total length, including any associated ramp and walkway, to what is necessary to 
provide reasonable access and should be considered in relation to property size. 
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TO: 	Jeremy Holm 	 DATE: 	January 2, 2014 

Manager, Current Planning 

FROM: 	Tyler J. Brown 	 FILE: 	PL2013-114 

Planner 

SUBJECT: 	Zoning Amendment Application No. PL2013-114 — Fern Road Consulting Ltd. 

Lot B, District Lot 103, Nanoose District, Plan EPP9445 

Electoral Area 'F' 

.. 0  

To consider a zoning amendment application to rezone the subject property from Industrial 1 (1-1) to a 

Comprehensive Development Zone in order to permit a go-cart track with an additional permitted 

accessory use of food concession. 

BACKGROUND 

A zoning amendment application has been received from Fern Road Consulting Ltd. on behalf of 

Springhill Holdings Ltd. to rezone the subject property in order to permit the use of a go-cart race track 

with an additional permitted use of accessory food concession. The property is approximately 2.09 ha in 

area and is bordered by industrial zoned properties to the north, east and west and Springhill Road to 

the south (see Attachment 1- Subject Property Map). A small building is currently located on the subject 

property. 

Proposed Development 

The applicant proposes to rezone the property to permit a go-cart race track and accessory food 

concession on the subject parcel. The existing 1-1 zoning of the subject property permits the following as 

principles uses: commercial card lock, dwelling unit, equipment rental, log home building, product 

assembly, marshalling yard, outdoor sales, service and repair, transportation/trans-shipment terminal, 

lumber remanufacturing, heliport, warehousing/wholesaling and mini-storage. Moreover, accessory 

outdoor storage, accessory buildings and structures, and accessory office and retail sales are permitted 

as secondary uses. The applicant proposes to retain all of the existing permitted uses in the 1-1 zone and 

add Go-Cart Race Track as a principle use and Accessory Food Concession with supporting regulations. 

The property has sufficient site area to accommodate the proposed go-cart track as shown in 

Attachment 4 - Proposed Site Plan. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. To give first and second reading to the Amendment Bylaw and proceed to Public Hearing. 
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2. To not proceed with the Bylaw readings and Public Hearing. 

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS 

Official Community Plan Implications 

The subject property is designated Industrial Lands within the Bellevue-Church Road Rural Separation 

Area pursuant to the "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Official Community Plan Bylaw 

No. 1152, 1999." The Bellevue-Church Road Rural Separation Area encourages compatible 

mixed-use development and the addition of commercial, industrial, public utility and community 

services within the area. The applicant's proposal would retain the current industrial uses while adding 

the commercial use of a go-cart track. 

Zoning Implications 

The proposed Amendment Bylaw, "Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw 

No. 1285.20, 2014", would introduce a new comprehensive development zone (CD-19 Springhill Road) 

to allow a commercial use on existing industrial land in keeping with Official Community Plan (OCP) 

policy to support a mix of uses. The associated Amendment Bylaw (see Attachment 3) would introduce 

two new definitions in Zoning Bylaw 1285: Accessory Food Concession and Go-Cart Race Track. The 

proposed CD-19 zone would continue to allow the industrial uses which are currently permitted, along 

with go-cart race track use and food concession for commercial use only with a maximum capacity for 

indoor seating of twenty seats. 

Development Implications 

As per Board Policy B1.21 (Groundwater — Application requirements for rezoning of un-serviced lands), 

the applicant is required to submit a report by a registered professional indicating that year round 

potable water can be provided for the proposed use and that the extraction of water from the well will 

have no adverse impact on surrounding wells. To address this policy, the applicant has provided well 

logs to demonstrate that the existing well on the subject property is highly productive and is capable of 

being used for the proposed commercial use. The applicant has not provided a preliminary hydrological 

assessment prepared by a qualified professional as per board policy. However, the applicant has 

requested, as the proposed go-cart track use is much less water intensive than the currently permitted 

industrial uses for which the well logs show adequate water supply, consideration of the requested 

zoning amendment without the provision of this report. 

Public Consultation Implications 

A Public Information Meeting (PIM) was held on December 19, 2013, and 11 people attended this 

meeting in addition to the applicants and RDN staff (see Attachment 5 - Summary of PIM Minutes). A 

member of the public questioned the impact of the proposed food concession on nearby restaurants 

and convenience stores. Another member of the public expressed his support for the proposal. 

Correspondence was received from EMCON objecting to the proposed commercial use on industrial 

zoned land. However, the proposed zoning change would not result in the removal of any currently 

permitted industrial uses. If the proposed Amendment Bylaw receives first and second reading the 

proposal will proceed to Public Hearing pursuant to section 890 of the Local Government Act. 
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Environmental Implications 

The applicant has submitted a Storm Water Management Report, prepared by Park City Engineering Ltd. 

dated November 8, 2013, which included a review of the existing drainage system as well as an analysis 

of pre-development and post-development surface water flow from the site. The report recommends 

that to reduce post-development surface water flow to pre-development levels, drainage will need to be 

guided by culverts and swales to the northwest corner of the subject property where the water will be 

retained in a proposed storage pond. This drainage system must be shown on a storm water 

management plan in accordance with the recommendations of this report and the recommendations 

from Vancouver Island Health Authority (VIHA) that swales or ditches direct surface water away from 

the wells on the property or the wells are to be flood proofed. Prior to consideration of bylaw adoption, 

staff recommend that the applicant be required to register a Section 219 covenant registering the storm 

water management plan on the property title (see Attachment 2). Furthermore, as recommended by the 

applicant's engineer, detailed drawings and a storm water plan must be submitted to the satisfaction of 

the Regional District of Nanaimo prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

Strategic Plan Implications 

Staff have reviewed the proposal and have identified the applicant's proposal will support the local 

economy while increasing recreational amenities within an area designated for mixed-use development. 

Inter-governmental Implications 

The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) has reviewed the proposed zoning amendment 

and has indicated that it has no objections. MoTI staff have advised that a valid commercial access 

permit will be required due to the change in 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, access to Springhill Road will require a minimum 15.0 metre paved apron and no parking 

will be permitted on Springhill Road. 

VIHA has also reviewed the proposed development and has no objections. VIHA recommends that 

swales or ditches direct surface water away from the wells on the property. If this cannot be avoided, 

each well must be flood proofed. As a condition of zoning approval, the applicant will be required to 

obtain source approval for domestic water from VIHA for the proposed commercial use (see 

Attachment 2). 

SUMMARY/CONCLUSION 

The applicant proposes to rezone the subject property to permit a Go-Cart Race Track with Accessory 

Food Concession along with the currently permitted industrial uses. A new CD-19 zone has been drafted 

to accommodate the proposed go-cart race track use. The proposed development is consistent with the 

(OCP) policies for the Bellevue-Church Road Rural Separation area. The applicant has demonstrated that 

there is adequate site area and sufficient well water supply for the proposed uses. Moreover, the 

applicant has submitted a Storm Water Management Report that states that surface water can be 

managed within the property. As a condition of approval, the applicant will be required to register a 

Section 219 covenant containing a storm water management plan. Therefore, staff recommends that 

"Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285.20, 2014" proceed for first and second 

reading and to Public Hearing. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That the Summary of the Public Information Meeting held on Thursday December 19, 2013, be 

received. 

2. That the conditions set out in Attachment 2 of the staff report be completed prior to Amendment 

Bylaw No. 1285.20 being considered for adoption. 

3. That "Electoral Area `F' Zoning and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 1285.20, 2014", be 

introduced and read two times. 

4. That the Public Hearing on "Electoral Area `F' Zoning and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw 

No. 1285.20, 2014", be chaired by Director Fell or his alternate. 

s Report Writer 
	

General Manager  C~ nce 

_;'Manager Concurrence 
	

CAO C(bncurrence 
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Attachment 1 

Location of Subject Property 
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Attachment 2 

Conditions of Zoning Amendment 

The following is required prior to the "Electoral Area 'E' Zoning and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 

1285.20, 2014" being considered for adoption: 

Conditions of Approval 

1. The subject property shall be developed in accordance with the Storm Water Management Report 

prepared by Park City Engineering Ltd. dated November 8, 2013. The applicant shall register a 

Section 219 covenant containing a storm water management plan with well protection of the 

existing well from floodwater in accordance with Vancouver Island Health Authority standards. In 

addition, as per the recommendations of the Engineer, detailed drawings and storm water plan 

must be submitted to the satisfaction of the Regional District of Nanaimo prior to issuance of a 

building permit. 

2. The applicant is to obtain source approval for domestic water use from the Vancouver Island Health 

Authority. 

3. The applicant is required to obtain all necessary building permits for existing buildings and 

structures. 
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Attachment 3 

Proposed Amendment Bylaw No. 1285.20, 2014 

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 

BYLAW NO. 1285.20 

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. 1285.20, 2014". 

B. "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002", is 

hereby amended as follows: 

1. Under SECTION 4 — ZONES, Comprehensive Development Zones by adding the following zoning 

classification and corresponding short title after Section 4.41 CD-18 Alberni Highway 

Mini- Storage 

Section 4.42, CD-19 Springhill Road 

2. By adding Section 4.42, (CD-19 Springhill Road) as shown on Schedule '1' which is attached to 

and forms part of this Bylaw. 

3. By rezoning the lands shown on the attached Schedule '2' and legally described as Lot B, District 

Lot 103, Nanoose District, Plan EPP9445 from Industrial 1 (1-1) to CD-19 Springhill Road. 

4. Under SECTION 5 — DEFINITIONS by adding the following definitions in alphabetical order: 

"Accessory Food Concession means an eating establishment, accessory to a principal commercial 

use, providing for the sale of prepared foods and non-alcoholic beverages which are ready for 

consumption and are to be consumed on the premises. 

Go-Cart Race Track means the use of lands, buildings and structures for the controlled racing of 

motorized go-carts on a dedicated track." 
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Introduced and read two times this _ day of 	2014. 

Public Hearing held this _ day of 	2014. 

Read a third time this _ day of 	2014. 

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

_ day of 	2014 

Adopted this_ day of 	2014. 

Chairperson 
	

Corporate Officer 
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Schedule '1' to accompany "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' 

Zoning and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 1285.20, 2014". 

Chairperson 

Corporate Officer 

Schedule '1' 

CD-19 Springhill Road 	 Section 4.42 

4.42.1 Permitted Principal Uses 

a) Commercial Card Lock 

b) Dwelling Unit 

c) Equipment Rental 

d) Log Home Building 

e) Product Assembly 

f) Marshalling Yard 

g) Outdoor Sales 

h) Service and Repair 

i) Transportation/Trans-shipment Terminal 

j) Value Added Lumber Remanufacturing 

k) Heliport 

1) 	Warehousing/Wholesaling 

m) Mini-storage 

n) Go-Cart Race Track 

4.42.2 Permitted Accessory Uses 

a) Accessory Outdoor Storage 

b) Accessory Building and Structures 

c) Accessory Office and Retail Sales 

d) Accessory Food Concession 

4.42.3 Regulations Table 

Categories Requirements 

a) Maximum Density 1 Dwelling Unit Per lot 

b) Minimum Lot Size with 2 ha 

c) Minimum Lot Frontage 30 metres 

d) Maximum Lot Coverage 

i. First 1 ha of Lot with 

ii. Remainder of Lot Greater than 1 ha 

30% 

S% 

e) Maximum Building and Structure Height 15 metres 

f) Minimum Setback from: 

i) Front and Exterior Side Lot Lines 

ii) All Other Lot Lines 

4.5 metres 

2 metres 

g) Minimum Setback from Watercourses As outlined in Section 2.10 

h) Runoff Control Standards As outlined in Section 2.5 

i) General Land Use Regulations Refer to Section 2 - General Regulations 

4.42.4 Regulations 

a) All principal and accessory uses, buildings and structures on lots adjacent to the Vancouver Island 

Highway No. 19 shall be located a minimum of 30 metres from the Vancouver Island Highway No. 19 

right-of-way. 

b) Indoor seating associated with Accessory Food Concession shall not to exceed 20 seats. 
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Schedule 7to accompany "Regional District ofmana|mnElectoral 
Area V Zoning and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 1285.20, 2014" 

Chairperson 

Corporate Officer 
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Attachment 4 

Proposed Site Plan 
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Attachment 5 

Summary of Minutes of a Public Information Meeting 

Held at Bradley Center 

975 Shearme Road, Electoral Area 'F' 

Thursday, December 19, 2013 at 7:00 PM 

Note: This summary of the meeting is not a verbatim recording of the proceedings, but is intended to 

summarize the comments and questions of those in attendance at the Public Information 

Meeting. 

There were 11 members of the public in attendance at this meeting. 

Present for the Regional District of Nanaimo: 

Director Julian Fell, Electoral Area 'F' (the Chair) 

Tyler Brown, Planner 

Jeremy Holm, Manager of Current Planning 

Present for the Applicant: 

Linrla Rann (Fern Road Consulting Ltd.), Agent 

Norm Spann 

Doug McLean 

The Chair opened the meeting at 7:03 pm, outlined the evening's agenda, and introduced the RDN staff 

and the applicants in attendance. The Chair then stated the purpose of the Public Information Meeting 

and asked RDN staff to provide background information concerning the development application. 

Tyler Brown provided a brief summary of the proposed zoning amendment application, supporting 

documents provided by the applicant, and the application process. 

The Chair invited the applicant to give a presentation of the development proposal. 

Linda Rann, Norm Spann and Doug McLean presented an overview of the proposal. 

Following the presentation, the Chair invited questions and comments from the audience. 

Mike Wiggins, 1420 Springhill Road, inquired on the proposed hours of operation and expressed support 

for the proposed use. 

Doug McLean stated the hours of operation would be 9:00 am to 10:00 pm. 

Norm Spann explained that most likely in the summer months the site would operate for 12 hours per 

day and in the shoulder months for 10 hours per day. 
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Steve Chomolok, 1227 Leffler Road expressed concern about the impacts of the proposed food 

concession on nearby restaurants and convenience stores. 

Linda Rann explained that the zoning only would allow food a concession only as an accessory use and 

indoor seating would be limited to the scale of the concession operation. 

Norm Spann mentioned that it was not his intention to setup a restaurant business. 

Mike Wiggins, 1420 Springhill Road, commented on the noise created by his neighboring business 

(helipad) and wondered if it would impact the proposal. 

Norm Spann stated that he did not believe that the noise from the neighboring business would be an 

issue. 

Mike Wiggins, 1420 Springhill Road, expressed his support for the proposal and mentioned that his 

neighboring business may expand. 

Norm Spann reiterated that he did not believe that noise from the neighboring business would be an 

issue but appreciated the courtesy. 

Tyler Brown indicated that correspondence had been received from EMCON objecting to the proposed 

commercial use on industrial zoned land. 

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

Being none, the Chairperson thanked those in attendance and announced that the Public Information 

Meeting was closed. 

The meeting was concluded at 7:26 pm. 

Tyler Brown 

Recording Secretary 
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TO: 	 Paul Thompson DATE: December 19, 2013 

Manager of Long Range Planning 

FROM: 	Greg Keller FILE: 6970 20 SESU 

Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: 	Secondary Suites Community Engagement Summary and Program Proposal 

PURPOSE 

To present a summary of the secondary suites community engagement process, a proposed secondary 

suites Board policy, and Bylaw 500.389, 2014 and Bylaw 1285.19, 2014 for 1 St  and 2 nd  reading. 

:tN.O• 	,D 

The Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) Housing Action Plan identified secondary suites as an effective 

way to quickly add to the stock of affordable housing. Following the Plan's adoption, staff prepared a 

Secondary Suite Background Study and Consultation Plan. These documents were presented to the 

Electoral Area Directors and subsequently the Board directed staff to initiate the process of considering 

secondary suites in Electoral Areas 'A', 'C', 'E', 'F', 'G', and W. At its May 28, 2013 Board Meeting, the 

Board passed the following resolution: 

MOVED Director McPherson, SECONDED Director Fell, that staff be directed to proceed 
with the Secondary Suites Consultation Plan as outlined in Appendix 'A' of the staff 

report. 
CARRIED 

Currently, neither "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987" 

(Bylaw 500) or "Regional District of Nanaimo Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002" (Bylaw 

1285) include provisions which specifically allow secondary suites. Therefore, should the Board wish to 

allow secondary suites, amendments to these bylaws are required. Please refer to Appendix A for 

proposed Bylaw 500.389, 2014 and Appendix B for proposed Bylaw 1285.19, 2014. 

There are a number of reasons why the RDN may wish to consider allowing secondary suites including 

benefits to homeowners, tenants, and the community at large. The benefits of secondary suites most 

often cited include: 

providing home buyers with 'mortgage helper' income that, otherwise, might preclude mortgage 
availability; 
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• improving housing options and choices for affordable housing; 
• 	protecting long-term housing security; 

• providing housing options that support residents at various life stages, circumstances, and economic 

means (e.g., students and young couples, seniors, and couples and families on low income); 

• providing a means to bring unrecognized suites into compliance with minimum health and safety 

standards; 

• providing a mechanism to resolve legitimate safety concerns or complaints, without the only option 

being to remove the suite. 

Over the summer months staff implemented the Consultation Plan which focused on gauging 

community support for secondary suites. Region-wide community engagement has occurred through 

the use of an online questionnaire, staff attendance at various community events, use of social media 

and the email alert system, meetings with community groups and individuals, radio and television 

interviews, and a series of RDN hosted information sessions. 

In response to positive community feedback and strong rationale that supports secondary suites, a 

program to allow secondary suites in Electoral Areas 'A', 'C', 'E', 'F', 'G', and 'H' is proposed. The 

proposed program is consistent with the Board's Strategic Goals and Actions for 2013-2015 and is 

intended to support the needs of Electoral Area residents and property owners. Included in the 

proposed secondary suite program are amendments to Bylaw 500 and Bylaw 1285 and a proposed 

Secondary Suite Board Policy. 

While Bylaw amendment are required to allow secondary suites, there are a range of other issues that 

go beyond regulations which RDN staff must manage on a day to day basis. Having a Board policy that 

provides direction on these issues is intended to help make the process of allowing secondary suites 

more effective and efficient as well as ensuring that a consistent approach is taken. The proposed Board 

policy is attached as Appendix C. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. To receive this report, endorse the secondary suite Board policy and give 1 St  and 2 nd  readings to 

proposed bylaws 500.389 and 1285.19. 

2. To receive this report and provide staff with alternate direction. 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION IMPLICATIONS 

The proposed secondary suites program is based on community input received throughout the public 

engagement process. Refer to Appendix F for a report on the online questionnaire results and Appendix 

G for a summary of the community engagement process. 

Based on the responses received during the process there appears to be broad community support for 

secondary suites. The vast majority of respondents to the online questionnaire and those in which staff 

spoke with at various community events support allowing secondary suites in the RDN Electoral Areas. It 

became apparent that secondary suites are already playing an important role in providing affordable 

housing in the region and that there was a desire to see more opportunities to provide affordable rental 

housing within secondary suites. 
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Although there was general support for secondary suites, there were a number of concerns raised by 

the community that should be addressed in the proposed secondary suite program. A brief description 

of these concerns is provided below. 

Community Concerns 

Off-Street Parking and Impact on Local Roads  

Although not identified as a concern in the online questionnaire, many of the community members that 

staff spoke with at the community events were concerned about ensuring that adequate off-street 

parking is required. Many participants indicated that one additional off-street parking space is not 

adequate. The concerns over parking were primarily about avoiding and/or minimizing parking on the 

street. There were also concerns over access and on-street parking in areas with narrow roads. 

Onsite Sewage Disposal and Groundwater Impacts 

Concerns were raised over the potential impact of secondary suites on parcels with an onsite sewage 

disposal system. There was a desire to ensure that sewage disposal systems have adequate capacity to 

handle any additional volume introduced by a secondary suite. There was also concern over potential 

impacts on groundwater as a result of sewage disposal systems which are not being properly maintained 

and/or which are not operating correctly. 

Onsite Water Availability and Impact  

Some concerns were raised over the impact that secondary suites could have on groundwater resources 

particularly in unserviced areas. This appeared to be a greater concern in areas with water shortages 

where participants indicated that water supply was already a problem. A few participants suggested that 

they would only support secondary suites provided that applicants prove that there is an adequate 

water supply. Most respondents were of the opinion that secondary suites would not result in 

significant additional water usage. A number of participants suggested that more education and 

promotion of water conservation is needed to reduce water usage. 

Existing Secondary Suites  

Many participants appear to be in support of creating a mechanism for recognizing existing secondary 

suites. As anticipated, many respondents indicated that there are numerous existing secondary suites 

throughout the region and did not want this part of the housing supply to be lost. As such, there were 

concerns raised in regards to how existing suites are to be recognized. 

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS 

The proposed approach to allowing secondary suites responds to community needs and addresses a 

number of key policy questions and regulatory issues which affect a number of different RDN 

Departments. Included in the proposed secondary suite program are bylaw amendments, a secondary 

suites policy, and other considerations as summarized below. 

Proposed Zoning Amendments 

The following is a summary of the proposed zoning amendments. Please refer to Appendix D for more 

detailed information and rationale for the proposed zoning amendments. 
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In response to community input which suggested there was a general desire to permit secondary suites 

throughout each Electoral Area, the proposal is to permit secondary suites in a range of Residential and 

Rural zones. Secondary suites would be allowed throughout each Electoral Area on lands both inside and 

outside of the Growth Containment Boundaries including attached secondary suites on lands within the 

Agricultural Land Reserve. The proposed approach would allow one secondary suite per dwelling unit to 

a maximum of two per parcel provided only one is a detached secondary suite. The intent is to limit 

neighbourhood impacts and compromise between participants who indicated that only one secondary 

suite should be permitted per parcel and the ability to accommodate more than one secondary suite on 

larger rural properties. 

With respect to secondary suite form, the proposal is to reflect the community's input by allowing both 

attached and detached secondary suites. While attached secondary suites would be permitted on any 

appropriately zoned property which has an approved means of onsite sewage disposal, minimum site 

area requirements are proposed for detached secondary suites. This is to ensure adequate land area is 

available to accommodate additional buildings, to protect neighborhood character, and to 

accommodate onsite services (if applicable). 

One of the biggest community concerns was ensuring that adequate off-street parking is provided. 

Many residents staff spoke with suggested that one additional parking space is not enough. Therefore, 

the proposal is to require two additional off-street parking spaces. The proposed approach is intended 

to address the community's concerns in a way which is not likely to affect most homeowners ability to 

have a secondary suite. 

Proposed Board Policy 

As part of allowing secondary suites, a Board Policy is needed to provide direction on a number of issues 

that are not addressed through zoning. The following provides a summary of the proposed secondary 

suite policy. Please refer to Appendix C for the proposed secondary suites policy. 

There appears to be strong support and a high level of interest in establishing a process to recognize 

existing secondary suites. This is essentially due to the large number of secondary suites that are 

believed to already exist and the important role they play in providing affordable housing. For 

administrative purposes, the proposal is to classify secondary suites into the three categories 

(Unrecognized, Recognized, and Secondary Suite) based on when and how they were constructed. 

The process to recognize an unrecognized suite would require a visual inspection to determine if safety 

items pertaining to fire detection (smoke alarms), fire spread (drywall), and exits (a safe way out) have 

been addressed. The proposal is that these three items form the basis for the upgrades required to 

recognize an unrecognized secondary suite. 

There may be situations, due to existing construction, dwelling unit design, or other unforeseen factors, 

where it becomes very difficult or cost prohibitive to reclassify an unrecognized secondary suite. In 

these cases, the applicant could withdraw their building permit application and staff would take no 

further action unless a serious health or safety concern exists. 
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Other Considerations 

When contemplating a secondary suite program in the RDN there are a number of factors that go 

beyond a typical zoning bylaw amendment that need to be considered. These include considerations 

such as onsite servicing, user rates and fees, and Building Code Implications. A thorough review and 

analysis of these factors helps address some of the concerns raised by the community and helps prepare 

the RDN to implement the proposed secondary suite program. An overview of these considerations is 

provided in Appendix E. 

Note that some of the considerations are provided for information only and no immediate action is 

required while others require future consideration or action. 

Interdepartmental Implications 

The proposed secondary suites program has implications for a number of RDN departments including 

Long Range and Current Planning, Building, Bylaw, and Emergency Planning Services, Finance, and 

Regional and Community Utilities. All affected departments have been involved in the project and have 

contributed to the proposed secondary suites program. Successful Implementation of the proposed 

secondary suites program requires a coordinated approach between affected departments who would 

work together to ensure that issues like water use, user rates, addressing, building inspection, and 

community sewer are addressed. 

Community Engagement — Next Steps 

Following positive community response, a draft secondary suites proposal was developed and made 

available on the project website for community review at the beginning of December 2013. This 

provided ample opportunity for community review and comment prior to the proposal being considered 

by the Board in January 2014. In addition, a press release was issued to raise public awareness of the 

draft proposal. 

After receiving 
1st  and 2 nd  readings, the next step will be to formally engage the community to obtain 

feedback on the draft proposal. It is proposed that two public information sessions be hosted to present 

the draft secondary suite proposal and obtain community feedback. Following the proposed meetings, a 

public hearing would be scheduled for each amendment bylaw and the results of the public information 

meetings and public hearings would be presented to the Board prior to consideration of 3 rd  reading. 

In addition, the website, email alert system, and other opportunities as they arise will also be used to 

distribute information and raise public awareness of the draft proposal. 

STRATEGIC PLAID IMPLICATIONS 

The proposed program is consistent with Goals 1 and 3 of the Board's Strategic Goals and Actions for 

2013 - 2015 in relation to the provision of affordable housing in the region. Allowing secondary suites is 

well aligned with the Board Strategic Plan and is an effective way of implementing the Board's 

2013 - 2015 vision. 
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SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS 

In response to broad community support for secondary suites, a proposal for allowing secondary suites 

in Electoral Areas 'A', 'C', 'E', 'F', 'G', and 'H' has been prepared for community review. 

Allowing secondary suites for the first time requires thorough evaluation and careful thought on a 

number of different factors and issues. The proposed secondary suites program includes provisions that 

address a broad range of issues to help guide the construction of secondary suites. 

The proposed secondary suites program is based on community input and includes a Board policy and 

amendments to both Bylaw 500 and Bylaw 1285. Proposed changes to Bylaw 500 and Bylaw 1285 

include: 

• secondary suites would be permitted in a range of Residential and Rural zones; 

• two additional off-street parking spaces would be required; 

• both attached and detached secondary suites would be permitted; 

• one secondary suite per dwelling unit to a maximum of two per parcel; and, 

• one detached secondary suite would be permitted per parcel provided minimum site area 

requirements are met. 

The proposed Board policy includes: 

• 	a process to recognize existing suites; and, 

• a complaint driven approach to Bylaw Enforcement that focus primarily on health and safety 

concerns. 

The proposed secondary suites program satisfies the project objective which is to increase affordable 

housing options in the region. The proposal reflects community input and includes provisions for 

recognizing existing secondary suites. Therefore, staff recommends that the Board proceed with the 

proposed secondary suites program. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That the online questionnaire results attached as Appendix F and the public consultation summary 

attached as Appendix G be received. 

2. That 1St  and 2 nd  reading be given to "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision 

Amendment Bylaw No. 500.389, 2014". 

3. That 1" and 2 nd  reading be given to "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and 

Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 1285.19, 2014". 

4. That the proposed Secondary Suites Policy included as Appendix C be approved and that it be 

scheduled to come into effect following the adoption of proposed Bylaw amendments 500.389 and 

1285.19. 
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5. That staff proceed with further community engagement as identified in the staff report. 

6. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw No. 500.389, 2014" 

proceed to Public Hearing. 

7. That the Public Hearing on "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Amendment 

Bylaw No. 500.389, 2014" be delegated to Director Stanhope or his alternate. 

8. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision Amendment Bylaw 

No. 1285.19, 2014" proceed to Public Hearing. 

9. That the Public Hearing on "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision 
Amendment Bylaw No. 1285.19, 2014" be delegated to Director Fell or his alternate. 

10. That staff be directed to review the existing building permit, development cost charges, and utility 

fee structure and prepare a report on options for providing incentives for secondary suites. 

/~ Z ~  -  7z-e--  

1 Report Writer 
	

General Manager Concurrence 

r.  
Manager Concurrence 
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Appendix A 
Proposed Bylaw 500.389 

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 
BYLAW NO. 500.389 

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. 500.389, 2014". 

B. The "Regional District of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987", is hereby 

amended as follows: 

1. In Part 2 Interpretation Section 2.1 Definitions by adding the following definition after 

`seafood processing`. 

secondary suite means one or more habitable rooms and a cooking facility for residential 

accommodation, consisting of a self-contained unit with a separate entrance but which is 

clearly accessory to a principal dwelling unit located on the same parcel as the secondary 

suite and may not be subdivided under the Strata Property Act. 

2. In Part 3 — Land Use Regulations Section 3.3 General Regulation is amended by adding the 

following after Section 3.3.12(h)(ii): 

Home Based Business shall not be permitted within a secondary suite nor by the 

occupants of a secondary suite elsewhere on the subject property. 

Bed and Breakfast shall not be permitted on a parcel that contains a suite. 

k. 	Where a secondary suite is located on a parcel less than 8,000 m Z  in area, the Home 

Based Business must: 

a. be limited to professional practice or office; 

b. be limited to one (1) business; and, 

c. not include any non-resident home based business employees 

3. In Part 3 — Land Use Regulations Section 3.3 General Regulation is amended by adding the 

following after Section 3.3.15: 

16) 	Secondary Suites 

1. Secondary suites shall be permitted in the following zone classifications: RS1, 

RS1.1, RS2, and RU1— RU10 (Inclusive). 
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2. A maximum of one (1) secondary suite is permitted per single dwelling unit to a 

maximum of two (2) per parcel of which only one (1) may be detached. 

3. Notwithstanding Section 2.1, a secondary suite shall be permitted within an 

accessory building. 

4. Secondary Suites shall be subject to the following requirements: 

a. secondary suites within a principal dwelling unit must not exceed 40% of the 

habitable floor space of the building that it is located in nor 90 m Z  of total 

floor space, whichever is lesser; 

b. must not be located within a duplex, manufactured home, or multiple 

dwelling unit development; 

c. must provide at least two (2) additional designated off-street parking spaces 

(at least one (1) must have direct access to the street); 

d. shall be maintained in the same real estate entity as the principal dwelling 

unit to which it is accessory; 

e. must meet minimum setback requirements for a dwelling unit located in the 

applicable Zone Classification. 

f. must be limited to a maximum of two bedrooms and one cooking facility; 

g. must, on parcels without community sewer services, have the approval of 

the local Health Authority with respect to the provision of sewage disposal; 

h. must have its own entrance separate from that of the principal dwelling 

unit; and, 

i. must not be used for short term (less than one month) rentals. 

5. A Secondary Suite may be located within an accessory building subject to the 

following: 

a. The minimum site area requirement shall be 800 m 2  for parcels 

serviced with community water and community sewer or 8,000 m Z  

in all other cases. 

b. Notwithstanding any other provision in this Bylaw, the maximum 

height of a building containing a suite shall be 8.0 metres; 

C. 	The maximum floor area of an accessory building containing a 

secondary suite shall not exceed 40% of the habitable floor space of 

the principal dwelling unit which it is associated with nor 90 m z  of 

total floor space, whichever is lesser. 
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d. 	the secondary suite shall contain no interior access to any part of 

the accessory building and the means of access and egress must be 

external to the structure. 

6. Home Based Business shall be in accordance with Section 3.3.12. 

7. Despite any regulation in this Bylaw, land established as "Agricultural Land 

Reserve" pursuant to the Agricultural Land Reserve Act" is subject to the 

Agricultural Land Reserve Act and Regulations, and applicable orders of the 
Land Reserve Commission. 

4. In Part 3 — Land Use Regulations Section 3.4 Regulations for Each Zone is amended by 

adding 'Secondary Suite' as a Permitted Use as follows: 

I. Section 3.4.61 — 3.4.61.1 Residential 1 and Residential 1.1 Zone after b) Residential 

Use. 

II. Section 3.4.62 0 — Residential 2 Zone after b) Residential Use- per dwelling unit. 

III. Section 3.4.81- Rural 1 Zone — after f) Silviculture. 

IV. Section 3.4.82 — Rural 2 Zone — after i) Silviculture. 

V. Section 3.4.83 — Rural 3 Zone — after g) Wood Processing. 

VI. Section 3.4.84 — 3.4.89 Rural 4 — Rural 9 Zones — after f) Silviculture. 

VII. Section 3.4.810 — Rural 10 Zone — after b) Home Based Business. 

	

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 _ day 	of 	20XX. 

Adopted this_ day of 	20XX. 

Chairperson 
	

Corporate Officer 
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Appendix B 
Proposed Bylaw 1285.19 

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 
BYLAW NO. 1285.19 

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. 1285.19, 2014". 

C. The "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'F' Zoning and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285, 2002", 

is hereby amended as follows: 

5. By adding the following after Section 2 — General Regulations 2.15 Home Based Business —

Regulations (5)(p): 

	

6. 	Home Based Business shall not be permitted within a secondary suite nor by the 

occupants of a secondary suite elsewhere on the subject property. 

	

7. 	Bed and Breakfast shall not be permitted on a lot that contains a suite. 

	

8. 	Where a secondary suite is located on a lot less than 8,000 m Z  in area, the Home Based 

Business must: 

d. be limited to professional practice or office; 

e. be limited to one (1) business; and, 

f. not include any non-resident home based business employees. 

6. By adding the following after Section 2 — General Regulations 2.17 Parking: 

	

2.18 	Secondary Suites 

8. Secondary suites shall be permitted as a Permitted Accessory Use in the following 

zones: A-1, R-1, R-2, R-3. 

9. A maximum of one (1) secondary suite is permitted per single dwelling unit to a 

maximum of two (2) per parcel of which only one (1) may be detached. 

10. Secondary Suites shall be subject to the following requirements: 
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j. secondary suites within a principal dwelling unit must not exceed 40% of the 

habitable floor space of the building that it is located in nor 90 m 2  of total floor 

space, whichever is lesser; 

k. must not be located within a duplex, manufactured home, or multiple dwelling 

unit development; 

I. 	must provide at least two (2) additional designated off-street parking spaces (at 

least one (1) must have direct access to the street); 

m. shall be maintained in the same real estate entity as the principal dwelling unit 

to which it is accessory, 

n. must meet minimum setback requirements for a dwelling unit located in the 

applicable Zone Classification. 

o. must be limited to a maximum of two bedrooms and one cooking facility; 

p. must, on parcels without community sewer services, have the approval of the 

local Health Authority with respect to the provision of sewage disposal; 

q. must have its own entrance separate from that of the principal dwelling unit; 

and, 

r. must not be used for short term (less than one month) rentals. 

11. A Secondary Suite may be located within an accessory building subject to the 

following: 

a. The minimum site area requirement shall be 800 m 2  for parcels serviced 

with community water and community sewer or 8,000 m 2  in all other 

cases. 

b. The maximum floor area of an accessory building containing a 

secondary suite shall not exceed 40% of the habitable floor space of the 

principal dwelling unit which it is associated with nor 90 m 2  of total floor 

space, whichever is lesser. 

C. 	the secondary suite shall contain no interior access to any part of the 

accessory building and the means of access and egress must be external 

to the structure. 

12. Home Based Business shall be in accordance with Section 2.15. 
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13. Despite any regulation in this Bylaw, land established as "Agricultural Land Reserve" 

pursuant to the Agricultural Land Reserve Act" is subject to the Agricultural Land 
Reserve Act and Regulations, and applicable orders of the Land Reserve 
Commission. 

7. By adding `Secondary Suite' as a Permitted Accessory Use as follows: 

a. Section 4.1— Agriculture 1 Zone after c) Home Based Business 

b. Section 4.13 — 4.15 Rural 1— Rural 3 zone after b) Home Based Business 

8. By adding the following definition in Section 5 after the definition of School: 

Secondary Suite means one or more habitable rooms and a cooking facility for residential 

accommodation, consisting of a self-contained unit with a separate entrance but which is clearly 

accessory to a principal dwelling unit located on the same lot as the secondary suite and may 

not be subdivided under the Strata Property Act. 

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 

_ day of 	20XX. 

Adopted this_ day of 	20XX. 

Chairperson 
	

Corporate Officer 
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Appendix C 
Proposed Secondary Suites Policy 

RAFT 

SUBJECT: 	 Secondary Suites 	 POLICY NO: 

CROSS REF.: 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 	 APPROVED BY: Board 

REVISION DATE: 	 PAGE: 1 of 4 

INTRODUCTION 

Prior to (insert date of bylaw adoption), secondary suites were only permitted on parcels which allowed 

at least two dwelling units per parcel. A secondary suite was considered one of the permitted dwelling 

units and no distinction was made between a secondary suite and a dwelling unit. 

It is common knowledge that there are numerous secondary suites that existed prior to the adoption of 

zoning regulations that allowed for secondary suites. In addition, changing policies and regulations to 

allow secondary suites introduces a new set of challenges and issues for Regional District of Nanaimo 

(RDN) staff and the Board to consider that are not directly addressed by zoning or other bylaws. 

PURPOSE 

To provide direction on a number of topics related to secondary suites including construction of new 

suites, managing existing secondary suites, bylaw enforcement, user rates, and decommissioning a suite. 

TERMINOLOGY 

For the purpose of this Policy, secondary suite means a secondary suite as defined by "Regional District 
of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987" and "Regional District of Nanaimo Zoning 

and Subdivision Bylaw No. 1285.2002 "as amended or replaced from time to time. 

GENERAL 

Secondary Suites shall be permitted in accordance with: 

1. "Regional District of Nan aim o Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987", or 
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2. In the case of a suite in Electoral Area 'F' -"Regional District of Nanaimo Zoning and Subdivision 

Bylaw No. 1285.2002'; and, 

3. "Regional District of Nanaimo Building Regulations Bylaw No 1250, 2010". 

SECONDARY SUITE CLASSIFICATION 

Secondary Suites in the RDN fall within one of the following categories: 

1. Unrecognized Secondary Suites 

A secondary suite which existed prior to (insert date of bylaw adoption) or that was constructed 

after (insert date of bylaw adoption) without a building permit or contrary to current zoning. 

2. Recognized Secondary Suites 

A secondary suite which fully complies with current zoning regulations, was previously built 

without a building permit, and has received an Occupancy Permit. Suites which were built either 

prior to (insert date of bylaw adoption) or without a building permit may be able to achieve 

authorized, but generally not legal status unless the existing suite is brought up to full 

compliance with current BC Building Code requirements. 

3. Secondary Suites 

A secondary suite which fully complies with RDN zoning and building regulations and the current 

edition of the British Columbia Building Code. 

BUILDING PERMIT REQURIED 

Secondary Suites Located within A Dwelling Unit 

The secondary suite regulations in Section 9.36 of the BC Building Code were enacted for the 

construction of safe, affordable accommodation  within a dwelling unit . These standards are less 

stringent than required for the construction of a new dwelling unit (or detached secondary suite). 

Although this section is generally not applied retroactively to existing construction, it can be used as a 

standard for assessing an existing secondary suite within a dwelling unit. 

s A Building Permit shall be required to construct a secondary recognize an unrecognized suite 

and to construct a secondary suite. 

All secondary suites constructed within a dwelling unit shall satisfy Section 9.36 of the BC 

Building Code. 

i All detached secondary suites shall satisfy the current edition of the BC Building Code. 

® The RDN may consider proposals for alternate solutions in accordance with Section 2.3 of the 

BC Building Code. 
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Should an owner make a building permit application to "recognize" a "unrecognized secondary 
suite", a building inspector will conduct a visual inspection to determine if safety items 

pertaining to fire detection (smoke alarms), fire spread (drywall), and exits (a safe way out) have 

been addressed. These three items shall form the basis for the minimum upgrades required to 

recognize a unrecognized secondary suite. 

As a condition of occupancy of the suite, a Notice under Section 57 of the Community Charter 

will be registered on the title as a means of disclosure to future land owners that the suite was 

constructed without a permit and there may be aspects of construction that do not comply with 

the Building Code. 

Detached Secondary Suites 

A Building Permit shall be required to recognize a unrecognized suite and to construct a 

secondary suite. 

a All detached secondary suites shall satisfy the current edition of the BC Building Code. 

The RDN may consider proposals for alternate solutions in accordance with Section 2.3 of the 

BC Building Code. 

Should an owner make a building permit application to "recognize" a "unrecognized secondary 

suite", a building inspector will conduct a visual inspection to determine if safety items 

pertaining to fire detection (smoke alarms), fire spread (drywall), and exits (a safe way out) have 

been addressed. These three items shall form the basis for the upgrades required to recognize 

an unrecognized secondary suite. 

® As a condition of occupancy of the suite, a Notice under Section 57 of the Community Charter 

will be registered on the title as a means of disclosure to future land owners that the suite was 

constructed without a permit. 

SECONDARY SUITES CANNOT BE SUBDIVIDED 

By definition, a secondary suite is accessory to a principal dwelling on the parcel on which it is located. 

To address concerns over potential subdivision of detached secondary suites under the Strata Property 

Act, a covenant prohibiting the subdivision of the detached suite from the principal dwelling unit shall 

be required as a condition of the issuance of a building permit. 

BYLAW ENFORCEMENT 

The RDN recognizes that secondary suites contribute significantly towards providing affordable housing 

in the region. In addition, the RDN believes that all residents have a right to housing that meets basic 

health and safety provisions. Apart from new secondary suites which must be fully-compliant with 

current Building Code and Zoning requirements, the RDN will not actively seek out and enforce its 

zoning and building bylaws as they pertain to unrecognized and recognized secondary suites. Instead the 

Board supports the following approach: 
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1. Investigations and enforcement relating to unrecognized and recognized secondary suites will 
be considered on a complaint driven basis only. Anonymous complaints or complaints from 
persons that do not reside within proximity to the subject property may not be investigated, nor 
enforcement activities commenced, unless there are extenuating circumstances such as possible 
health, safety or environmental concerns in accordance with RDN Bylaw Enforcement 
Procedures Policy 133-02. 

2. Enforcement shall be focused on health, safety and zoning compliance where there may be 
significant impacts on adjacent properties. 

3. Should it be determined that an investigation is warranted, property owners shall be 
encouraged to voluntarily comply with regulations, i.e., decommission suite if not permitted or 
"recognize" the suite through the building permit process. 
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ME= 
Proposed Zoning Amendments Rationale 

Amending a zoning bylaw to allow secondary suites requires that careful consideration be given to 

existing regulations to ensure that new regulations do not result in negative impacts on the community, 

conflict with other regulations, or result in unintended consequences. In addition, the proposed 

regulations and policies should also respond to community concerns. The following outlines the 

proposed zoning bylaw amendments. 

General Approach 

There are many different ways that a zoning bylaw could be amended to allow secondary suites. For 

example, each zone classification could be amended to provide regulations that pertain to suites in that 

zone, or regulations applicable to all zones where secondary suites would be permitted could be 

created. Each approach has implications on the length and complexity of the resulting zoning bylaw 

amendments. 

Proposed Solution:  Rather than introducing regulations applicable to each zone classification, the 

proposal is to introduce general secondary suite regulations. This reduces unnecessary duplication 

and simplifies the bylaw amendment and administration process. 

Permitted Secondary Suite Types 

Secondary suites can take on many forms including attached to or within a dwelling unit and detached 

as a carriage home, garden suite, or granny flat. There was broad community support for allowing both 

attached and detached secondary suites. 

Proposed Solution:  In response to strong community support, the proposal is to allow both attached 

and detached suites. 

Zones Where Secondary Suites Would be Permitted 

Consideration needs to be given to which zone classifications should allow secondary suites. Typically, 

secondary suites are allowed in zones which permit single unit Residential and are not allowed in 

Commercial, Industrial, or multiple unit Residential zones. This is primarily to protect these lands from 

uses that may reduce productivity and/or may have an impact on the availability of these lands for their 

intended use. 

Unlike the standard zone classifications that apply to large areas of land, Comprehensive Development 

(CD) Zones are a special case where a developer was granted approval for a specific development on a 

specific property(s) which is reflected by the CD zone. Changing a CD zone to allow secondary suites 

changes the terms of the original approval as suites were not contemplated at the time of rezoning. 

Proposed Solution:  The proposal is to allow secondary suites in the following residential and rural 

zones: 

• 	Bylaw 500: Residential 1 (RS1), Residential 1.1 (RS1.1), Residential 2 (RS2), and the Rural 1 

through Rural 10 zones. 

• 	Bylaw 1285: Agricultural 1 (A-1), Rural 1 (R-1), Rural Residential 2 (R-2), and Village Residential 3 

(R-3). 
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Note: The above zones include lands both inside and outside of the Growth Containment Boundaries 

and lands located within the Agricultural Land Reserve. 

Number of Suites Permitted 

One important consideration is the number of suites that should be permitted on a parcel. Of those who 

responded to the online questionnaire regarding this topic, over half indicated that only one secondary 

suite should be permitted per parcel. 

In suburban areas and rural village centres where parcels tend to be smaller than in surrounding rural 

areas, most properties are limited to one dwelling unit whether through zoning restrictions which limit 

density to one dwelling unit per parcel or by property size (minimum site area requirements). In these 

cases, it makes sense to limit secondary suites to one per dwelling unit which would result in one 

secondary suite per parcel. However, on rural lands many zones permit more than one dwelling unit on 

a property. In general, most properties larger than 2.0 ha are allowed to have two dwelling units. This 

raises the question of whether each permitted dwelling unit should be allowed to have a secondary 

suite associated with it and if so should there be a distinction made between attached and detached 

secondary suites. 

In rare cases (mainly in Electoral Area 'F') some properties are zoned (usually on a site specific basis) to 

allow a number of dwelling units. If one suite were allowed per dwelling unit, it could result in significant 

neighbourhood impacts in terms of parking, aesthetics, privacy, traffic, noise, and water. This is of more 

concern with respect to detached suites which would likely take the appearance of a typical dwelling 

unit only smaller in size. 

In addition to the above, most of the RDN Official Community Plans (OCP's) refer to a maximum number 

of dwelling units or residential buildings on a parcel, which is most commonly one dwelling unit per 

parcel to a maximum of two per parcel. Although secondary suites are not being considered dwelling 

units for the purpose of calculating density, the spirit and intent of the OCPs is to limit the intensity and 

number of residential buildings on rural parcels located outside of the Growth Containment Boundaries. 

The provision for a second dwelling unit on a parcel was originally intended to provide rental income for 

the property owner and/or an opportunity for a caretaker or to provide a residence for a family 

member. Allowing two additional secondary suites whether attached or detached would provide rural 

property owners, where two dwelling units are currently permitted, an opportunity for three rental 

units assuming that the property owner occupies one of the dwelling units on the property. Not only 

could this increase the rental housing stock, but it could also provide significant opportunities for 

affordable rural property ownership. 

Proposed Solution:  As a compromise between community input, which suggested that there should 

be a limit of one secondary suite per parcel, and the ability to accommodate more than one suite on 

large rural parcels, the proposal is that one secondary suite per dwelling unit be allowed to a 

maximum of two secondary suites per parcel provided that only one is a detached secondary suite. 

This approach would provide property owners where two suites are permitted an option to have 

two attached suites or one attached and one detached suite. 

Suites on Lands Located Within the Agricultural Land Reserve 

For lands located within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) the Agricultural Land Reserve Use, 
Subdivision, and Procedure Regulation applies. This regulation specifies farm uses (uses that may occur 

101



on ALR land regardless of local government zoning) and permitted uses (uses may occur unless 
otherwise prohibited by local government bylaw). The Regulation allows one secondary suite within a 
single family dwelling for each parcel as a permitted use. Therefore, if the RDN were to allow secondary 
suites on ALR land; they would be limited to one attached secondary suite per parcel with no provision 
for a detached secondary suite. 

There appears to be general support to allow secondary suites on ALR land based on the questionnaire 
results. Allowing one attached secondary suite is consistent with the Regulation and may assist farmers 
with on-farm labour or an additional income source to support farming operations. 

Should a property owner wish to construct a detached secondary suite, approval from the Agricultural 
Land Commission (ALC) would be required for a non-farm use. 

Based on the limitations established by the Regulation, it is unnecessary for the RDN to place further 
zoning restrictions on properties within the ALR. However, note that this approach places the onus on 
the ALC to determine if a detached secondary suite is appropriate on a case by case basis. 

Proposed Solution:  That a statement be included in the secondary suite regulations that indicates 
the land is subject to the Agricultural Land Reserve Act and Agricultural Land Reserve Use, 
Subdivision, and Procedure Regulation and not impose any additional limitations for secondary 
suites on ALR lands. 

Minimum Site Area Requirements 

In general, minimum site area requirements are established for each use to ensure there is adequate 
land area to accommodate buildings, off-street parking, on-site servicing (if applicable), and areas for 
rainwater management and other infrastructure. Minimum site area requirements also play an 
important role in protecting community identity and preserving rural character. 

Attached secondary suites do not result in more residential buildings being constructed on a property 
and for the most part do not change the outside appearance of a dwelling unit. Detached secondary 
suites typically result in additional and/or larger more prominent accessory buildings on a property. In 
addition, in unserviced areas additional land areas may be required to support a well and sewage 
disposal system. Therefore, it is important to consider how large a property should be in order to have 
an attached or detached secondary suite. 

Proposed Solution:  No minimum site area requirements are proposed for attached secondary 
suites. The proposal is that an attached secondary suite would be allowed on every property where 
the use is permitted provided that there is an approved means of sewage disposal with adequate 
capacity. The building permit process would be used to confirm capacity. 

With respect to detached secondary suites, the proposal is to have minimum site area requirements to 
ensure that adequate areas are available for parking, to construct a building, and to provide, in 
unserviced areas, adequate land area and separation distance for on-site water supply and sewage 
disposal. 
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The proposed minimum site area requirements for detached suites are as follows: 

800 m 2  for parcels serviced with community water and community sewer 

An 800 m 2  minimum site area requirement is consistent with that required by the City of Nanaimo 

without provisions for corner lots or lots with laneway access. 

8,000 m Z  for all other parcels 

An 8,000 m2  minimum site area requirement is based on the smallest parcel that can be created 

without community water or sewer taking into account parcel averaging. 

Minimum Parking Requirements 

Parking was the biggest issue raised during the secondary suites community engagement process. Many 

participants wanted to ensure that adequate parking was provided to facilitate secondary suites. 

Participants who staff spoke with from other jurisdictions which currently allow secondary suites almost 

unanimously suggested that one additional parking space is not enough. 

Many local governments require at least one additional off-street parking space to be provided for a 

secondary suite. On large rural properties, the provision of parking is not a concern and can easily be 

accommodated. However, on smaller suburban parcels, especially those with challenging topography or 

other features that limit the areas available for parking, accommodating onsite parking can be more of a 

challenge. In established neighbourhoods, it may be more difficult to provide the required off-street 

parking given established landscaping and limited driveway areas. In cases where a second additional 

parking space is not possible, applicants would have the option of applying for a Development Variance 

Permit or a Board of Variance Decision if they feel they have a hardship and the variance is considered 

minor. 

It should be noted that the RDN cannot prohibit residents from parking on the street. The proposed 

approach is intended to ensure that parking is available to reduce the likelihood of residents parking on 

the street and impeding access. 

Proposed Solution:  That two parking spaces be required for each secondary suite. 

Home-Based Businesses 

Another consideration is whether home-based businesses should be allowed within a building or on a 

parcel that contains a secondary suite. The main rationale for contemplating additional restrictions for 

home-based businesses are neighbourhood impacts due to concerns over parking and increased noise 

and vehicle trips to and from the home-based business. On smaller suburban parcels it may be difficult 

to provide the additional parking spaces required for a home-based business in addition to the parking 

requirements of the dwelling unit and secondary suite. For example, in areas covered by Bylaw 500, a 

minimum of six off-street parking spaces would be required for a dwelling unit, a secondary suite, and a 

home-based business. This figure is reduced to five in Electoral Area 'F' as only one off-street parking 

space is required for a home-based business. 

Many local governments include restrictions on the number, type, and use of home-based businesses in 

a dwelling unit containing a secondary suite. It is common to restrict Bed and Breakfast and uses which 
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typically generate traffic or are likely to have more potential for neighbourhood impacts. This may be of 

greater concern on suburban parcels where there is less separation distance between adjacent 

properties and less room to accommodate parking. On larger parcels it may be reasonable to allow a 

broader range of home-based business uses. 

Proposed Solution: That home-based businesses be permitted on parcels that contain a secondary 

suite provided the home-based business is not a bed and breakfast and is not located within the 

secondary suite or is conducted by the residents of the suite elsewhere on the property. Secondly, 

that additional restrictions on home-based businesses be established for parcels less than 8,000 m Z  

which limit the number of permitted home-based businesses per parcel to one (1), limit the use to 

professional practice or office, and prohibit non-resident employees. 

Note: That the proposed home-based business restrictions would only apply if there is a secondary 

suite on the subject parcel. 

Secondary Suite Definition 

It is important to have a definition for secondary suite that reflects community input and ensures that 

the use is clearly defined. A definition of secondary suite should be broad enough to allow both attached 

and detached secondary suites to be considered. The definition should also make it clear that a 

secondary suite is accessory to a primary residential dwelling unit. 

Proposed Solution: The proposal is to define secondary suite as follows: "secondary suite" means 

one or more habitable rooms and a cooking facility for residential accommodation, consisting of a 
self-contained unit with a separate entrance but which is clearly subordinate to a principal dwelling 
unit located on the some parcel as the secondary suite and may not be subdivided under the Strata 

Property Act." 

Location of Secondary Suites 

When asked location-based questions about secondary suites, respondents who were home owners felt 

that it was less important to consider factors such as proximity to schools, transit, and shops than 

respondents who were renters. This may partially be because there was a high proportion of renters 

who did not own a car and relied upon other means of transportation to meet their daily needs. 

Secondary suites were generally considered appropriate forms of affordable housing on all lands both 

within the Rural Village Centres and Growth Containment Boundaries and on rural acreages. 

Goal 6 of the Regional Growth Strategy supports the provision of appropriate, adequate, attainable, 

affordable, and adaptable housing. Secondary suites are well-positioned to address most aspects of this 

goal regardless of their location. 

Notwithstanding the above, another important consideration that goes beyond the RDN's sphere of 

influence is market conditions. It is likely that market conditions and personal needs will heavily 

influence where people choose to build suites and choose to live. For example, renters without the 

means or desire to own a vehicle or who have school-aged children will likely, out of necessity or 

convenience choose to live closer to the services that they require. Others who live further from 

available services may take advantage of secondary suites to house aging parents, caregivers, or young 

adults. Regardless of where the RDN allows secondary suites, the market for affordable rental housing 

will play a significant role in where suites are ultimately constructed. 
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Proposed Solution : That secondary suites be allowed in most residential and rural zones that allow 

single residential dwellings as outlined in proposed amendment Bylaw 500.389 and Bylaw 1285.19. 
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Appendix E 

Other Considerations 

In considering secondary suites in the RDN, there are a number of other important considerations that 

go beyond zoning amendments that should be addressed. Some of these are provided for information 

only, while others require action at a later date. The following is a summary of these considerations. 

Onsite Sewage Disposal 

Many residents had concerns with the ability of onsite sewage disposal systems to handle any additional 

volume that a secondary suite may introduce to the system. Residents' concerns were primarily related 

to drinking water protection, especially on small parcels, in unserviced areas. 

As part of the building permit process, the RDN requires proof that an approved means of sewage 

disposal with adequate capacity for the proposed use is provided. From that perspective, the RDN can 

ensure that the sewage disposal system satisfies provincial requirements at the time of construction. 

With the acceptance of new sewage treatment technologies by the Vancouver Island Health Authority, 

onsite sewage systems can be contained within a much smaller envelope than is possible through the 

use of a conventional sewage disposal system. It is therefore likely that other factors such as the cost of 

such systems, separation between wells and sewage disposal systems, local topography, and availability 

of water may become the primary factors in whether a secondary suite could be constructed on a 

parcel. 

The RDN offers a Septic Smart program which provides information to property owners on how to 

maintain their existing septic systems. Over time this may help alleviate some of the concerns related to 

operation and maintenance of onsite sewage disposal systems. 

Proposed Solution:  As part of the building permit process, continue to require proof that an 

approved means of wastewater disposal with adequate capacity for the proposed use is provided. 

BC Building Code Implications 

It is important to make a distinction between a building permit application for a secondary suite that has 

not yet been constructed and a building permit application for an existing secondary suite that was 

constructed without a building permit'. In addition, it is also important to make a distinction between 

suites located within a dwelling unit and detached secondary suites. 

All new secondary suites within a dwelling unit must satisfy Section 9.36 of the BC Building Code which 

provides a less stringent standard than required for the construction of a new dwelling unit. All new 

detached secondary suites must satisfy the current edition of the BC Building Code, which is the same 

section of the code used to construct a dwelling unit. 

Unlike new construction, where all aspects of the suite are visible and can be inspected, it is impractical 

and costly to require an owner of an existing suite to expose the required structural and building system 

components for inspection. 

' Constructed without a permit may mean either a suite constructed where a building permit was required but not 

obtained for or where a building permit was not required at the time the suite was constructed. 
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In addition, in most cases the suite would have been constructed under an earlier edition of the code 

whereby the existing construction may no longer meet current code requirements. For example, the 

building may not meet minimum insulation requirements. Therefore, a reasonable approach is needed 

which recognizes that a different less-onerous procedure is needed when dealing with unrecognized 

secondary suites. 

To address this concern and ensure that secondary suites meet basic health and safety requirements, an 

approach could be taken that involves a visual inspection of the secondary suite to determine if safety 

items pertaining to fire protection (smoke alarms), fire spread (drywall), and exits (a safe way out) have 

been addressed. 

Proposed Solution:  A process be established to deal with unrecognized secondary suites through a 

building permit process which focuses on ensuring that minimum health and safety standards are 

met. 

Owner-Occupied Secondary Suites 

Secondary suites often raise concerns about poor property maintenance or perceived behavior of 

renters attributed to 'absent landlords'. To address this concern, many local governments include 

requirements for homes with secondary suites to be "owner-occupied" (Town of Qualicum Beach, City 

of Parksville). The City of Nanaimo does not require either a suite or principal dwelling to be owner 

occupied. This decision resulted from legal advice indicating that while local governments have the 

authority to adopt bylaws that regulate land use, it is not clear that they have the authority to regulate 

who uses land. The Province of BC's Housing Policy Branch supports this perspective indicating that the 

owner occupancy requirement is "legally challengeable" and also difficult to enforce. 

Although there was some desire expressed to require owner-occupancy, the issue was not a big enough 

concern to justify the challenges associated with enforcement and the potential legal liability which 

would be associated with requiring owner-occupancy. 

Proposed Solution:  That there be no requirements for owner-occupancy. 

Bylaw Enforcement Implications 

It is important to develop some guidance with respect to how the RDN handles complaints about 

secondary suites to ensure a fair and consistent approach is taken. The RDN recognizes that secondary 

suites contribute significantly towards providing affordable housing in the region. Therefore, an 

approach to bylaw enforcement that balances the desire for affordable housing with the interests of the 

community is needed. 

Proposed Solution:  That the RDN not actively seek out and enforce its zoning and building bylaws as 

they pertain to unrecognized and recognized secondary suites and that the RDN adopt a complaint 

driven approach which focuses on health and safety provisions and voluntary compliance as 

outlined in the attached proposed secondary suites Board Policy. 

Servicing Implications 

On-site Potable Water Supply 

Many residents staff spoke with who live in unserviced areas were concerned about protecting their 

drinking water supply and ensuring that secondary suites would not result in negative impacts on 

existing groundwater quantity or quality. 
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The current approach to proving water presents a challenge for the RDN as water supply is generally 
proven at the time of subdivision (although this is not always the case). There are numerous vacant 
parcels in the RDN; some of these parcels have existed for decades and include many very small parcels 
generally not large enough to support a septic field and a well. When an applicant applies for a building 
permit to build a house, the RDN does not require the builder to confirm the capacity of the well. This 
makes it difficult for the RDN to justify asking the builder of a secondary suite, which uses less water 
than a typical dwelling unit, to require confirmation of the capacity of the well. 

Typically a secondary suite uses less water than a single dwelling unit. A Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation funded study completed in 1999 by the Tenant Resource and Advisory Centre suggests that 
homes with secondary suites use about 35% — 63% more water than homes without secondary suites. 
The study also suggested that variables such as community demographics, average household size, and 
community type (suburban, rural, urban core) are factors in determining water use and the impact of 
secondary suites on water-related infrastructure. 

Proposed Solution:  The Board may wish to consider changing the current practice of not requiring a 
builder to prove well capacity. This is something that could be considered in more detail at a later 
date as it goes beyond the scope of the secondary suites project and there are costs and 
implications of changing the current practice. 

Community Water 

Although land use within the participating Electoral Areas is under RDN jurisdiction, community water is 
provided by a number of different service providers. These include Improvement Districts, the RDN, as 
well as private service providers who are all responsible for ensuring that customers are supplied with 
an adequate and sustainable supply of potable water. Concerns were raised over the provision of 
community water and ensuring that water service providers have enough capacity to service any 
additional demand that results from secondary suites. 

It is unknown how many secondary suites exist which are serviced by a community water system and 
how many new secondary suites would be constructed as a result of allowing secondary suites in the 
RDN. Therefore, the impact that secondary suites are currently having or could have in the future is 
relatively unknown within the context of the RDN. 

Referrals have been sent to the Improvement Districts to advise them of the secondary suites proposal 
so they can consider the potential impacts on their systems. Based on available research and the 
experience of other Local Governments that allow secondary suites, it is not anticipated that secondary 
suites in areas served by community water would have a noticeable impact on RDN community water 
services. This is due to relatively low average household size within the Electoral Areas and number of 
occupants likely to reside in each secondary suite. 

Since secondary suites have never formally been allowed in the RDN, infrastructure planning did not 
factor in the specific impacts of secondary suites on RDN community water systems. Therefore, it is 
important to monitor the potential impacts by collecting data on the number of secondary suites being 
constructed and the associated water use. This data could be used at a later date to inform future 
infrastructure planning projects, DCC rates, and user fees. 
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Proposed Solution:  That the RDN collaborate with other community water service providers to 

gather local water use data for secondary suites and consider secondary suites in future community 

water supply planning. 

Community Sewer Services 

It is important to consider the potential impacts of secondary suites on community sewer infrastructure 

to ensure that there is adequate capacity in the systems to accommodate any additional flows 

generated by secondary suites. 

Based on the anticipated additional water usage and number of occupants likely to reside within a 

secondary suite, staff is of the opinion that secondary suites will not have a significant impact on existing 

community sewer infrastructure. However, until such time as the RDN gains more experience in 

managing secondary suites and a better understanding of how many secondary suites are being built, it 

is impossible to provide a definitive answer with respect to the impact of secondary suites on sewer 

infrastructure. 

Proposed Solution:  With respect to community water and community sewer, the proposal is to track 

the number of secondary suites being constructed within areas serviced with RDN community water 

and sewer and monitor the impacts on existing infrastructure capacity. In addition, it is proposed 

that future infrastructure planning take secondary suites into consideration in response to local data 

which will be collected over time. 

User Rates, Development Costs, and Encouraging Secondary Suites 

The way in which the RDN addresses utility fees, development cost charges (DDCs), and building permit 

fees can have an impact on housing affordability as these costs typically get passed on to owners and 

tenants. Simply adopting policies and bylaws that allow secondary suites does not guarantee that 

secondary suites will be built. 

Experience from other Local Governments suggests that uptake on the program can vary widely and is 

dependent on a number of factors including some that are outside of the RDN's control such as market 

conditions and others that the RDN has a direct influence on including user rates and development fees. 

Consideration should be given to factors that affect an owner's decision on whether or not to build a 

secondary suite. 
In recognition that secondary suites typically consume less services than a traditional dwelling unit and 

provide a needed form of affordable housing, many Local Governments waive or reduce service fees and 

charges. Should the RDN wish to consider a similar approach, it is important to have a good 

understanding of the RDN's current practices and the potential implications of waiving or reducing fees 

and charges. This requires a thorough review and analysis that could be presented to the Board at a 

later date. 

The following provides a brief overview of the RDN current practices with respect to building permit fees 

and development cost charges as well as fees and charges for services such as building permits and 

community water and sewer. This section also provides some options for the RDN to consider that may 

help encourage the construction of secondary suites. 

Building Permit Fees 

Fees for building permits are established in accordance with RDN "Building Regulations Fees and 

Charges Bylaw No. 1595, 2010". In general, fees are based on the value of construction and the number 
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and type of inspections required. It is estimated that for a secondary suite with a construction value of 

less than or equal to $20,000 the building permit fees would be approximately $200. 

Some local governments support housing affordability and encourage non-compliant secondary suite 

owners to have their suites recognized through the building permit process by either waiving building 

permit fees for a set period of time, considering a reduced fee that applies specifically to secondary 

suites, or offering front of the line service. 

Development Cost Charges 

Local Government may, in accordance with Section 933 of the Local Government Act, impose 

Development Cost Charges (DCCs) on every person who obtains approval of a subdivision or a building 

permit. The purpose of DCCs is to assist Local Government with paying for the impact that new 

development places on infrastructure (water, sewer, drainage, roads, etc.). 

The Regional District of Nanaimo currently has a number of DCC bylaws applicable to community sewer. 

The "Northern Community Sewer Service Area Development Cost Charges Bylaw 1442, 2005" is the only 

RDN DCC bylaw that makes specific exemptions for the construction of a secondary suite. In addition, 

this exemption is only applicable to secondary suites located within a dwelling unit and does not include 

detached secondary suites. 

As mentioned above, secondary suites typically consume less services than a traditional dwelling unit. 

Therefore, an argument can be made that secondary suites also have less impact on infrastructure and 

result in less need for expanded services and as a result should either be exempt from DCCs or be 

eligible for reduced DCCs. Although secondary suites have less impact than a traditional dwelling unit, 

the overall impact needs to be assessed to ensure adequate cost recovery. 

Local Governments may by bylaw waive or reduce DCCs for eligible development which includes not-for-

profit rental housing, for-profit affordable rental housing, small parcel residential subdivision, and 

development that is designed to result in a low environmental impact. In addition, a DCC is generally not 

payable if the development does not impose new capital cost burdens on the RDN or if construction 

value does not exceed $50,000. 
It is likely that most attached secondary suites would be exempt from DCCs simply based on having a 

construction value less than $50,000. However, detached secondary suites are more likely to exceed this 

value and are not specifically exempt. 

Proposed Solution:  Staff to prepare a report at a later date that identifies and evaluates options for 

DCCs for both attached and detached secondary suites. 

Utility Rates 

Utility rates also have an impact on housing affordability as these costs are absorbed by the homeowner 

or passed on to the tenant of a secondary suite. Unreasonable utility rates may also discourage non-

compliant secondary suite owners from recognizing their suite in fear of having to pay additional utility 

fees. 

In general, where possible it is good practice to charge for services based on consumption and actual 

services consumed rather than a flat fee that does not factor in consumption. Given that secondary 

suites typically consume less services than a traditional dwelling unit, they could be charged for actual 

services consumed. 
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Notwithstanding the above, different approaches have been used by Local Governments that allow 

secondary suites. Some charge a secondary suite the same amount as a traditional dwelling unit, while 

others will either waive or reduce servicing fees. Factors such as impacts on existing infrastructure and 

operating costs should be considered in developing an approach. 

Currently, the RDN charges user rates for community water and sewer as well as curbside garbage, 

recycling and food waste collection services. The following provides a summary of the RDN's current 

practice. 

In most cases properties are serviced by a single water meter. In cases where there is more than one 

unit connected to a single water meter, the total water consumption is divided by the number of units 

for an average water use per unit (this typically results in a lower water rate bracket), the user rate per 

unit is calculated and then multiplied back by the number of units for an overall total. The current 

system results in a reduced rate-per-unit rate and is based on consumption. 

Unlike RDN community water systems which are metered, community sewer systems are not. 

Therefore, it becomes more difficult to charge for services based purely on consumption. In addition, 

there is a direct correlation between water use and the amount of wastewater generated by a dwelling 

unit. 

The RDN currently charges fees for community sewer services based on a flat annual fee that applies to 

each residential unit. Properties with extra units (including a secondary suite) are billed a fee for each 

residential unit. As a result, secondary suites are charged the same amount as a traditional dwelling unit. 

The RDN could consider other options for community sewer rates such as basing the fees on a portion of 

metered water usage. 

Currently garbage, food waste and recycling charges are a flat annual fee. Properties with extra units 

(including a secondary suite) are billed a fee for each residential unit which allows each unit to place one 

garbage can (which meets applicable weight and volume requirements) and one green bin at the 

curbside as well as have access to the curbside recycling program . 

Secondary suite occupants produce garbage, food waste and recycling for curbside collection. With both 

homeowners and tenants, individual behaviours and the choices residents make affect the volume of 

materials put out at the curb. This generally means that having more occupants in a dwelling unit results 

in higher volumes of materials being placed at curbside. 

In some areas of the RDN, community water is provided by an Improvement District or a Private Water 

Utility. In these cases, the RDN does not control the amount charged to provide the service to a 

secondary suite. This could create inconsistencies in the way in which secondary suites pay for services if 

different approaches are adopted. 

Improvement Districts and Private Water Utilities will be sent a referral advising them of the proposed 

Secondary Suite Program. The RDN may wish to collaborate with these service providers to develop a 

consistent approach across the region. 
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The above does not represent a comprehensive list of all potential options and is not intended to be a 

recommended strategy for encouraging secondary suites. Further thought and analysis is required to 

develop a comprehensive strategy for encouraging the construction of secondary suites in the RDN. 

Proposed Solution:  The proposal is to maintain the status quo with respect to servicing fees and 

charges until such time as a more thorough review is completed and a report on potential options 

for encouraging secondary suites is presented to the Board for consideration. 
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Secondary Suites Project 

Questionnaire Results 
 
 
During the summer and fall of 2013 the Regional District of Nanaimo (RDN) initiated a public engagement 
process to gauge the level of community support for secondary suites within the RDN’s Electoral Areas A, C, E, F 
G, and H. This was done by attending community events, meeting with community groups and individuals, 
hosting information sessions, and an online questionnaire. The purpose of the questionnaire was to ask 
residents their level of support for secondary suites as a form of affordable housing within the community and 
identify what form of secondary suites may be appropriate. The questionnaire also focused on identifying 
issues and opportunities related to secondary suites. A total of 209 responses to the online questionnaire were 
received. The purpose of this document is to present the questionnaire results in a reader friendly format. 
Many of the questions provided an opportunity to provide written comments. All written comments have been 
provided following the last question. 
 
Only 26 (12.4%) of 209 respondents were renters or soon to be renters. So the results of the renters section of 
the questionnaire may not be representative of renters’ views across the region.  
 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner and Renter Question 1 

Please select the survey option which best meets your current situation. 
 

Responses Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Home Owner or soon 
to be owner 87.6 183 

Renter or soon to be 
renter 12.4 26 

Total 100.0 209 

 
 
  

88% 

12% 

Please select the survey option which 
best meets your current situation.  

Home owner or
soon to be owner

Renter or soon to
be renter
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H o m e  O w n e r s  S u r v e y  
 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 2 

Do you think secondary suites will provide needed affordable housing in the RDN’s Electoral Areas?  
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 93.4 142 
No 3.3 5 
Not Sure 3.3 5 
Total 100 152 

51 Comments 

 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 3 

Do you think the RDN’s Electoral Areas would benefit from secondary suites?   
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 92.7 140 
No 4.6 7 
Not Sure 2.7 4 
Total 100 151 

47 Comments 

 
 
  

Yes 

No Not Sure 

Do you think secondary suites will provide              
needed affordable housing in the RDN's 

Electoral Areas?                                               

Yes 

No Not Sure 

Do you think the RDN's Electoral Areas 
would benefit from sedondary suites? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 4 

Would you like to have a secondary suite in your home? 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 71.3 107 
No 19.3 29 
Not Sure 9.3 14 
Total 100 150 

42 Comments 

 
 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 5 

Would you like to have a secondary suite in your neighbourhood?  
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 88.2 134 
No 5.9 9 
Not Sure 5.9 9 
Total 100 152 

48 Comments 

 
 
  

Yes 

No 

Not Sure 

Would you like to have a secondary suite 
in your home? 

Yes 

No 
Not Sure 

Would you like to have a secondary suite in 
your neighbourhood? 

115



 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 6 

If you don’t have a suite in your home, would you build one if suites are allowed? 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 57.9 84 
No 20 29 
Not Sure 22 32 
Total 100 145 

37 Comments 

 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 7 

If you had a suite in your home, would you make it available as a long-term rental unit for someone to live 
in?  
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 81 119 
No 8.8 13 
Not Sure 10.2 15 
Total 100 147 

25 Comments 

 
 
  

Yes No 

Not 
Sure 

If you don't have a suite in your home, 
would you build one if suites are allowed? 

Yes 

No 

Not Sure 

If you had a suite in your home, would you 
make it available as a long-term rental unit 

for someone to live in? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 8 
If you already have a suite in your home, would you go through the process to get a building permit to make 
it an authorized suite if it were possible? 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 56.4 75 
No 21 28 
Not Sure 22.6 30 
Total 100 133 

47 Comments 

 

 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 9 

Do you have on-site sewage disposal (i.e. septic field)? 

 
 

 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 83 122 
No 15.7 23 
Not Sure 1.4 2 
Total 100 147 

6 Comments 

 

 
 

Yes 
No 

Not 
Sure 

If you already have a suite in your home, 
would you go through the process to get a 
building permit to make it an authorized 

suite if it were possible? 

Yes 

No 

Not Sure 

Do you have on-site sewage disposal (i.e. 
septic field)? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 10 

Would you upgrade your on-site sewage disposal system, if needed, in order to have a secondary suite? 

 
 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 60.3 82 
No 23.5 32 
Not Sure 16.2 22 
Total 100 136 

29 Comments 

 

 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 11 

Are you concerned about the impact of secondary suites on your community’s water supply?  

 
 

 
 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 23.8 35 
No 70 103 
Not Sure 6.1 9 
Total 100 147 

32 Comments 

 
 
 
 

Yes 
No 

Not 
Sure 

Would you upgrade your in-site sewage 
disposal system, if neded, in order to 

have a secondary suite?  

Yes 

No 

Not Sure 

Are you concerned about the impact of 
secondary suites on your community's 

water supply? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 12 
 
Are you concerned about potential parking and traffic issues related to secondary suites? 

 
 

 
 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 23.1 33 
No 73.4 105 
Not Sure 3.5 5 
Total 100 143 

25 Comments 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes 

No 

Not Sure 

Are you concerned about potential parking 
and traffic issues related to secondary 

suites? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 13 

How important do you think the following considerations are in deciding where secondary suites should be 
allowed? 

Home Owner Response Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Not Very 
Important Not Sure Total 

Close to schools 18 51 74 1 144 
Close to shops and 
other services 25 55 64 0 144 

Close to transit 31 58 53 1 143 
Close to 
jobs/employment 
opportunities 

21 59 61 3 144 

Close to 
parks/recreation 
opportunities 

17 47 74 0 138 

In areas with no known 
water problems (water 
supply and quantity) or 
where adequate 
measures are in place 
to address /prevent 
problems 

53 59 29 3 144 

In areas where 
community water is 
provided 

36 45 61 1 143 

In areas where 
community sewer is 
provided 

26 39 77 2 144 

120



 
 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Close to Schools

Close to shops and other services

Close to transit

Close to jobs/employment
opportunities

Close to parks/ recreation
opportunities

In areas with no known water
problems (water supply and quality) or
where adequate measures are in place

to address/prevent problems.

In areas where community water is
provided

In areas where community sewer is
provided.

Number of Respondents 
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Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 14 

 
Which Electoral Area do you live in? 
 

 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Electoral Area A (Cassidy, Cedar, 
Yellow Point, South Wellington) 14.2 20 

Electoral Area C (Extension, 
Nanaimo Lakes, East 
Wellington/Pleasant Valley) 

7.1 10 

Electoral Area E (Nanoose Bay, 
Fairwinds, Red Gap) 20.6 29 

Electoral Area F (Coombs, 
Hilliers, Errington) 13.5 19 

Electoral Area G (San Pareil, 
French Creek, Dashwood, 
Englishman River) 

16.3 23 

Electoral Area H (Qualicum Bay, 
Deep Bay, Bowser, Horne Lake, 
Spider Lake) 

24.8 35 

I don’t know 3.5 5 
Other  7 

answered question 141 
skipped question 68 

7 Comments  

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

A 

C 

E 

F 
G 

H 

I don't 
know 

Other 

Which Electoral Area do you live 
in? 
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R e n t e r s  S u r v e y  
 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 16 

Do you currently live in a secondary suite? 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 41.7 5 
No 58.3 7 
Total 100 12 

 
 
 

Yes 

No 

Do you currently live in a 
secondary suite? 

Secondary Suites Project – Home Owner Question 15 

 
Do you have additional questions? 
 

Home Owner 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 46.7 70 
No 53.3 80 
Total 100 150 

71 Comments 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Yes 

No 

Do you have additional 
questions? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 17 

If No, would you consider living in a secondary suite?   

 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 66.7 6 
No 33.3 3 
Maybe 0 0 
Total 100 9 

 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 18 

Do you feel you have the security of a long-term rental situation in your current home? 

 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 41.7 5 
No 33.3 4 
Not sure 25 3 
Total 100 12 

 
  

Yes 

No 

If No, would you consider living in a 
secondary suite? 

Yes 

No 

Not 
Sure 

Do you feel you have the security of a 
long-term rental situation in your 

current home? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 19 

Is long term rental security important to you? 

 
 

 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 91.7 11 
No 0 0 
Not sure 8.3 1 
Total 100 12 

 

Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 20 

Does your rent cost you more than 30% of your income? 

 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 41.7 5 
No 50 6 
Not sure 8.3 1 
Total 100 12 

 
 
 

Yes 

Not Sure 

Is long term rental security important 
to you? 

Yes 

No 

Not Sure 

Does your rent cost more than 30% of 
you income? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 21 

Is your home adequately serviced with a kitchen, bathroom, and direct access to the outdoors? 

 
 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 91.7 11 
No 8.3 1 
Total 100 12 

 

Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 22 

Does your home feel healthy and safe? 

 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 91.7 11 
No 8.3 1 
Total 100 12 

2 Comments 

 
 
 
 

Yes 

No 

Is your home adequately serviced 
with a kitchen, bathroom, and direct 

access to the outdoors? 

Yes 

No 

Does your home feel healthy and 
safe? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 23 

Are you aware of water shortages or water quality issues where you live? 

 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 33.3 4 
No 66.7 8 
Not sure 0 0 
Total 100 12 

2 Comments 

 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 24 

Are you aware of any problems with the sewage disposal system where you live?  

 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 16.7 2 
No 83.3 10 
Total 100 12 

 
 
 

Yes 

No 

Are you aware of water shortages or 
water quality issues where you live? 

Yes 

No 

Are you aware of any problems with the 
sewage disposal system where you live? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Renters Question 25 

Do you own a car? 

  

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 66.7 8 
No 33.3 4 
Total 100 12 

 

Secondary Suites Project – Renters Question 26 

If you answered ‘No’ to the above, how do you get around? 

 
 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Count 

Motorbike 0 
Electric Scooter 0 
Get rides with 
Friends/Family 3 

Walk 4 
Bicycle 3 
Hitchhike  1 
Bus 3 
Total 
Respondents 
(Responses) 

5 (14)* 

*Note, for 26 above, respondents provided more than one answer to this question. For example 
respondents could walk and bicycle.  
 
 
 
 

Yes 

No 

Do you own a car? 

Get car 
rides with 

family/ 
friends 

Walk Bicycle 

Hitchhike 

Bus 

If you answered 'No' to the above, how do you get 
around? 
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Secondary Suites Project – Renters Section Question 27 
 
How important do you think the following considerations are in deciding where secondary suites should be 
allowed? 
 

Renters Response Very 
Important 

Somewhat 
Important 

Not Very 
Important 

Not Sure 

Close to schools 4 2 6 0 
Close to shops and other 
services 6 3 3 0 

Close to transit 5 3 3 0 
Close to jobs/employment 
opportunities 6 2 3 0 

Close to parks/recreation 
opportunities 7 3 2 0 

Affordability 9 3 0 0 
Number of bedrooms 7 2 3 0 

3 Comments 
 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10

Close to schools

Close to shops and other
services

Close to transit

Close to jobs/employment
opportunities

Close to parks/recreation
opportunities

Affordability

Number of bedrooms

Number of Respondents 

How important do you think the following considerations are in 
deciding where secondary suites should be allowed? 

Not Sure

Not Very Important

Somewhat Important

Very Important
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Secondary Suites Project – Renter Section Question 28 

 
Which Electoral Area do you live in? 
 

Answer Options Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

 

Electoral Area A (Cassidy, 
Cedar, Yellow Point, South 
Wellington) 

0 0 

Electoral Area C (Extension, 
Nanaimo Lakes, East 
Wellington/Pleasant Valley) 

0 0 

Electoral Area E (Nanoose 
Bay, Fairwinds, Red Gap) 25 3 

Electoral Area F (Coombs, 
Hilliers, Errington) 8.3 1 

Electoral Area G (San Pareil, 
French Creek, Dashwood, 
Englishman River) 

33.3 4 

Electoral Area H (Qualicum 
Bay, Deep Bay, Bowser, 
Horne Lake, Spider Lake) 

33.3 4 

I don’t know 0 0 
Other  0 
Total 100 12 
 

Secondary Suites Project – Renter Section Question 29 

Do you have additional comments or suggestions? 

 

Renter 
Response 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Yes 12.5 1 
No 87.5 7 
Total 100 8 

3 Comments 

Yes 

No 

Do you have additional comments or 
suggestions? 

E 

F 

G 

H 

Which Electoral Area do you live in? 
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Optional Detailed Question – Home Owners or Renters 
 
Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 

33 Comments were received related to this question 
 
At least one additional off-street parking space should be required. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally Agree 59.8 49 
Somewhat 
Agree 20.7 17 

Not Sure 4.9 4 
Somewhat 
Disagree 8.5 7 

Totally 
Disagree 6.1 5 

Total  100 82  

 
There should be a limit on the floor area of secondary suites (For example, not greater than 40% of the floor 
area of the principle dwelling unit). 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally Agree 34.1 28 
Somewhat 
Agree 22 18 

Not Sure 14.6 12 
Somewhat 
Disagree 13.4 11 

Totally 
Disagree 15.9 13 

Total  100 82 
 

 
Secondary suites which are detached from the primary residence should be supported. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally Agree 70.8 58 
Somewhat 
Agree 15.9 13 

Not Sure 2.4 2 
Somewhat 
Disagree 6.1 5 

Totally 
Disagree 4.9 4 

Total  100 82 
 

60% 21% 

5% 
8% 

6% Totally Agree

Somewhat Agree

Not Sure

Somewhat
Disagree
Totally Disagree

32% 

23% 
15% 

14% 16% 

Totally
Agree
Somewhat
Agree
Not Sure

Somewhat
Disagree
Totally
Disagree

71% 

16% 

2% 
6% 5% Totally

Agree
Somewhat
Agree
Not Sure

Somewhat
Disagree
Totally
Disagree
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Only one suite per lot should be supported. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally Agree 50 40 
Somewhat 
Agree 17.5 14 

Not Sure 10 8 
Somewhat 
Disagree 7.5 6 

Totally 
Disagree 15 12 

Total  100 80 

 
 
Secondary suite owners should pay for any additional services which the occupants consume such as water, 
sewer, garbage, recycling, and organics collection. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally Agree 47.6 39 
Somewhat 
Agree 31.7 26 

Not Sure 6.1 5 
Somewhat 
Disagree 7.3 6 

Totally 
Disagree 7.3 6 

Total  100 82 

 
 
On parcels with onsite servicing (well and septic disposal systems) measures should be taken to ensure that 
the existing facilities have the capacity and are capable of supporting a secondary suite. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally Agree 69.5 57 
Somewhat 
Agree 14.6 12 

Not Sure 3.7 3 
Somewhat 
Disagree 4.9 4 

Totally 
Disagree 7.3 6 

Total  100 82 
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Somewhat
Agree
Not Sure

Somewhat
Disagree
Totally
Disagree

48% 
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6% 
7% 7% 
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Somewhat
Agree
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Somewhat
Disagree

Totally
Disagree
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I am concerned with potential environmental impacts of secondary suites (groundwater impacts, creation of 
impervious surfaces, habitat loss, etc.). 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally 
Agree 13.4 11 

Somewhat 
Agree 18.3 15 

Not Sure 3.7 3 
Somewhat 
Disagree 29.3 24 

Totally 
Disagree 35.4 29 

Total  100 82 

 
 
Secondary suites should be permitted in all zones where single family residences are permitted. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally 
Agree 61 50 

Somewhat 
Agree 14.6 12 

Not Sure 11 9 
Somewhat 
Disagree 6.1 5 

Totally 
Disagree 7.3 6 

Total  100 82 
 

 
Secondary suites should be permitted throughout each Electoral Area. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally 
Agree 72.5 58 

Somewhat 
Agree 11.3 9 

Not Sure 8.8 7 
Somewhat 
Disagree 1.3 1 

Totally 
Disagree 6.3 5 

Total  100 80  
 
  

14% 

18% 

4% 29% 

35% 

Totally Agree

Somewhat
Agree
Not Sure

Somewhat
Disagree
Totally
Disagree

61% 15% 

11% 

6% 
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Somewhat
Disagree
Totally Disagree
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9% 
1% 6% Totally Agree

Somewhat
Agree
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Somewhat
Disagree
Totally Disagree
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Secondary suites should be permitted on rural parcels including lands located within the Agricultural 
Land Reserve. 
 

Renter 
Responses 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Count 

Totally 
Agree 79.3 65 

Somewhat 
Agree 11 9 

Not Sure 3.7 3 
Somewhat 
Disagree 3.7 3 

Totally 
Disagree 2.4 2 

Total  100 82  
 
  

79% 

11% 

4% 4% 2% 
Totally Agree

Somewhat Agree

Not Sure

Somewhat
Disagree
Totally Disagree
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Comments Received 
 

Comments 
Received on 
Question 2: 

Do you think secondary suites will provide needed affordable housing in the RDN’s 
Electoral Areas? 

1 Very much needed. 

2 Most will be smaller than a regular home so rent should be less, giving people the 
opportunity to find more reasonable housing. 

3 I am concerned of the parking and recreational vehicles that may become an eye 
sore, over-crowded that starts to look junky and devalues property of neighbours. 

4 In these economic times, secondary suites provide a much needed, cheaper option, 
in most cases, than renting an apartment or full house. 

5 Absolutely, this is needed. 
6 Suites are already providing affordable housing illegally. 
7 So long as the home owner lives on the property. 

8 It is also a very successful option for aging parents.  Which in our case is the main 
reason to add a suite. 

9 I used to rent and it was very difficult to rent anything other than a small noisy 
apartment. 

10 
Not only will it provide affordable housing for the people renting, it enables the 
homeowner to generate income and help with mortgage and maintenance 
expenses. 

11 I am interested in providing housing for aging parent. 

12 

I raised my daughter as a single parent and living in an area that allowed suites made 
it possible for me to be able to live in a good residential area, where we felt safe, 
and part of a middle class neighbourhood. Without the suites we would have had to 
look at low income housing in a more challenging area. I will always be grateful for 
that choice, my daughter had a great place to make friends, play outside, and go to 
school. 
 
As things have changed over the years, now it is my elderly mother who I would like 
to have live with me. She is not so elderly that she cannot be independent, but she 
will need someone to help out very soon. This would allow us to keep her in her own 
home much longer than if she lived in her own house. 

13 We would like to have a secondary suite to help our parent's have affordable living, 
while allowing us to help them as they continue to age and need assistance. 

14 

A lot of people are struggling to meet expenses. My concern is that the RDN looks at 
this as another taxation opportunity. Time will tell. I think if the RDN permits family 
members to live in a secondary suites, a non-profit scenario should be looked upon 
in a different light than a non-family member. 

15 It is much cheaper to add a suite to already existing residents than build a new 
building to accommodate suites. 

16 Would bring affordable housing to the RDN. 

17 There is very little affordable housing in the RDN or in the towns of Qualicum Beach 
or Parksville. 

18 Offers 1st time buyers and financially stressed home owners a revenue stream to 
help meet their ever increasing costs to own. 
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Comments 
Received on 
Question 2: 

Do you think secondary suites will provide needed affordable housing in the RDN’s 
Electoral Areas? 

19 There is a need for low rentals in this area. 

20 

There are several single people with limited income and these suites allow them to 
live on their own, which they would not be able to do otherwise.  Also, seniors have 
limited income and this allows children to build suites in their homes for their 
parents to continue to have independence. 

21 Prices go up but pays remain the same or go down.  We all need help to live. 

22 

They provide more affordable housing for young people starting out either as 
tenants or new home owners in need of mortgage helpers; they also provide 
housing for the elderly on low fixed incomes. Communities require a good range of 
age, this is not the case in area H There is a need to bring families, young people and 
children into our over-aged communities. Without diversity of age, communities 
cannot survive. The over aged population needs caretakers, to ensure they can live a 
good quality of life in their own homes, rather than being forced into in-care 
facilities. 

23 

They could provide affordable living for people who cannot afford a home but are 
saving for down payment. 
 
As mortgage helpers they make owning a home more of a possibility. 
 
They can help develop community. People living on the same property are more 
likely to cooperate, share both materially and socially. having people cooperate and 
share. 

24 Yes due to the continuing low rental vacancy numbers. 

25 
They create another option that can benefit both owners and renters. This can make 
home retention affordable and can create affordable rental options. Great for 
seniors who want to stay in their home. 

26 
I think secondary suites are an important part of the housing mix already and the 
fact that they are done illegally concerns me.....I would like to know that fire safety 
and health concerns are met. 

27 
I have been amazed at the number of families who are financially insecure in Area E.  
While suites would mostly be for single people, their availability would free up any 
smaller houses for families. 

28 
There are currently a large number illegal rental units that do not have the facilities 
required. I think this really pertains to sewage disposal which in turn has a damaging 
effect on the ground water. 

29 I think you need to differentiate between - housing & accommodation. Housing 
being for families & accommodation for singles, more likely to be youths. 

30 
I am a senior hoping to live in an independent suite in a property or on the same 
acreage as our daughter and son-in-law.   A suite would be an ideal way to house 
two groups of the same family. 

31 Enable families to provide home senior care and also extended family (children) 
space. 
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Comments 
Received on 
Question 2: 

Do you think secondary suites will provide needed affordable housing in the RDN’s 
Electoral Areas? 

32 

In my experience secondary suites rent for less money than comparable space in 
apartments or multifamily dwellings.  I have used secondary suites for many years 
after university and two of my children live in secondary units today.  Typically, 
these suites have a comprehensive price that includes electricity, heat, cable TV and 
internet.  This is another attraction for those seeking affordability. 

33 More housing available means more affordability. 
34 Legal suites increase tax revenue 
35 Absolutely, due to the nature of secondary suites it makes for more affordable living. 
36 Rent is less expensive than owning. 

37 

Ironically, many electoral areas are becoming overpriced due to strict limitations on 
growth. The root cause is the RDN's own policies and perceptions about what level 
of development is "sustainable". In-fill of existing lots with carriage homes or 
secondary suites will help increase the supply of available housing, albeit only 
marginally, as suites will most likely be created during the course of new 
construction. 

38 

There are many people in the area that cannot afford or do not want to live in 
apartment buildings. Secondary suites, if done properly, allow these people to live in 
a comfortable home environment, usually at a lower cost of rent per month.  Also, 
there are very few apartments available to rent anyway. 

39 

Although there are still a fair number of seasonably available private residences that 
rent out while their owners winter somewhere warmer, they are usually not in the 
price range of tourist industry workers or shellfish industry workers. I am sure they 
will provide at least some lower priced housing for lower income residents. 

40 Will this allow us to install 220 power so that the unit can have a washer/dryer, full 
size stove - Then yes. 

41 The rental situation in any area at present is very low.  Hard to find and not really 
affordable for those that need it. 

42 Many who have low paying jobs need affordable, safe places to live. 

43 With the new Deep Bay Research Station, secondary suite's will help part time/full 
time students and professors.  It will also help others who need affordable rentals. 

44 Would allow family members to obtain affordable housing and companionship 
closer 

45 It would allow people to live in the community in which they work or go to school at 
a lesser rate than having to purchase or rent longer -term 

46 

Certainly what we have seen in Qualicum Beach, some of the secondary housing 
accommodation in the downtown core, where they want it, is cheaper but not 
necessarily "affordable".   But sq. ft. to sq. ft. it is probably still as expensive as 
renting a conventional house or standard apartment. 

47 This may assist with the affordable housing challenge but will not likely solve it. 

48 
I believe that it gives homeowners flexibility with their property. Being regulated, it 
allows for a safe, consistent approach to the dwellings/suites and discourages 
people from creating/building unsafe places for people to live in. 
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Comments 
Received on 
Question 2: 

Do you think secondary suites will provide needed affordable housing in the RDN’s 
Electoral Areas? 

49 

I think this is an acceptable option, provided it is restricted to properties where the 
owners are in continuous occupancy.  In other words, I think problems could 
develop if it is allowed in situations where the owner is not resident - as for example 
in a second or vacation home, where the owner is residing elsewhere for part of the 
year.  I believe a resident owner provides both ready access to the tenant to meet 
their needs, but also a ready way for the neighbourhood to deal with tenants who 
become a nuisance.  I think there is a much higher likelihood of tenants becoming 
problems to the surrounding community if there is an absentee landlord. 

50 

There are a number of people in this area that cannot afford to purchase a home.  
Having an opportunity to rent a suite from a homeowner would provide someone 
with a feeling of worth, i.e. having a roof over their head, pride of having a place 
where they could have their own space. 

51 There are many secondary suites already providing affordable housing. Whether 
sanctioned or not, they exist. 
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Comments 
Received on 
Question 3: 

Do you think the RDN’s Electoral Areas would benefit from secondary suites? 

1 Extra buildings and or developed suite(s) on lots would increase property tax base. 
2 We are already having a water issue. 
3 As long as they are properly regulated and safe dwellings. 
4 People who follow laws will benefit from this change. 
5 Tax dollars 

6 
I think that allowing secondary suites will allow for correct building code 
requirements.  I also think a fee should be paid to build a secondary suite.  There are 
far too many improperly built suites. 

7 Reduce the need to expand infrastructure - i.e.; more roads, sewer, water, etc. 
8 Healthy diversity 

9 

Absolutely. Suites allow families to stay together, putting less strain on the health 
care system. Parents helping younger members, then they help parents. In many 
cases illness requires family move in to help, in my personal experience a friend with 
MS needed her parents to help with her young children, but they could not legally 
put a carriage house in so they had to move out of the district. 
 
Suites allow for more density, without a major impact on the appearance of a 
neighbourhood. More density has a positive effect on all local business. It allows 
diversification.  
 
Also allowing first time home buyers a way to enter the housing market. 

10 Seniors need affordable choices like suites. 
11 Higher density prevents urban sprawl. 

12 The electoral areas have many underutilized 1/2 acre lots and secondary suites and 
carriage houses would create a much more sustainable community. 

13 
It would save on housing and development costs, benefit homeowners by providing 
extra income to allow folks to keep their homes. The downside of suburban sprawl 
could be reversed. Coach houses could be added to existing lots. 

14 More affordable housing, family members could live on the same property. 

15 
Yes, as people age they could stay in their homes and have caretakers live in, that 
would take the burden off health care.  Family members could take care of ageing 
parents or parents could help their children or grandchildren. 

16 Any increase in population density will benefit the general community 
17 They would bring more people spending money, 
18 Yes, you would know where they were. 

19 

Low cost housing brings with it many problems. There are no jobs in rural areas 
compared to municipalities.  There are no social support organizations necessary. No 
medical services that may be necessary.  There is no public transit services to 
support the needy.  How can you possibly justify this in a rural area? It would be far 
more appropriate in a municipality.  Did I mention the lack of police services? 

20 Especially on the forced acreages we have to keep this helps with taxes and 
mortgages. 
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Comments 
Received on 
Question 3: 

Do you think the RDN’s Electoral Areas would benefit from secondary suites? 

21 

We were in our late 50s when we moved to Area H and our real estate agents 
jokingly told us we were bringing down the average age. In our small single family 
neighbourhood of 18 houses all of which cost in the $400,000+ range we have: 
 
- 2 dwellings inhabited by older couples and adult children,  
 
- 2 dwellings inhabited by single adults, 
 
- 14 dwellings inhabited by retired or older couples. 
 
There is something very wrong with these statistics. If we are to build sustainable 
healthy communities we need young people, children and families. Secondary suites 
are a step in the right direction. 

22 

They would provide mortgage help. 
 
Added income they could provide would mean home owner would not need a 2nd 
job. The job would then be available for young people moving in to the area. Young 
people are the future...they must be given incentives to live here. 

23 Greater mix in the community. 

24 They are already here, so perhaps this would help with fire safety and health (ie 
septic) concerns 

25 
It is a way to encourage densification without increased building.  It may also 
encourage someone to buy a larger house provided they can have a mortgage 
helper.  It may also allow a single pensioner to remain in their home for longer. 

26 Yes. I live on almost 4 acres by myself. It seems crazy that I would not to be able to 
have a secondary suite for someone else to enjoy. 

27 As above, sanitary sewage and ground water protection. 
28 Most people, many Seniors, want their Privacy and Security. 
29 It would help to keep families together under one roof. 

30 Lots are large and single residency space not compromised. My lot is over .35 of acre 
more than double what is required by home. 

31 More affordable housing options and better utilization of existing structures are 
good practices.  I see no down side to secondary suites. 

32 More rental suites available lowers cost.  Tax suites increases tax base.  Good for 
everyone. 

33 Legal suites increase tax revenue. 

34 
Provide option for homeowner to generate funds to pay the yearly increases in land 
taxes. Also provide options for elderly parents to live in secondary suite under 
surveillance of their children but also have their independence. 

35 It would entice growth by allowing more people to live on an existing property. 
36 Provides for a better housing mix and range of affordability levels. 
37 They already exist. Recognize them, and set some BASIC standards. 
38 Because we are on ALR land a secondary suite would help with the mortgage. 

39 This creates a stable environment because employers would have would have 
workers who are settled. Homeowners might feel safer and also benefit in paying 
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Comments 
Received on 
Question 3: 

Do you think the RDN’s Electoral Areas would benefit from secondary suites? 

mortgages. 

40 Yes.  As noted in #2. 

41 
The economic benefits outweigh any concerns - potential new construction 
(renovations) will employ local trades, purchases from local suppliers, provides in fill 
on lots without extending services 

42 

Runs counter to efforts to reduce sprawl into rural areas.  Efforts to reduce sprawl 
have to do with discouraging the move of people into rural settings, not just the 
building of dwellings.   Secondary suites are a characteristic of highly urbanized 
communities with excellent transportation options including walking, cycling, transit 
and last of all autos. 

43 
Many of the homes built have so much unused space. Affordable housing for singles, 
couples and small families is lacking in our area. Many homes have illegal suites - 
best to legalize them. 

44 
Not all secondary suites are about additional income for the home owner.  
Sometimes, like in our own case, we anticipate elderly family who will need a safe, 
yet independent place to live.  It is all about quality of life. 

45 It is a good solution to low income housing giving a mixed demographic and making 
better use of land space 

46 Less homeless, but more importantly, a feeling of community that cares. 

47 

1) Housing is too expensive for many people to purchase. People wishing to live here 
would have affordable options. 
 
2) A sanctioned secondary suite would increase property values, increasing taxation 
revenue to the RDN.   
 
3) With investment returns so poor these days and in the foreseeable future, 
financial strain can be mitigated on homeowners by having rental income. This 
allows those people to remain in place. 

 
Comments 
Received on 
Question 4: 

Would you like to have a secondary suite in your home? 

1 Too small to make it feasible 
2 Not at this time.  Not sure of the future. 

3 My need might differ from others where there is an expectation of income.  My 
need is quite specific to family elder care. 

4 I live in a rural subdivision with a registered covenant that runs with the land 
restricting use to SFD. 

5 Our home is suitable for a secondary suite and when we retire this may be a means 
of being able to stay where we are and reduce costs. 

6 To be able to have my elderly mother live closer to me. 
7 Kids keep coming home so not sure if a secondary suite would work in the home. 
8 My kids could lower their costs. 
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Received on 
Question 4: 

Would you like to have a secondary suite in your home? 

9 I am living in a large family home on my own.  I don't want to move, but it would be 
much more sustainable to add another residence to my home. 

10 Don't need one at this time. 
11 If it was needed the option would be nice. 
12 If not in my residence on my land. 
13 We have a suite, was here when we bought. 
14 I am on property so would prefer a secondary home separate from our home. 
15 It could function as a mortgage helper given the high cost of housing in area H. 
16 We have the facilities, the space and the desire. 

17 I don't want one currently but if it would help with aging in place either for home 
help or secondary income I would like to have the option to have one. 

18 Will depend whether I can afford to remain in my home once I am alone. 

19 I have secondary building that is very suitable for that purpose. I am of a retirement 
age with no pension other than Gov. This would make ends meet for me. 

20 Privacy and Security. Most seniors want their space, spend more time at home, not 
working, have means to maintain a single family home. 

21 Need one so all the family can be together. 

22 
Our children have left and we have ample space.  It would be advantageous to have 
someone living at our home as we are away often.  It will also help pay some of the 
expenses. 

23 I could go either way.  My house would take a lot of renovations to make it work. 
24 We are on fixed incomes, any additional income is good for us. 
25 Source of funds if required 
26 Not at this time but would like the option 
27 Currently I have a secondary suite. 

28 Provided however, the regulations do not make having a legal suite self-defeating. 
I.e. Over-regulated and/or taxed. 

29 

If I needed/wanted the extra income. Simply as a separate space for visitors. To have 
a parent/ relative live in a 'watched-over', independent situation. To help a child 
start off on their own. To let us remain in our home longer by having someone help 
around the house when I/we get older in exchange for lower rent or no rent. 

30 Again help with the mortgage and it could also help with the maintenance of our 
land. 

31 Already do, but would like it to be legal 
32 The house is too small. 

33 
I have an addition that includes a full bathroom and kitchenette.  It is used for my 
family when they visit.  When they are retired and can stay longer, they can help me 
when I am older. 

34 If I was younger and needed a secondary income - maybe but not right now. 
35 House would have to be demolished and start over again. 
36 I would like to have a carriage house on our lot. 

37 Security when away as we travel to warmer climates in winter. The added income to 
allow us to age in place in our home community 
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Received on 
Question 4: 

Would you like to have a secondary suite in your home? 

38 We have a suite that was built for family member. Now that it is vacant our suite 
would be considered "illegal" and non-rentable so sits empty. 

39 Specifically, we would like to have zoning that allows for a carriage house on our 
property. 

40 I am a single person living on 1 acre.  a secondary suite would provide both 
additional income and a low cost housing option for tenants, 

41 Secondary suites would provide a way of helping to pay mortgages and provide 
security of knowing someone else is around, especially for people who are alone. 

42 Existing. 
 

Comments 
Received on 
Question 5: 

Would you like to have secondary suites in your neighbourhood? 

1 I like the variety. 

2 Allows people on lower incomes to remain in the community as they age and their 
income decreases. 

3 Already do, but it would be nice if they could be recognized. (mine is one). 
4 They are already here. 
5 If the sewer systems and water systems are adequate to handle them. 

6 

Hard to answer this question as there are already a lot of illegal suites in our area.  
Most houses when or sale will advertise these suites.  I am more concerned with the 
way they were built, having seen them as a possible solution to our need.  Lack of 
building code and emergency preparedness in many. 

7 As above.  I specifically built here because of the restrictive covenant which only 
allows single family dwellings. 

8 
There have been secondary suites in our neighbourhood before and for the most 
part they have been positive experiences bringing in younger people to the 
neighbourhood. 

9 Only if there is sufficient off-road parking, and the new residents don't create a lot of 
noise. 

10 
I think there would need to be minimum property sizes... there are areas of RDN 
Area A that are very developed, and being on septic systems and wells would not be 
able to sustain extra people. 

11 Yes but should be tastefully done - not a bunch of mobile homes. 

12 I have no issue with suites. I have lived in multiple places with legal suites and it has 
been a positive experience. 

13 We already have many illegal suites. 

14 Already have them in some rental homes in my neighbourhood and the traffic on 
our dead end street has become quite busy. 

15 As long as the owner also occupied the residence. 

16 
I have illegal secondary suites in my neighbourhood and they provide cheap housing 
for young couples and allow more than one family from an extended family to live 
on the same land. 

17 We all live on acreage so it would not bother me. 

143



Comments 
Received on 
Question 5: 

Would you like to have secondary suites in your neighbourhood? 

18 We could use more people around. 
19 Only on 5 + acres that is allowable in this area. 

20 

Besides providing affordable housing for some and mortgage helpers for others, 
secondary suites create jobs.  We live in a tourist area, secondary suites can provide 
affordable holiday destinations for families. Currently by-laws only allow for B&Bs in 
the main house. 
 
There are numerous secondary suites in buildings disconnected from the main home 
that can be used for vacation rentals.  Vacation rentals on the same property as the 
owner discourage the creation of "party houses" which are not always welcome in 
family neighbourhoods. 

21 CURRENTLY have and no problems. 

22 
We already have them just not legally and I would like that the fire department 
would know about them and that the septic’s be monitored more regularly as a 
requirement for a suite. 

23 See above 

24 I barely see my neighbours as it is, I see no problem with having some secondary 
suites on acreages like in my neighborhood. 

25 Legal yes   The units currently rented do not provide safe and sanitary conditions. 
26 Changes neighbourhood., traffic congestion , more likely break-ins. 
27 Yes if they are done properly. 
28 Will help bring families together. 

29 We live in a rural area on five acres.  We have few neighbors and we would 
appreciate a little greater people density. 

30 If I can then my neighbours should also be able. 
31 Within a limit. 

32 

I live in a large lot rural area. Lots 1 hectare and over should be initially targeted for 
suites, as they have the size to accommodate the sewerage and extra parking 
requirements. Rolling a secondary suite policy out over all zones would be foolish in 
my view. Start slow and see how it goes. 

33 

Suites already exist in all neighbourhoods. They should be legalized subject to 
sufficient parking, only one suite per unit and issues such as sewer (or septic), water, 
garbage etc. (i.e. utilities) have been appropriately addressed so that users pay and 
the suites are built to code. 

34 Water is already a problem. 

35 I wouldn't say I would 'like to', I would say that I would have no problem with having 
secondary suites in the neighbourhood. 

36 If parking was sufficient and would like secondary suites allowed only if owner lives 
there as well. 

37 We are forced to have big parcels so secondary suites would not be an issue. 
38 People should have choices as to how they want to use their homes. 
39 "Like" is the wrong word.  I would support secondary suites in my neighbourhood. 
40 Parking of extra vehicles could be a problem 

41 As long as parking issues are addressed and zoning is followed I have no issue at all - 
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Question 5: 

Would you like to have secondary suites in your neighbourhood? 

it should be encouraged 

42 
Some benefits in the form of young persons and younger families.   Draw backs, 
community already has poor amenities - poor transit service, no nearby stores, poor 
parks, limited nearby job/career opportunities 

43 As long as they are well regulated. 

44 Provided the restriction to owner occupied dwellings in enforced, this would be 
acceptable to me. 

45 There is very little in the way of low cost housing in our area. 

46 

Having lived in bigger centres most of my life, I feel that having a suite in your home 
does not mean you become an absentee landlord.  Certain rules would need to be in 
place to ensure that people did not just buy properties to rent the whole house or 
houses out to people without a certain amount of supervision of the property 

47 Provided there is suitable parking and area. 
48 Existing. 
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Question 6: 

If you don’t have a suite in your home, would you build one if suites are allowed? 

1 Initial costs would be too high for me to afford with my income. 
2 Not at this residence, not suitable. 

3 
Yes.  I think secondary suites help the character of the neighbourhood in making 
neighbourhoods more diverse.  It would also provide needed affordable housing in 
the region. 

4 Small house 
5 I have 5 acres so I would want detached. 
6 Depends on how many hoops have to be jumped through. 
7 Our house is not big enough (rancher) but if it was we would. 
8 As above 

9 Quite happy at the moment without extra rental income and additional people living 
here. 

10 Depends on need 
11 Think it would take way too long to see return on that big of an investment 
12 A legal suite may put added strain on septic system. 
13 See #4 
14 if needed 
15 No interest and no room 
16 If we saw a need for it. 

17 Privacy is a primary part of why not but also concerns about septic capacity. But if 
financially it was a way to stay in my own home longer I would definitely consider it. 

18 We have a large guest suite now. 
19 I would certainly consider building one. 
20 Retirement subsidy 
21 Above reasons. If I wanted to live communal I would move to an apartment. 
22 My house would take a lot of renovations to make it work. 
23 At some point. Just not now 
24 See #4 above. 
25 Not interested in being a Landlord. 
26 I would consider it if there was a reason to do so. 
27 I have one. 
28 Cost would be a large determining factor, water would be another. 
29 We have a suite 
30 I do not have a desire to have one 
31 I am too old. 
32 See #4. 
33 Cannot afford to add extension to house 

34 For my situation just not interested in spending the money for renovations, and going 
through the process 

35 See 4. 
36 We would build a carriage house, not a suite in our primary dwelling. 
37 Not at this time, but may consider it. 
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Question 7: 

If you had a suite in your home, would you make it available as a long-term rental 
unit for someone to live in? 

1 Not rental in our case but I am sure others do and would. 
2 It would have to be right fit. 

3 
Someone being my mother.  
 
However, I would consider an unrelated renter if she were not using the suite. 

4 Family 
5 Someone I know friend or relative 

6 

We would consider hosting WOOFERs - bringing young people to the community who 
would potentially return to live on a more permanent basis. We are developing as 
much of our property as possible to grow food. As I have addressed in the precious 
questions we need some youth and vitality to help with the labour required for 
communities, this clearly includes the work to produce our own food. We would also 
consider a vacation rental to help with our mortgage and increase tourism in the 
area. There is not a wealth of work available in the area, vacation rentals would 
create a number of jobs in the marketing and housekeeping fields. 

7 
Probably, but perhaps I would use it as shorter term accommodation so as to not 
impact my privacy as often....I think it would depend on my needs and the needs of 
potential renters. 

8 Only if I need to have help financially. 
9 Consistent revenue with a lot less hassle than seasonal or short term 

10 Not unless they were family. 

11 For family. Have a daughter on disability who cannot afford commercial rent also one 
senior who will soon need assisted living. 

12 For family to live in. 

13 Elderly parents- relieve the financial burden of having parents in old age home and 
provide option for surveillance by children 

14 Of course. As any landlord knows, if you can lock in a good tenant long term, you 
both benefit. 

15 Of course, a hideaway for myself and my hobbies would be another great reason to 
have a separate suite if the income was not needed. 

16 Possibly in the future 

17 It would depend on my overall situation. I may just use it for guest accommodation. If 
I was traveling, It is good to have the built in security of a tenant 

18 It is for family.  I may consider it for a part-time rental. 
19 family member 

20 Irrelevant question as I do not have a secondary suite nor a desire to have one but 
the benefits to the community far outweigh any downside. 

21 If I became a widow/widower I might give serious thought for the purposes of 
company, security or maybe help with yard maintenance. 

22 Yes, but in a carriage house. 
23 If it was a "legal" suite. 

24 We would also use it for family visiting and in the case of a carriage house, additional 
living space (with utilities) for ourselves. 

25 NA 
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Question 8: 

If you already have a suite in your home, would you go through the process to get 
a building permit to make it an authorized suite if it were possible? 

1 Depends on the costs involved. 

2 Guidelines must be in place so that everyone would have to follow to ensure safety 
for the renters. 

3 Don’t have a suite 
4 Why if it works now don't fix it. 

5 Current RDN staff abuse their power by bullying homeowners and grossly 
misrepresenting facts to justify their existence. Horrible, horrible past experiences. 

6 If I had one....don’t at this time. 
7 I don't currently have one but yes I would absolutely have it inspected. 
8 I don't have a suite. 
9 May be too onerous to get a building permit and make it an authorized suite. 

10 N/A 
11 n/a 

12 

However, the system needs to be designed to be user friendly, giving long time 
home owners some degree of control over the process. The RDN needs to take into 
account that many people living rurally have been on these properties for 
generations... obviously suites need to meet code for the safety of tenants, but I 
would not like to see the RDN be heavy handed in this.  Perhaps each case would 
need to be looked at separately.  Also, there should be very little or no cost to the 
process of getting already existing suites legalized.  There may have been zoning in 
place since the 70's, but the RDN has certainly turned a blind eye to building etc. in 
the area for many years, and many people have lived here for longer than certain 
rules have been in effect. 

13 To be sure it's legal and for insurance legalities. 
14 Do not have a suite in my home therefore not an issue. 

15 

Yes, I have a personal preference for doing things to code. 
 
A bit of a fear if electric and plumbing were not done correctly. The cost to myself 
as a homeowner could be substantial if something went wrong. 
 
I prefer the idea of suites having to follow the same regulations as a single family 
home regarding inspections. 

16 N/A 
17 NA 
18 My neighbours who have illegal suites would love to make them legal. 
19 Cost 
20 Don't have one 
21 Don't have a suite,  NA 
22 Our home was new when purchased 
23 Building permits are just a money grab and do not make anything safe!! 

24 
Everything we do on our property is to code. We don't believe building permits 
ensure quality buildings. Responsible, educated and environmentally aware people 
build quality dwellings. 
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Question 8: 

If you already have a suite in your home, would you go through the process to get 
a building permit to make it an authorized suite if it were possible? 

25 Depends on the hoops you need to jump through and the costs. 

26 I do not have a suite now but if I did I would have concerns as to how the regulation 
would work and how bureaucratic the process would become. 

27 Do not know what is required. 
28 This isn't applicable to my situation, I have no suite in my home. 
29 Depends on how complicated & expensive it would be 

30 I don't have a suite in my home, but I would like to build a carriage house with all 
the correct permits 

31 see 3 above 

32 This would depend on the process. Typically, government processes are far too 
lengthy and complex to make this attractive. 

33 See #4 above. 
34 It is already authorized. 
35 I am in the process of doing that right now. 

36 

If I had a suite in my home already, I would first have to  find out what the 
associated costs and other hassles were going to be.  I suspect that our water board 
would insist on a second hook-up and second billing. Then I would have to find out 
what the RDN was going to charge me and updates I would have to pay to have 
done. If one had a suite to help out with mortgage costs, such possible expenses 
could negate the benefit for a number of years, or simply be impossible to meet on 
an already tight budget. 

37 I still wish we were a non-permit area though... 

38 That is just another money grab for the RDN watch the news.  building permits 
really mean NOTHING. 

39 If that is what is required. 
40 It all depends on the rules. 

41 Probably not.   Depends on how close to code it might be.   Otherwise just run it as 
per usual until caught.   Then close if down if too expensive to renovate. 

42 Because regulations would ensure that it is safe and would allow us to insure it 
legally. 

43 N/A 
44 Healthy distrust of red tape 

45 It is important that the suites are safe for all concerned, if that means "reasonable" 
permitting, then I believe it would be good.  Do not "over permit" for funding sake! 

46 NA 

47 

I believe all reasonable building standards have been met, including metal fire 
doors etc. BUT...... when the RDN demands control over things like the building of 
garden sheds on rural properties, homeowners get nervous of what rules may be 
arbitrarily applied. IE if you were to say any suite over 800 sq. ft. must be 2 
bedrooms, our suite would be offside as it is 100 sq. ft. and 1 bedroom. 
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Question 9: 

Do you have on-site sewage disposal (i.e. septic field)? 

1 city sewer 
2 rdn sewer 
3 sewer slated for spring 2014 
4 awaiting sewer installation on Hawthorne Rise as soon as directors confirm 
5 on the city sewer. 
6 On Community Sewer 
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Question 10: 

Would you upgrade your on-site sewage disposal system, if needed, in order to 
have a secondary suite? 

1 Again ... monetary considerations 
2 Cost is a factor, must be worth the expense. 
3 It would not need to be 
4 city sewer in place 
5 Would consider whether this was necessary before building suite. 
6 N/a 
7 n/a 
8 Expensive to do that. 
9 Don't have on site 

10 Don't need to as suite was considered during initial construction 
11 I would prefer separate or regional district septic 
12 It would depend on cost, but most likely 

13 
Upgrading is not the issue. Our population needs to reduce our waste production. 
Educated, informed, environmentally conscious people use septic systems 
responsibly. 

14 Ours is adequate. We would and do keep our septic (and all our) waste to a 
minimum 

15 Already have a package treatment plant that covers the bedroom 

16 maybe it would depend on costs?? rather have ongoing monitoring and upgrade as 
needed 

17 I did just upgrade so it would not be needed. 

18 
If we added a suite we would only want a single occupant.  Our current septic system 
is designed for a family and we are only two.  Our system was designed for  more 
volume than we needed. 

19 
It should be a mandatory requirement to have a septic system inspected by a 
qualified individual to ensure that it is adequate to handle the additional sewage 
flow from a suite based on the number of bathrooms and bedrooms in the unit. 

20 Don't need to do that, i.e. on sewer 

21 

Again this becomes a question of cost and payback time with a low cost rental. But, 
if the existing septic system couldn't handle the addition of one or two people 
(knowing it is just my husband and I in the house now), I would be concerned about 
the system just for my own use. To use some pretend figures: if it was to cost $8,000 
to upgrade the septic, I really have to question the logic of why one was putting in a 
suite. Considering the other ongoing monthly costs and the cost of the renovation, 
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Question 10: 

Would you upgrade your on-site sewage disposal system, if needed, in order to 
have a secondary suite? 

the time period to pay off the expense would be very long and hardly worth it if the 
goal was for an extra income. If it was to house a relative, the situation is different. 
And also one has to consider the improvement to the value of the house. 

22 If that is what is required. 
23 If you required annual inspections etc. there would be no additional impact 
24 not applicable 

25 Not necessary. Our septic system is gigantic and was required to be so by RDN when 
building. 

26 Would love to see community sewer in area h 
27 N/A 
28 Already have a bigger than normal septic system installed 
29 NA 
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Question 11: 

Are you concerned about the impact of secondary suites on your community’s 
water supply? 

1 More concerned about the possibility of 292 RV sites and what that will do for our 
water supply in the Deep Bay/Bowser Areas. 

2 The area I am in has had suites for many years albeit not officially, water meets 
needs. 

3 We are on wells, and if putting a suite in should make sure there it enough water. 

4 You could have 10 people in one home, or a home with 2 residents that has a suite 
with one tenant.... 

5 We have lots of water and aquifer not under any pressure (Deep Bay Improvement 
District). 

6 I think number of occupants needs to be limited. 

7 These are secondary suites, they would probably only be one or two bedrooms, the 
applicant would have to prove they had enough water. 

8 One extra family on our property is not going to deplete the water that much.  This is 
a big area of unusable land. 

9 
I am far more concerned about water wasted to grow green lawns then drinking and 
bathing water for families. Secondary suites don't consume water... people 
wastefully consume water.... more houses with giant lawns consume water. 

10 

People should be made aware of the need to conserve and reduce water 
consumption, and then act accordingly. Simply because we can afford the usage 
monetarily, does not mean we take it for granted as we have done. Availability is not 
the problem, The problem is the usage in keeping green lawns and shiny vehicles 
and taps running. 

11 

Some people excessively water their lawn and use more water. The official 
percentage increase in population might be what 5 to 10% over several years? The 
real increase likely less than half as it is already happening. Now you can plan for it in 
a more robust way. 

12 I think they are already here and are already impacting the water supply so why not 

151



Comments 
Received on 
Question 11: 

Are you concerned about the impact of secondary suites on your community’s 
water supply? 

make the process more transparent and easier to monitor. perhaps with an opt in 
opt out program?? 

13 That is a consideration but can be met. 
14 the addition of a suite for in-law use is unlikely to impact on the water supply 
15 Our water is well and not great!!!!!!!!already 

16 

We are served by our own well and we are always concerned about water.  We use 
water thoughtfully, encourage our family and friends to do the same when they visit.  
We would make certain any other occupant would follow conservation practices.  
We harvest rain water for gardening to mitigate our well's capacity. 

17 There are already numerous secondary suite in electoral area E, so I don't think it will 
change the community water supply much. 

18 Water is a gift from God and no man can claim more rights to this present. High 
density areas consume exponentially more water 

19 These fears are overblown. 

20 

People need to live somewhere.  There is a large parcel of vacant, treed land, 
approx. 26 acres, behind and beside my home.  Every summer and into the fall 
people squat on the land.  One summer, when I was away, they took it upon 
themselves to use one of my outdoor taps for their water supply.  Couldn't figure out 
why my water bill was so high!  A neighbor informed me that these people that were 
camping beside and behind my property had been taking water from me! 

21 

We have an abundance of good water in area H. Plus water is only used for personal 
use of one or more people. The water needed for yard work would not change. On 
questions like this, I always have to think of the fact that every residence could 
house mom and dad and five kids (or more), and the average people in a home in 
our area is a much lower figure -  probably not even as high as three. 

22 In most cases the suite would have 1-2 tenants. The home itself the owner (2), 
making it a household of 4. 

23 
it would depend on how many each parcel of land would house secondary suites.  
One or two on a 5 acres parcel would not be that great but having over 10 on a 
parcel would make a lot of difference. 

24 The area I am in already has secondary suites, although they aren't legal. 
25 I am only concerned when New large developments are approved. 

26 If you allow secondary suites you lessen the impact on new developments and 
therefore land prices will be stabilized and housing becomes more affordable. 

27 
Absolutely.   Our stream and aquifers are already highly stressed and the stream is 
already over allocated.  Our community has unacceptable water with iron and 
manganese.   This problem should not be inflicted on additional people. 

28 
but only because I feel too many residents are watering their grass to keep it green. 
If we can get that under control then suites should not be a concern if limited to one 
or two tenants. 

29 

I think since our area has septic fields rather than sewers, it would be necessary to 
enforce upgrading septic fields before allowing authorized secondary suites.  
Otherwise groundwater pollution might result from increased numbers of residents 
overloading the septic field capacity. 

30 Have a well system, but more importantly education of proper water use would 
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Question 11: 

Are you concerned about the impact of secondary suites on your community’s 
water supply? 

need to be employed 

31 Have no idea what the water supply (Quantity available and current usage) is in my 
area...does anyone??? 

32 I live in Area H and water is abundant in our area. Many properties have streams and 
ponds. 
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Question 12: 

Are you concerned about potential parking and traffic issues related to secondary 
suites? 

1 It could. 
2 Roads in our neighborhood are not very wide. 

3 Some roads like Gomerich are almost impossible to drive down as it is with residents 
parking on the road 

4 We have lots of room, unlike the city. 
5 Ample parking must be supplied and should be addressed prior to having the suite 
6 Parking would be a necessary bylaw for this to work. 
7 Most people in our area have acreage. 
8 Rural homes usually have lots of parking 

9 
Cooperation, communication a level of tolerance, empathy and understanding are 
required. We don't all need big vehicles. Many people cannot afford a 
vehicle..period. Public transit is an option. 

10 Can control with permits if necessary. Minimal issue. 

11 There is so much space in my area, parking would not be an issue. I never see a car 
unless there is a snowstorm and people need to park on the road. 

12 We have ample off street parking available. 
13 What problems? dumb question 
14 Not really a problem where I live. 
15 I don't want parking on the road; for safety reasons. 
16 Make condition of no on street parking 
17 Suites should only be allowed where sufficient off street parking is available 

18 I would prefer to live next to an owner occupied house with a suite than a home with 
parents and three teenagers (of driving age). 

19 This should be considered and build in with the suite design 

20 Surely there would be regulations that ensure that the homeowner has on extra 
onsite parking. site park 

21 This should be addressed in the bylaws; i.e., total # of vehicles allowed per property 
and total # of secondary suites in a specified area. 

22 somewhat - it needs to be addressed but it is manageable with the proper bylaws 
etc. 

23 Already have a number of cars parked on street because "too many" adults in 
household. 

24 On acreage there is no concern. Most have excess parking. 

25 Most people that are renting do not own vehicles, but if they do, most homes have 
access to more than one parking stall 
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Question 15: 

Do you have any additional comments? 

1 

Never going to take off if municipalities keep charging left, right and center for 
permits, inspections (which are a farce) etc. and create so many red tapes to get 
something completed, jumping through hoops to please council (etc. Qualicum Beach 
past history) 

2 
I don't think there will be a flood of secondary suites, but they should be an option for 
those who may need one for family, caregivers or extra income, provided they meet 
standards. 

3 Secondary suites are an excellent resource for providing housing, but only if it is done 
properly. 

4 

Secondary suites are necessary for affordability.  My major concern is that the growth 
management plan was implemented to control growth and focus within the urban 
containment boundaries, but based upon the census, the per capita growth 
percentage for the RDN outside the urban areas is higher than the % growth rate in 
the urban area.  So it doesn't appear to be controlling growth. 

5 Poor attendance Oct 1 meeting. Maybe no one cares. Build them, tax them. 

6 Must make your staff remember that are public employees, not the RCMP and work 
to help the homeowner, not sneak around with their own agendas 

7 People should be allowed to rent out suites, period... 

8 I am not opposed to secondary suites in designated areas, but not on land that has a 
registered covenant which only allows single family residence. 

9 
Need to ensure that additional residents pay appropriately for services that they use - 
e.g. garbage collection, water, and that property taxes take the secondary suites into 
account somehow. 

10 
Many properties in our area have the space for a secondary suite if water, septic and 
fire protection needs were carefully considered. It would help homeowners, renters 
and families with elderly parents if secondary suites were permitted. 

11 we have a unoccupied suite that needs a few upgrades such as sound and fire barriers 
but a huge 3000 sqft older house the 1st floor sits empty 

12 I think that this is a very viable way to provide people--- especially older people with a 
way to stay in a house type environment for later into their lives 

13 The rules need to be aligned with the realities in our communities 
14 What provisions are going to be made for existing secondary suites.  There are many 

Comments 
Received on 
Question 14: 

Which Electoral Area do you Live in? 

1 Nanaimo 
2 Lantzville 
3 Nanaimo 
4 north nanaimo 
5 Nanaimo 
6 Parksville 
7 Thought I was in F but may be in H - live in Little Qualicum River Estates 
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Question 15: 

Do you have any additional comments? 

in Area H that have existed for years and provide valuable affordable housing of 
housing for Seniors? The response to this question will be the defining issue in the 
bringing Secondary Suites into the Electoral Areas. 

15 
I am a partial empty-nester and have plenty of room for an additional cottage-style 
home for aging parent. It would be nice to have pre-made cottages/plans available for 
simplicity and keep character of community. 

16 

I think it would be very wise to legalize suites. Since many people build them anyway, 
the rest of us are paying for their extra services. This way we have a more level 
playing field. It will also allow more controls on what is being built. I've seen some 
unsafe suites while house shopping. 

17 Secondary suites are the answer to affordable housing problems in all areas! 

18 

I truly believe that secondary suites have a purpose.  One is to allow people to look 
after aging parent's, especially with the shortage of available nursing homes and their 
expense.  Alternately, secondary suites may allow some young families to afford to 
purchase a home because of the extra income.  I also feel strongly that the owner of 
the property must also occupy the residence.  This would deter any problems with 
noise or any other undesirably behaviours as well as assuring that the property is well 
maintained. 

19 Because Lantzville lots are typically big, a small additional dwelling or suite would not 
be outrageous 

20 If we want people to have the opportunity to have affordable housing we have to 
make low cost housing available.by way of secondary suites. 

21 I want the opportunity to have my parents move onto our property so that we might 
provide for their needs and not have them move out of the area. 

22 

Young people have nowhere to live as rental accommodations are in short supply.  
Secondary suites offer a flexible means of filling the gap when markets are slow in 
responding to the need for housing.  This has been working for years and in every 
other jurisdiction, we do not need endless years of study or bureaucracy, let the 
marketplace work! 
 
Thank you 

23 
I feel that secondary suites would  help to keep people in their homes longer, they 
could get rent of have someone that could help them as they age, maybe driving 
them to shopping of appointments 

24 

I feel that in areas where most people live on acreage there would be very little 
impact in having secondary suites.  A lot of people are getting older and would like to 
stay on their property and may be able to do so if they have a suite to house 
caregivers.  This would help with the costs of health care.  Also often family members 
may need a place to live until they get on their feet and this is always better to be 
with family or friends. 

25 

In this area we are chiefly large properties I notice your questionnaire is more or less 
town based.- water systems, sewers, parking concerns and access to transit. Why 
would the concern about water be bought up. We are grown people you think we 
need someone to help us with these concerns. Do you think after getting by with out 
your over sights for as long as we have we really require your oversight now. 

155



Comments 
Received on 
Question 15: 

Do you have any additional comments? 

26 If a suite already exists I think it should be allowed, and if someone has the room for 
one it should be allowed, a lot of people depend on the rent as additional income 

27 Suites are a necessity in all communities and are best to be controlled for safety. 

28 
I do not believe that is the RDN's business what or who rents on my property.  The 
RDN doesn't support the residents in this area so I feel there is not need to support 
the RDN 

29 GO AWAY , WE DON'T NEED MORE REGULATIONS We are Just Fine As Is ... Thanks 

30 

Secondary Suites have always existed throughout area H". Yet a single complaint 
ensures the current by-law, which states they are illegal, is enforced.  
 
This current practice of not enforcing the by-law unless a complaint is issued ensures 
the law is neither fair nor equal for all residents. It pits neighbour against neighbour.  
The by-laws should be enforced equally for all. If a bylaw does not meet the needs of 
its residents it should be revised and updated to meet the needs of the community. 

31 Carriage houses are abundant in our electoral area. They are used as 2ndary suites 
and vacation rentals. They need to fall under the 2ndary suite umbrella. 

32 

Most people have transportation for work and get to places that they need to seek 
out for recreational purposes. Basic needs of shelter for those that can't afford to be a 
home owner yet should be the biggest consideration. That said you make the cost or 
process of becoming a secondary suite prohibitive and the rental vacancy rate will be 
driven even lower.  This needs to be a win-win situation so think it through carefully. 

33 I support secondary suites. 

34 Common sense is needed in approaching this issue. We already have many secondary 
illegal suites so how are they going to be dealt with? 

35 

I really think secondary dwellings should be allowed on acreages such as mine. I could 
possibly supply some farm related work to someone who could live on my property as 
a part time caretaker, but I don't want a room-mate. I think I should have the option 
of a secondary dwelling. It seems crazy that with so much space that I am currently 
unable to host another dwelling for someone else to enjoy. If I had a big family, of say 
ten people, there would be more issues around parking, noise, water, sewage etc. But 
there is no consideration that I am the only resident on my property and therefore 
one or two more people would still be a less than average number of people for a 
property of this size. 

36 Bylaw enforcement. We need the rental unit for the low cost of decent 
accommodations. 

37 

Usually suites can be rented for a little less money. 
 
Additional money coming into a home allows a parent to stay home to look after their 
children, thus freeing up a job for someone else in the community 
 
Additional money may allow a senior citizen to stay in their home or with extra people 
on site gives greater security. 

38 Many Seniors in this Area like their quietness and space , Secondary suites will change 
that, unfavourably. 

39 I think that 2.5 acres is to large of a lot for one dwelling it should be increased to 2 
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houses. 
40 Just get ur done!!!! 
41 Very few people want secondary suites so a realistic calculation is needed.. 

42 I should be allowed to have a family member move into a private suite of my home - 
no questions asked! 

43 

Suites are need to provide to provide affordable housing for both the home owner 
and the tenant.  Laws are already in place to protect the tenants.  We want more 
people to live in Nanaimo, but it is too expensive to buy for most people Rent is their 
only option. 

44 

To allow secondary suites on acrages in the RDN where there is adequate water, and 
proper sewage seems like something that is necessary as many people have suites on 
their properties, by making them legal these landowners could bring them up to code 
and also the RDN could benefit from the increased tax revenues which they don't get 
from all the illegal suites. I know  of uncountable amounts of suites in all areas of RDN 
. 

45 Secondary Suites are now allowed in a lot of jurisdictions I think it is time for the 
regional district now as well 

46 Just hope it will be soon for secondary suites/carriage homes to be approved 

47 

I think that secondary suites should be up to code so that people living in them can 
expect a safe place to live.  I think the homeowner should pay the taxes and utilities 
accordingly and that will bring in tax base income to the RDN to help monitor codes 
and permits and to provide needed services.  The suites often exist now, but are not 
safe and the strain on the services, including medical and schools is not addressed as 
the RDN is not collecting the relevant taxes and utilities for suites that are not legal or 
known. I think it would give the tenants a better place to live, with more rights, and it 
would give the RDN the right to collect taxes to help put services in.  Also families who 
needed mortgage helper income could state it to the mortgage company that they 
had rental income, and pensioners could have a bit more income from a suite on their 
property to help them in their old age. 

48 With the plethora of secondary suites already in place, I think those should be 
grandfathered in, as well as new suites allowed. 

49 

Suites should have to go through an application process to ensure they are built to 
certain safety standards and have sufficient parking, sewage capacity in septic 
systems and adequate water either from a domestic well or a community water 
system, 

50 

I have a pet peeve regarding realtors that advertise property for sale mentioning the 
huge income potential of properties that have one or more suites in them.  What isn't 
mentioned is that if someone decided to complain about the suite or suites due to 
noise, excess vehicles, etc., that the person that had this wonderful income could be 
shut down in a heartbeat and have 0 income from the property. 
 
It's happened in the area I live in.  Actually have questioned a couple of realtors has to 
why they are not being totally above board on this issue - one of the answers was that 
in all his time as a realtor he had never seen a suite shut down! 

51 I think that secondary suites are very much needed on a number of fronts.. 
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52 

Although I gather this is difficult to enforce, I do believe that the residence must be 
owner occupied, whether in the main residence or in the suite. It sounds like the RDN 
is looking favourably at secondary suites, but I fear that they may come down with 
too many rules and regulations and cause people to not proceed with installing a new 
suite, or keeping quiet about an existing suite. I am always frustrated when I read that 
the item in question is already excepted in the RDN's municipalities and major cities, 
but not allowed in the rural areas of the RDN -  a place where I believe that rules 
should more flexible as lot size and distance from neighbors is often greater than 
those in towns and cities. 

53 
Secondary suites exist in my neighbourhood and many are used for short term 
vacation rentals...the income allows seniors to stay in their own homes longer.  So, I 
think that long term tenants and short term tenants are both ok. 

54 
I am very comfortable with the potential of having a rental suite, however I do believe 
there is a lack of protection for the homeowner. ie. tenant not paying rent, messy, 
pets. You have to be able to protect your investment 

55 
In favour as long as water, sewer and parking non-problematic.  Have some concern 
about increased noise to neighbours if "party types" rent secondary suites and are 
careless about parking, trash-handling, etc. 

56 

Having a secondary suite does not necessarily mean more residents in the house.  The 
septic fields have been built to accommodate the size of the house.  I really don't 
think that a home owner would rent his basement to a family of 4 or 6.  Usually, you 
have a couple upstairs and a couple downstairs, so I don't think you should limit 
secondary suites based on water and sewer services provided. 

57 Secondary suites are preferable in Rural Areas to rezoning rural areas for high density 
housing. 

58 
my neighbour has an illegal suite in his basement which he resides in, tenants live 
upstairs.  this suite could be a potential fire hazard with not having building 
inspections, etc. 

59 
Get on with it - Should have been implemented some time ago.  It is already in place 
in Nanaimo & to a lesser extent Parksville it works there adapt it to the more rural 
areas as well. 

60 

Lots of jurisdictions have secondary suites policies and zoning regulations in place - 
some for decades.   Why not just learn from them?  Why reinvent the wheel?   We 
need to ensure our policies will be compatible with Parksville and Qualicum Beach.   
Do they already have policies?   Why not just copy them?   We will be part of one or 
the other of those municipalities someday. 

61 Please expand your focus to included carriage houses. 

62 
Great idea we would much prefer to be able to legally provide much needed housing 
possibly for ourselves in a smaller in a smaller unit on our own property and be able 
to rent our larger home to assist with expenses as we age. 

63 It's about time the RDN looked at this issue. Way behind the times. 

64 

As a potential home owner close to retirement I fell secondary housing offers offset 
rental income and security features on properties. It also serves to provide better 
utilization of existing lands without loss of park, green spaces, farmlands and the 
creation of new subdivisions. It is my understanding that serves to mix higher and 
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lower incomes without forcing the concentration of lower income tenants into 
commercial zoning areas. I'm in favor of it with appropriate building and services 
conditions. As a home owner I would support reasonable costs to connect to city 
services as required. Thanks... 

65 
Giving homeowners regulated flexibility to have a second dwelling/secondary suite on 
their property is being positively progressive towards building healthy communities 
that can continue to evolve. 

66 

I believe that secondary suites and/or second residences on private property should 
be permitted as they allow home owners a way to reduce mortgage costs, making 
home ownership viable for more people.  We have been told that the property we are 
considering buying in Cassidy is too 'small' for a second residence and find this absurd 
given how closely situated homes in subdivisions in Nanaimo are to each other.  The 
property we are looking at is a 1/2 acre and has plenty of room for a 2nd residence.  
This should be permitted. 

67 I think with housing cost, the availability of affordable small rental spaces this is a 
great option. 

68 

I think this should only be done if it really has the support of the community.  There 
should be adequate opportunity for community input, and some sort of vote or 
referendum to make sure people have a say in this.  I don't think this should just be 
implemented by the RDN board voting on it without some mechanism for direct 
community decision making. 

69 I've lived in area H for 10 years and watched the low cost housing options diminish.  
Young families a few and far between.  Our demographics are skewed. 

70 
Area H provides a midway point between Nanaimo and Courtenay, and provides 
housing for people travelling to both those areas for employment. There are 
examples where one person goes north, and the other goes south. 

71 
Personally I think this is a waste of taxpayer money to do a study on.  This should be 
up to those that own the property, there are too many regulations that are put on 
property owners.  We chose to live rurally to get away from this. 

 
 

Comments 
Received on 
Question 22: 

Does your home feel healthy and safe? 

1 Well maintained 

2 

I have the fortune of accessing the rain forest a very special place. The acreage my 
current dwelling is on has plenty of space for all those who reside on it. I am currently 
living with my family and as a result both my health and quality of life has gone up 
and so has my parents. 
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Are you aware of water shortages or water quality issues where you live? 

1 I am aware of the idea to conserve water. 

2 

I am sick of people pointing the finger at water for drinking and bathing being the 
culprit for water issues. We openly encourage lawns. In the U.S. its estimated that 
30% of water usage goes to lawns. Most people are unaware where this flora 
comes from. The lawns we spend so much water, fuel and time caring for originate 
form the British isles. It is a value system that colonialism dragged with it. Lawns 
were prevalent in the UK and the wealthy were able to use the labor of others to 
manage them. This status symbol managed to cross the ocean and has now 
become a staple in every community. People often are scoffed at when they 
choose to allow local flora to grow, I am very aware of the water issues. Please 
help others be aware as well. An educated population with environmental concern 
will have much less issues with water shortages 

 
Comments 
Received on 
Question 27: 

How important are the following considerations for you when choosing a place 
to rent: 

1 

I have a degree in Sociology and am reasonably comfortable with creating surveys, 
in my experience you should have 5 possible responses in terms of the above 
layout. The middle one is neutral then you have two possible responses for varying 
degrees of positive or negative. This layout, especially for the aging population 
demographic may be confusing. I hope this survey construction wasn't too costly. I 
am concerned that if your organization is challenged by survey design, that I do 
not feel you should be given the power to tell me where I am legally allowed to 
live, very concerning indeed. 

2 5 bedrooms 

3 I'm an artist and I have people come to work with me for long periods of time.  
They need places to live while they are here so we need secondary suites. 

 
 

Comments 
Received on 
Question 29: 

Do you have any additional comments or suggestions? 

1 

You organization is well aware that secondary suites readily exist. The policy in 
place that enforces the "no secondary suites'' is from the 80's. I am happy you are 
investigating the matter, but this is an incredibly slow process, one I am all too 
familiar with when bureaucracy is involved. The population is already utilizing 
secondary suites, and your policy is 40 years old. Ask yourself why this takes so 
long? and why aren't we meeting the needs of our population quicker? I do not 
like that fact that I am helping my family enjoy the 'twilight' years of their life but 
still cannot truly relax and help because my dwelling is technically illegal under 
your aged policy. 

2 

A long-time home owner, I've recently sold my home and will soon be renting in 
the Nanoose Bay area. The fact that decent single family rental homes (full homes 
- not an upper suite or basement suite) are almost impossible to find in Nanaimo 
has led to my decision to relocate to the Nanoose area. As a fairly new entrant to 
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the rental market, I've been shocked at the degradation of neighbourhoods in the 
City of Nanaimo, due to the City's lack of enforcement of policies regarding 
secondary suites. Multiple suites in a home's basement and suites that aren't 
authorized nor legal. I've seen entire neighbourhoods that feel like a college frat 
party i.e. no street parking due to congestion created by 3-4 cars at each 
residence, blaring music, large crowds at each residence, etc. While I understand 
the need for affordable housing, I'm really sick of seeing entire neighbourhoods 
degraded by the practice of mortgage helper's in every home's basement. 

3 Affordable rental housing enables people to live in the area even if they don't have 
full time work.  This makes for a large readily available labor pool. 

 
 

Comments 
Received on 
Question 32: 

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements. 

1 Suites existing for more than 10 years need to be allowed to be made legal or 
grandfathered. 

2 Keep in mind though that it is not legal to have a detached suite in the ALR. 

3 

The homeowner should be most responsible for most of the issues mentioned 
above.  Also instead of limiting floor space of the rental unit, maybe a fee for 
applying to add additional space, or on allowing submissions for permits on a 
maximum two bedroom unit.  This might limit the amount of potential renters.  If 
there are fees involved with the whole application process and maybe an 
additional fee for final inspections maybe that might weed out the less serious or 
misuse applicants.  In my area particular I am not too concerned of services or 
impact as let's face it people will have to live somewhere and it will affect us all as 
a whole. 

4 

Just that secondary suites already in place be supported in the process to become 
legal if the RDN goes forward with legalizing suites.  If there has been no 
complaints against these suites and they meet health and safety requirements 
then there should be no problem with them.  They should just be required to have 
an inspection the same as a house inspection would be required during the sale of 
a home. 

5 My only concern is septic, I want to have a requirement that septic’s be inspected 
yearly to prove they are working properly for the capacity they are being used for 

6 Although I do agree with parking concerns-- there are a lot of elderly people that 
do not have a car so not a prime concern for me especially in Parksville area 

7 

If there are additional services being used and charged for, then the expectation 
should also be that a very large family in a single family home shall also pay extra.  
 
Many multi suite homes house less people than many single family homes. 

8 

I strongly believe that the owner must also occupy the property.  This should not 
be for investors looking to get richer.  If the owner occupies the property it would 
alleviate undesirable behaviour, noise levels or the property not being well 
maintained while also helping to meet the needs of aging parents or lower wage 
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earning families trying to qualify for lending. 

9 

Most of the new housing supply is dedicated to the senior retirement crowd and is 
leaving out opportunities for young people and singles who cannot afford to 
purchase.  We will end up with areas like Qualicum which has become a seniors 
ghetto. 

10 Should "trailer parks" be considered,  it should be mandatory that each "individual 
lot" be bigger than what is presently seen on the island. 

11 

Having a problem here, you keep throwing service question in the mix. I am 
looking at this questionnaire from a rural land large parcel owner’s perspective 
and am answering questions about small lot subdivision which is not a good or 
accurate mix. 

12 

There are so few services available in rural areas. This looks like municipalities are 
dumping their responsibilities on rural areas.  Provide rural areas with subsidized 
water , police, medical services, social services, etc.  After all, we in rural areas 
have been subsidizing municipal big box recreational toys for years! 

13 

I have previously stated this but our water concerns should be more aimed at lawn 
usage in my opinion. There is a large movement for growing food not lawns. 
Educate the population on water issues and it should not be a problem with the 
potential expansion of secondary suites. Also on that note, it has been my 
experience that in the area, at least 25% of the population has secondary suites. If 
this research concludes that secondary suites will not be tolerated what are you 
going to do, evict hundreds of people and destroy that infrastructure? 
 
This whole process, in my opinion, is inefficient and a waste of resources. I dare 
not think how much money it has cost, for an inquiry into an issue that seems so 
fixable. The area needs families and youth to come in. It already has secondary 
suites that are tolerated, why not just legalize them? Which in turn would help 
bring in that vitally needed youth. 
 
I live in a secondary suite on my parent’s property and it has been very important 
to all of us. I currently live under constant scrutiny, because if a random individual 
complains then all of a sudden my home is in jeopardy. My parents could not deal 
with their everyday issues without my help, and I in turn would not get to enjoy 
the friendship, few people are able to build with their parents.  
 
This is no way to live, how would you feel if you had done nothing wrong but 
constantly feel you could be harassed or at worse evicted. 
 
I am curious as to how this will all turn out, I truly hope bureaucracy will pull 
through, but I have little faith. Only time and the R.D.N. will decide. 

14 

Inspection permit for life safety should be required -exits, fire codes, fire 
extinguishers etc. I'm less concerned about charging extra for garbage and 
recycling unless you are going to charge multiple rates for all based upon family 
size. Why should two singles pay more because they share a primary and 
secondary suite when other larger families classed single occupancy pay less but 
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use more services? If we go user pay it needs to be truly volume based using 
property head count. 

15 

Fire safety 
 
Common sense in the RDN approach to this issue...not a bureaucratic nightmare 
for the rdn or the public. 

16 

"Secondary suites which are detached from the primary residence should be 
supported." - Supported by the Regional District? Is that what this means? I am 
completely in support of detached secondary suites. But I'm not sure of this 
statement's meaning. 
 
Number of suites I think should not just be determined per lot but by lot size. 
There should be no problem in a place like mine, just under 4 acres, to have a suite 
in the house as well as a detached dwelling if the septic system and water system 
can support that. I am one person living on almost 4 acres currently. Downtown 
this would be about the size of a city block with 10 or more houses. 
 
"Secondary suite owners should pay for any additional services which the 
occupants consume such as water, sewer, garbage, recycling, and organics 
collection." - How can it be determined that secondary suites will consume 
additional services more than an average family? As one resident living on my 
property, I don't even use all the weekly garbage and recycling services, so having 
say two extra people living here would still be a less than average use of these 
services. 
 
"I am concerned with potential environmental impacts of secondary suites 
(groundwater impacts, creation of impervious surfaces, habitat loss, etc.)." - In my 
opinion, it is more wasteful when the land is used by only one person. If I had a 
secondary suite I would have the potential to bring in someone else who could use 
the land for organic farming and/or permaculture. I see this as a potential benefit 
to the environment to keep the land usable and useful. 

17 I think larger parcels should allowed secondary homes. 

18 

If occupancy is one or two persons I do not believe utility rates should be 
increased.  Adding costs to the homeowner decreases affordability to the renter.  
If the current limits for twice monthly garbage pick up is inadequate the $2 a bag 
tag would take care of this.  Also, at present there is no limit on recycled material 
so adding an extra fee would be punitive. 
 
The greatest concerns are safety.  Hard wired smoke alarms, proper plumbing, gas 
and electrical service is essential. 

19 

Very complex questions.... farms need accommodation for staff, but we should be 
encouraging additional density where we can knowingly support it. i.e. water 
service. There should be size limits but not necessarily as a % of the existing floor 
area and maybe different limits for different types of secondary suite; i.e. carriage 
house, garden suite, etc. That said if we do not permit secondary suites they 
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happen anyway so let’s allow them and ensure that they are done 
properly...safely. 

20 I am in favour of allowing secondary suites.  We live in a rural area with space that 
would allow a secondary suite.  We need more deregulation of this zoning by-law. 

21 

RDN should allow secondary suites on acreages that have adequate septic and 
water to support suites. Especially where family is involved . Many families would 
welcome the opportunity to bring their parents or elder family members on their 
land where they can support them rather than see them move to care facilities. 

22 Suites should have standards the same as principle residences. 

23 

I don't want to see slum landlords making a house into a rooming house or 
sleeping/studio apt. type.  There has to be some guidelines set to determine the 
size and space and number of suites per property; size of property, adequate 
services (water and septic and parking) are a good place to start. 

24 
I don't think that secondary suites should be necessarily allowed in all zones. I 
think that this should be determined through consultation with the residents and 
input from RDN staff 

25 
I believe that anyone that has a secondary suite should ensure that it is up to 
code, especially with respect to fire.  Apparently there are many suites that are 
not safe. 

26 

Size of secondary suite: yes I can understand setting a maximum size, but not 
necessarily based on the size of the principal residence. The 'main' house could be 
very small and to restrict the building on or separate construction of a suite to 
40% of the principal residence could be too restrictive. As far as on-site septic and 
water being capacities being regulated and measured by the RDN, I wonder if 
again this is an area that is the business of the home owner - if something goes 
wrong, that is their expense to fix and very much in their best interest to take care 
of what they have. 

27 
Wishes of local neighbourhoods should be taken into account.  There could be 
areas where secondary suites would not be advised; e.g. tiny lots, small homes, 
and some large estates could see a reduction in property values. 

28 
Suites that have been in existence for 10 plus years should be given the 
opportunity to be legalised regardless of zoning. I bought my house with suite and 
have the right to maintain it. 

29 

Your last question about the ALR while I support it is contrary to the ALR policies 
and regulations. 
 
However, the ALR should be disbanded and eliminated as it is totally dysfunctional 
and does more to negate agricultural development that support or enhance it. 

30 

3 rd question seems to be very poorly worded. 
 
5th question, secondary suite should pay full DCC's for all services, or at least a 
very high percentage. 

31 
Secondary suites need to be considered as an alternative to continued expansion 
of single family or multiple unit properties not just on the services required to 
support them.  
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While it is true there would be a measurable increase in existing services, these 
suites allow for better utilization of the existing properties. Secondary suites open 
up options and consideration cost effective or evolving social economic and family 
perspectives for elder care and non-institutional based services (i.e. live in nanny 
or health care providers) 

32 Secondary suites enable people to purchase a piece of property they might not be 
able to afford without the additional rental income. 

33 

I would like to see the classification of suites have an element to include the 
number of residents.  Whereas one home may house 5 adults, their neighbour's 
home with a suite may house only 2 adults.  The provisos for parking, sewer, etc. 
should be based on usage, not the number of self-contained living quarters. 
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FROM: 	Greg Keller 	 FILE: 	6480 01 EAA 

Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: 	Proposed Yellow Point Aquifer Protection Development Permit Area Update and 
Proposed Amendments 
Electoral Area 'A' 

I  all  IN  001-1 

To provide an update on the Yellow Point Aquifer Protection Development Permit Area and present 

"Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 

No. 1620.02, 2014" (Bylaw 1620.02) for 1 5Y  and 2 nd  reading. 

,R. c• 

The Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan (OCP) was adopted on July 26, 2011 with a new 

Development Permit Area titled "Yellow Point Aquifer Protection Development Permit Area" (YDPA). The 

purpose of the YDPA is to encourage water conservation and to have a mechanism in place to assess the 

impacts of development on the aquifer. 

The YDPA was introduced in the OCP as a result of evidence which suggests declining groundwater levels 

within the Yellow Point Aquifer and the community placing groundwater protection as a top priority. 

The community also expressed concern over protection of groundwater resources from surface 

contamination and the preservation of groundwater levels to protect the water supplies of existing 

residents. This was seen to be especially important given the uncertainties regarding changing 

temperatures and precipitation patterns as a result of climate change. 

It has been more than two years since the adoption of the OCP and over that time Regional District of 

Nanaimo (RDN) staff have had the opportunity to process a number of Development Permit applications 

within the YDPA. RDN staff from Water Services, Current Planning and Long Range Planning have 

reviewed the YDPA and identified a number of improvements to address issues related to existing water 

supply. In addition, since the adoption of the OCP, the Board approved a Rainwater Harvesting Best 

Practices Guidebook which provides new information that could help guide the installation of rainwater 

harvesting systems. 

Since the adoption of the OCP, a total of 15 Development Permits (DP) have been issued within the 

YDPA for the purpose of water conservation (Rainwater Harvesting). After being constructed, this will 

result in approximately 297,339 litres of newly created water storage capacity. Most of the rainwater 

harvesting systems approved under the YDPA were designed with a capacity of approximately about 

18,000 litres. 

In addition to the rainwater harvesting systems installed as a requirement of the YDPA, other systems 

have also been installed since the adoption of the OCP. Of these systems, the largest was installed on a 
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dwelling unit to provide the sole source of potable water. This system was exempt from the YDPA 

Guidelines and has a capacity of approximately 38,339 litres. 

Thirteen Rainwater Harvesting Incentive Applications have been approved in Electoral Area A. These 

recipients have completed their installations and received a rebate, for a total of $8,464. Nine applicants 

received the full $750 while the others received a lesser amount based on the amount spent on 

qualified materials and installation costs. On average, applicants received $715 in funding. This has 

resulted in at least 147, 340 litres of storage being introduced into Electoral Area 'A' in cisterns which 

range in size from 4,456 litres to 11,365 litres. Many of the constructed systems include multiple 

cisterns connected together. 

Despite cost being a concern for some applicants, only three of the 15 DP applicants applied for and 

received a rainwater harvesting rebate. The remaining 12 rebates were for installation of rainwater 

harvesting systems which were not tied to the construction of a new dwelling unit. This highlights a 

need for staff to work more closely to assist and inform applicants of rebates which may be available to 

them. 

Overall, staff's observation has been that most applicants support the YDPA and agree with the need for 

rainwater harvesting, but some are concerned with the cost of the equipment. 

ALTERNATIVES 

1. To receive this report and proceed with 1 5Y  and 2 nd  readings on "Regional District of Nanaimo 

Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 1620.02, 2014" and proceed with 

public consultation. 

2. To receive this report and provide staff with further direction. 

LAND USE IMPLICATIONS 

As outlined earlier in this report, the YDPA and rainwater harvesting rebates have made a positive 

contribution towards water conservation in Electoral Area W. However, an important part of 

monitoring the effectiveness of the YDPA is adaptive management. After more than two years, staff 

have had the opportunity to evaluate the YDPA and have identified a number of potential amendments 

to address unique situations, update the DPA Guidelines to be consistent with the Rainwater Harvesting 

Guidebook, respond to ideas and concerns raised by the community, and improve the efficiency of 

processing applications. 

The following provides an overview of issues and concerns and potential amendments to the YDPA 

identified by staff. Please refer to Attachment No. 1 for a proposed bylaw and YDPA amendment. 

Rainwater Harvesting Best Management Practices Guidebook 

The Rainwater Harvesting Best Management Practices Guidebook provides an opportunity to update the 

YDPA to reflect new information and guidance provided by the Guidebook. The Guidebook includes a 

number of recommendations and information that could be incorporated into the YDPA and form the 

basis for amended DPA Guidelines. This information could be used within the DPA to provide a more 

flexible approach to address site specific watering needs. Guidance on system components, cistern size, 

and installation would be drawn from the Guidebook to clarify the YDPA Guidelines. 
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Water Storage Tank Size 

Questions have surfaced with respect to how the 18,000 litre minimum water storage tank volume was 

determined. The minimum water storage tank volume was based upon satisfying approximately 30% of 

the average total household water use' for a 90 day period (dry months July — September). Average daily 

household water use varies across the region and nearly doubles in the summer months. Since the 

adoption of the YDPA, the RDN has prepared a Water Conservation Plan which provides more accurate 

household water use information. This is thought to be the most relevant data available for the purpose 

of the YDPA. Therefore, staff is proposing to use the average daily total household water use across all 

of the RDN community water systems. Using the average daily annual household water use instead of 

the average daily household summer water use provides a more conservative approach to estimating 

outdoor water demand and will result in smaller, typically less expensive, water storage tanks. 

Staff is proposing to amend the YDPA to clarify how the estimated outdoor water demand is calculated 

and provide flexibility to address site specific watering needs. Two options are proposed. The first would 

be to have a generic cistern size based on average water use in RDN water service areas. The second 

would allow the applicant to determine a site-specific cistern size based on 30% of expected total 

household water use. 

For option 1, the following general information would be provided to clarify the estimated outdoor 

water use demand. 

® Average total household water use across all of the RDN water service areas is 704 litres per day 

® 30% of the total household water use is for outdoor non-potable use 

• Storage must satisfy 100% of outdoor non-potable use for a 90 day period 

Outdoor water demand is calculated as follows: 

Average annual household use per day x 30% x 90 days = minimum water storage tank volume 

704 litres x soo  x 90 days = 19,008 litres 

Outdoor non-potable use = 19,008 litres 

Therefore the minimum storage capacity is 19, 008 litres. 

A minimum volume of 19,008 litres does not correspond well to existing cistern sizes. Staff is proposing 

that this figure be reduced to 18,184 litres to reflect typical cistern sizes and configurations. This 

minimum volume could be met using a number of different tank types, sizes, and configurations. 

The YDPA currently requires a minimum storage capacity of 18,000 litres be installed. The average daily 

household water use has since been updated by the RDN Water Conservation Plan which has resulted in 

the slightly altered volume and staff are proposing to include the new figure of 18,184 litres in the DPA. 

For Option 2, cistern volume would be based on meeting 30% of the total average household use for a 

minimum of 90 consecutive precipitation free days. Cistern size would be determined on a site-specific 

basis based on the results of an assessment by a Qualified Professional such as a licensed plumber, 

engineer, or accredited rainwater harvesting professional. This approach provides opportunities to fine 

tune individual rainwater harvesting systems to reflect specific household demand. As a result, cistern 

volumes may vary. 

1  Outdoor uses (gardens and lawns) use approximately 33 - 50% of household water use (CMHC Household Guide 

to Water Efficiency) 
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Properties within the North Cedar Improvement District (NCID) Boundary 

The NCID Boundary covers all of Electoral Area 'A' east of the Nanaimo River. The YDPA covers 

approximately 2/3 of the lands within the NCID boundary (refer to Attachment No. 2 for location of 

NCID Boundary in relation to the YDPA). Despite covering a large area, only a small portion of the lands 

within the NCID boundary are serviced with community water and currently additional water service 

connections are not being offered by NCID. In general, NCID community water is provided to Cedar Rural 

Village, Cedar by the Sea, and some parts of Yellow Point. 

A DP is not required for the construction of a dwelling unit serviced by NCID community water. It has 

been suggested that all properties within the NCID boundary should be exempt from the YDPA, whether 

the subject property is connected to community water or not. However, from a practical perspective, 

this approach would result in all development being exempt which defeats the purpose of having the 

YDPA. In addition, this approach would not address the community's concern over aquifer protection or 

water conservation. 

Application Submission Requirements 

Although not new to other areas of the province or world, the design and installation of rainwater 

harvesting systems, is a relatively new field in our region. From staff's experience so far, the YDPA 

currently does not provide adequate direction on what expertise is required to design and install a 

rainwater harvesting system and does not provide enough clarity on what the expectations are with 

respect to the DP application submission requirements. 

Staff is proposing to amend the YDPA to clarify that a registered plumber, accredited rainwater 

harvesting professional, engineer, or other qualified professional prepare a report or plan which 

provides details of the design of the rainwater harvesting system, including type, roofing material, 

storage tank size, and other components as well as recommendations for its installation. The author of 

the report will also be responsible for confirming that the system was installed in accordance with the 

submitted design and is operational prior to occupancy of the dwelling unit. 

Staff is proposing that for systems where the applicant is planning to use treated rainwater for potable 

and/or indoor use, the applicant also provide a report from a qualified engineer which certifies that the 

proposed rainwater harvesting system meets or exceeds Canadian drinking water standards and will 

provide adequate capacity for the proposed use. 

To clarify the location of the proposed water storage tank, staff is proposing that the applicant must 

submit a site plan, drawn to scale showing the general location of the proposed water storage tank(s), 

water lines, other system components in relation to property lines and the proposed dwelling unit, and 

the location of septic tank and fields. The site plan should also in a general sense show how the system 

will operate. Applicants may prepare their own site plan provided it is drawn to scale, is legible, and 

clearly labels all of the system components. 

Provision of Additional Exemptions 

Staff have identified additional exemptions that could be included within the YDPA to address unique 

situations and reduce the number of DP applications processed by staff each year. 

1. Use of Surface Water Supply in Lieu of a Water Storage Tank 

Staff have received two requests to utilize surface water in lieu of a water storage tank. This means 

using a lake, river, or pond as a storage vessel. While the use of surface water may provide an 

alternative to the use of groundwater, it does not promote water conservation which is the reason 
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behind the rainwater harvesting provisions in the YDPA. The use of surface water merely shifts the 

source from groundwater to surface water. In addition, surface and groundwater may be 

interconnected (depending on subsurface materials), therefore shifting the source from groundwater to 

surface water may have a negative impact on groundwater resources. 

Notwithstanding the above, no surface water source can be diverted or used without a water license or 

approval from the Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource Operations (FLNRO). FLNRO 

authorizes surface water diversion and use through the issuance of a water license or approval in 

accordance with the statutory requirements of the Water Act and the Water Protection Act. A number 

of water licences have been issued within Electoral Area 'A'. 

Staff is proposing that the YDPA include a new exemption for the construction of a new dwelling unit 

where there is an existing (approved prior to the adoption of the OCP on July 26, 2013) valid water 

license or other valid approved source of non-potable water which is not groundwater and is currently 

in use. Although this exemption would not result in additional water storage being created and would 

not promote water conservation, it is anticipated that this exemption would address unique situations 

where non-groundwater sources have previously been approved. It is not anticipated that this 

exemption would be used often as the number of dwelling units proposed on lots with existing water 

licenses is likely to be low. 

2. Exemption for the Construction of a Secondary Suite 

The RDN is currently considering allowing secondary suites in the Electoral Areas. Should secondary 

suites be allowed, the question has been raised whether a secondary suite would require the installation 

of a rainwater harvesting system. Currently, secondary suites are not exempt from the YDPA 

requirements as secondary suites were not contemplated when the OCP was adopted. 

In addition, attached secondary suites may not have direct access to a roof top surface to capture 

rainwater. The construction of a suite, especially an attached suite, is typically not going to result in the 

need to construct an additional well. Also requiring the installation of a rainwater harvesting system for 

a secondary suite may negatively impact housing affordability, which is the major driving factor for 

considering secondary suites. 

Therefore, staff is proposing to exempt the construction of a secondary suite, whether attached or 

detached from the requirements of the YDPA. 

3. Properties with an Existing Proven Well 

The Yellow Point Aquifer is a fractured bedrock aquifer. Groundwater flow may be transmitted via the 

pore space of the bedrock matrix or via the void space of the fractures. In most fractured systems a large 

proportion of groundwater flow occurs via the fracture system rather than the matrix because of its 

relatively higher hydraulic conductivity (measurement of how much flow a rock can transmit). However, 

fracture flow is largely dependent on fracture aperture (i.e. volume of void space) and connectivity (i.e. 

hydraulic pathway). Fracture flow may only occur where fractures are connected. For example, two 

areas may have similar fracture density but unless the fractures are connected water will be isolated in 

clusters which reduces the flow pathway and yield. Therefore, the yield of a well in fractured bedrock 

often depends on whether or not your well intersects a highly connected fracture network. Recent 

studies indicate that the Yellow Point aquifer is under stress. 

As a result of this subsurface geology, there are a small number of vacant parcels of land which have a 

pre-existing well with adequate capacity to serve a residential use. Concerns have been raised by a few 
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property owners about having to construct a rainwater harvesting system for a new dwelling when an 

adequate water supply already exists on the property. In these rare cases, the property owners argue 

that the requirement for a rainwater harvesting system is unreasonable based on the fact that there is 

an existing well with enough capacity to serve the intended residential use. Since it is an existing well 

that has been in use at some point, there should be minimal additional impact on the aquifer. 

In response to this concern, staff is proposing to exempt the construction of a new dwelling unit from 

the rainwater harvesting requirements in cases where there is a well which existed prior to the adoption 

of the OCP (July 26, 2011) which produces a minimum of 3.5 m 3  per day and will be connected to the 

proposed dwelling unit. This is the same minimum water requirement as outlined by "Regional District 
of Nanaimo Land Use and Subdivision Bylaw No. 500, 1987" for the purpose of creating a new parcel. 

To secure the proposed exemption, applicants would have to prove to the satisfaction of the RDN, that 

the well existed prior to July 26, 2011 and satisfies the minimum capacity in accordance with RDN 
Groundwater — Application requirements for rezoning of unserviced lands Policy 81.21 well report 

requirements. In addition, there may be unforeseen methods for proving water that staff could consider 

on a case by case basis. 

4. Exemption for all Alterations to Existing Dwelling Units 

Currently, the YDPA allows additions of up to 70 m Z  of living space to an existing dwelling unit without a 

DP. Staff is proposing to include an exemption that would remove the size limitation and exempt all 

additions or alterations to existing dwelling units and the replacement of a dwelling unit with a new 

dwelling unit. For example, a DP would not be required for a property owner to replace an aging 

manufactured home with another dwelling unit whether stick built or manufactured home. The 

rationale for the proposed amendment is that it is assumed existing dwelling units have an approved 

means of potable water. 

5. Use of Incentives 

An important component of the RDN's water conservation strategy is the use of incentives for rain 

water harvesting. Since only three of the DP applicants obtained a rebate, there is an opportunity to 

work more closely with applicants to ensure that they have access to available rebates. One way this 

could be achieved is by integrating the rebate process with the DP approval process. For example, when 

an applicant applies for a DP, staff could allocate a rebate amount based on the proposed rainwater 

system and when the DP is issued, staff could provide the applicant with a rainwater harvesting rebate 

voucher which is redeemable within a certain timeframe once the approved system is operational and 

appropriate supporting documentation is provided. In addition to assisting with the cost of the system, 

this approach also provides an incentive to install the rainwater harvesting system in a timely manner. 

In 2012 and 2013, the rainwater harvesting rebate program was fully subscribed. There is a threshold 

which limits funding to any one particular participating area to 30% of the total program budget. So far 

only EA 'B' has reached the 30% threshold while Electoral Area 'A' is well below this threshold amount. 

To assist with the cost of rainwater harvesting systems in Electoral Area 'A' where it is a requirement, 

staff are proposing to raise awareness of the incentive program and better integrate it into the 

Development Permit approval process. 

If applicants are finding it difficult to access the rebate program because the program is fully subscribed, 

the Board could consider allocating a portion of the available funds exclusively for projects in Electoral 

Area 'A.'. This would help ensure that rebates are available to those who are required to install a 
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rainwater harvesting system. This could be monitored over time to ensure that the available funding is 

being fully utilized and that an equitable approach is being taken. 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION REFERRALS 

The Local Government Act specifies the minimum public consultation provisions for the adoption of 

OCPs which also apply to OCP amendments. Staff is proposing to provide an opportunity for community 

input, as outlined below, that exceeds the requirements of the Local Government Act. 

OCP amendments are adopted by local governments by bylaw. The process to adopt an OCP 

amendment bylaw generally includes the following steps as outlined in Section 882 of the Local 

Government Act: 

1. 1 St  and 2 nd  reading; 

2. referrals to various agencies and stakeholders; 

3. a Public Hearing; 

4. 3 rd  reading; 

5. approval by the Minister of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development; and, 

6. adoption (4 th  reading) of the OCP amendment bylaw. 

Should the Board grant 1St  and 2 nd  reading to the proposed amendment bylaw, staff is proposing to host 

an Open House and presentation to present the proposed amendments to the community and seek 

community input. 

Staff is proposing to send referrals to the NCID, the Agricultural Land Commission, Ministry of 

Environment, City of Nanaimo, Cowichan Valley Regional District, and Snuneymuxw and Stz'uminus First 

Nations. 

SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS 

After more than two years in operation and the approval of the Rainwater Harvesting Best Practices 

Guidebook, staff have identified a number of potential amendments to the YDPA. The identified 

amendments are intended to create consistency between the DPA and the Guidebook, create more 

flexibility, address unforeseen circumstances, and respond to concerns raised by the community. 

Proposed amendments include changes to the minimum water storage tank size and how tank size is 

determined, and additional exemptions that would allow some types of development without a DP. As 

well, staff will undertake a number of actions to better integrate the YDPA process with the RDN 

incentive programs. 

Staff has prepared an OCP Amendment Bylaw for the Boards consideration with the intent of initiating a 

public engagement process following 1" and 2n d  reading. Staff recommends that the Board give 1" and 

2 nd  reading to Bylaw 1620.02,2013 and direct staff to proceed with the public engagement process 

outlined in this report. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 

No. 1620.02, 2013" be given 1 St  and 2 nd  reading. 

2. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 

No. 1620.02, 2013" has been considered in conjunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo's 

Financial Plan and Liquid and Solid Waste Management Plans. 

3. That staff proceed with the recommended public consultation actions identified in this report. 

4. That "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 

No. 1620.02, 2013" proceed to Public Hearing. 

5. That the Public Hearing on "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan 

Amendment Bylaw No. 1620.02, 2013" be delegated to Director McPherson or his alternate. 

l  is , 
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Attachment No. 1 
Proposed Bylaw 1620.02 

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 

BYLAW NO. 1620.02 

A Bylaw to Amend Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' 
Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1620, 2014 

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

1. This Bylaw may be cited as "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan 

Amendment Bylaw No. 1620.02, 2014". 

2. The "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1620, 2011" 

is hereby amended as set out in Schedule '1' of this Bylaw. 

Introduced and read two times this day of , 2014. 

Considered in conjunction with the Regional District of Nanaimo Financial Plan and any applicable Waste 

Management Plans this day of , 2014. 

Public Hearing held this day of 	, 20XX . 

Read a third time this 	day of 	, 20XX. 

Received approval pursuant to Section 882 of the Local Government Act this 	day of 	, 20XX. 

Adopted this 	day of 	, 20XX. 

Chairperson 	 Corporate Officer 
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 
BYLAW NO. 1620.02 

Schedule '1' 

Schedule A of "Regional District of Nanaimo Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Bylaw 

No. 1620, 2011" is hereby amended as follows: 

a. Section 12.9 Yellow Point Development Permit Area 

i) By replacing Section 12.9 with that included in Attachment 1. 
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO 
BYLAW NO. 1620.02 

Attachment 1 

12.9 	Yellow Point Aquifer Protection Development Permit Area 

PURPOSE: 

This Development Permit Area (DPA) has been designated pursuant to the following sections of 

the Local Government Act: 

i. 919.1(a): protection of the natural environment, its ecosystems and biological diversity. 

ii. 919.1(i): establishment of objectives to promote water conservation. 

AREA: 

This DPA is intended to ensure that new subdivision does not have a negative impact on 

groundwater levels both on the subject property and on adjacent properties on lands located 

above the Yellow Point Aquifer as shown on Map No. 9 of this plan. It is also intended to require 

water conservation measures to reduce water use and protect drinking water supplies for 

existing residents. 

JUSTIFICATION: 

The Yellow Point aquifer is a fractured sandstone bedrock aquifer east of the Island Highway. It 

stretches from Duke Point in the north down to Ladysmith Harbour in the south. The Yellow 

Point aquifer is composed of compacted mud and sandstone layers known as the 'Nanaimo 

Group'. Unlike the highly productive Cassidy aquifer nearby, the Yellow Point aquifer is a very 

'low producing aquifer' with 'low permeability' and 'low porosity'. That means that this type of 

rock has a limited ability to store and produce water and that when water is removed from this 

aquifer it can take a long time to recharge, or 're-fill'. This type of aquifer is not well suited to 

large extractions or urban development. Several sources, including a 2010 Ministry of 

Environment study, the 2009 RDN Electoral Area 'A' Groundwater Assessment and Vulnerability 

report, and a recent Drinking Water and Watershed Protection Program public consultation 

process have indicated that some areas that draw from this aquifer are experiencing water 

supply issues. There are indications that water is being extracted faster than the aquifer's 

recharge capacity. if this continues, a point may be reached (or may have already been reached) 

where further extraction and further development is no longer sustainable. 

RAINWATER HARVESTING BEST PRACTICES GUIDEBOOK 

It is strongly recommended that applicants refer to the Regional District of Nanaimo Rainwater 

Harvesting Best Practices Guidebook for guidance on the design and installation of a rainwater 

harvesting system within the Yellow Point Aquifer Protection Development Permit Area. 

APPLICABILITY: 

A development permit is required for the following activities unless specifically exempt: 

1. Subdivision of land as defined in the  Land Title Act  or the  Strata Property Act ; and, 
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2. Construction, alteration, or erection of a dwelling unit(s). 

EXEMPTIONS: 

The following activities are exempt from requiring a development permit: 

1. Subdivision of land which results in three or fewer lots and the parcel proposed to be 

subdivided has not been subdivided within the past five years. 

2. Land alteration. 

3. Construction of a dwelling unit or subdivision of land where each dwelling unit has an 

approved connection to a community water system. 

4. Construction and/or alteration of accessory buildings, agricultural buildings, structures and 

fencing. 

5. Construction or renovation to commercial, institutional, recreational, and industrial 

buildings. 

6. All additions or alterations to an existing dwelling unit. 

7. The replacement or reconstruction of an existing dwelling unit with another dwelling unit 

within substantially the same footprint. 

8. Construction of a secondary suite. 

9. Construction of a dwelling unit where the applicant demonstrates that there is: 

a. A well that existed prior to July 26, 2011 which produces a minimum of 3.5 m 3  per 

day year round that will be connected to the proposed dwelling unit; 

b. an existing (prior to July 26, 2011) water license with capacity to satisfy at least 30% 

of total household water use for the 90 day period between July and September; or 

c. a valid approved source of water which is not groundwater that is currently in use 

and has adequate capacity to satisfy at least 30% of total household water use for a 

90 day period. 

10. Construction of a dwelling unit where the dwelling unit: 

a. Is not to be connected to a groundwater source; and, 

b. Is entirely serviced with water through stored and treated rain water which meets or 

exceeds Canadian Drinking Water Standards. 

Note: for exemption 10 above, prior to the issuance of a building permit, a report from an 

Engineer or other qualified professional may be required to satisfy the RDN that the proposed 

rainwater system has adequate capacity to meet the year round water demands of the dwelling 

unit being proposed and that the water will be stored and treated to Canadian drinking water 

standards. 
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GUIDELINES: 

A. For subdivision, the following guidelines apply: 

1. Where property is proposed to be subdivided and more than three parcels, including 

the remainder (if applicable) are proposed, the RDN shall require the applicant to supply 

a report prepared by a professional Hydrogeologist or engineer registered in the 

province of British Columbia and experienced in hydrogeological investigations which 

includes the following: 

i. An assessment of the characteristics and behavior of the aquifer at its most 

stressed time of the year which includes two cross sections which define the 

groundwater body and determine where the water comes from. The assessment 

must also examine the location of proposed wells and their interaction with the 

Yellow Point Aquifer; 

ii. The results and professional interpretation of a minimum 72 hour pumping test to 

occur in at least one location within the lands being subdivided or a greater 

number as recommended by a professional hydrogeologist or engineer based on 

the scale of development and aquifer characteristics; 

iii. An assessment of seasonal water table fluctuations and the ability of the Yellow 

Point aquifer to provide a sustainable water supply which satisfies the additional 

groundwater demand without impacting adjacent rural properties or restricting or 

limiting the availability of water supply for agricultural irrigation; 

iv. An assessment of the potential for salt water intrusion as a result of the proposed 

water extraction which is required to service the proposed development; and, 

V. 	Identification of key recharge points located on the subject property and 

recommended measures to protect them. 

vi. 	Recommendations to address the impacts on groundwater quality and quantity 

identified through the assessments outlined in sections 1.i —v. 

The RDN shall require the applicant to implement the report's recommendations in the 

proposed development and the recommendations shall become conditions of the 

development permit. 

2. The RDN may require, at the applicant's expense, and to the satisfaction of the RDN, a 

Section 219 Covenant registering the Hydrogeologist's and/or engineer's report on the 

title of the subject property. 

3. The RDN may require the applicant to install a groundwater monitoring device in at least 

one well within the proposed subdivision. The RDN may require an agreement be 

registered on title to allow the RDN to access the property to collect data from the 

device 

4. Where rainwater management is recommended by the report identified in Guideline 1 

above, rainwater must be retained on-site and managed using methods such as 

vegetated swales, rain gardens, or other methods which allow rainwater to return to the 

ground. 
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B. For the construction of a dwelling unit the following guidelines apply: 

Siting of Buildings and Structures 

1. Dwelling units should be sited to allow for the optimal placement of a rainwater 

collection tank which collects rainwater from the roof leaders of the dwelling unit which 

capture the majority of the rainwater flows. 

2. Water storage tanks should be sited in the least obtrusive way possible from the 

neighboring properties. 

3. A site plan should be provided illustrating the location of the proposed water storage 

tank(s) in relation to the proposed dwelling unit and adjacent property lines. The site 

plan should illustrate the rainwater harvesting system components and may be 

prepared by the applicant provided it is drawn to scale and is legible. 

Form and exterior design 

4. Dwelling units should be designed to optimize opportunities for intended use and 

corresponding cistern volume. 

5. Roof surface materials should be selected to accommodate the type of rainwater 

harvesting system being proposed. 

Specific features in the development 

6. Impervious surfaces should be minimized. The use of impervious paved driveways is 

discouraged. 

Machinery, equipment, and systems external to buildings and other structures 

7. The RDN shall require that all new dwelling units include a rainwater harvesting system 

which is designed to satisfy a minimum of 30% of the total household water use (indoor 

and outdoor) for a minimum of 90 consecutive precipitation free days. 
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8. Rainwater harvesting systems should target a minimum rainwater storage tank volume 

of 18, 181 litres (4,000 Imperial Gallons). Larger tank sizes are also supported. This 

figure was derived based on the following general information and calculation: 

• 	Average total household water use the RDN is 704 litres per day 
• 	30% of the total household water use is for outdoor non-potable use 
• 	Storage must satisfy 100% of outdoor watering needs for a 90 day period 

Outdoor water demand is calculated as follows: 

Average household use per day x  30%  x  90 days = minimum water storage tank volume 

704 titres x loo x 90 days = 19,008 litres 

Outdoor water demand = 19,008 litres 

Therefore the minimum storage capacity is 19, 008 litres. 

A minimum volume of 19,008 litres does not correspond well to existing cistern sizes. This 
figure is reduced to 18, 184 litres (4,000 Imperial Gallons) to reflect typical cistern sizes and 
configurations. This minimum volume could be met using a number of different tank types, 
sizes, and configurations. 

9. Notwithstanding Guideline 8 above, a water storage tank with a lesser volume may be 

supported where an assessment of total household water use (indoor and outdoor) 

prepared by a registered plumber, accredited rainwater harvesting professional, or 

Engineer is provided, and the applicant is proposing to satisfy a minimum of 30% of total 

household use for a minimum of 90 consecutive precipitation free days with a rainwater 

harvesting system. 
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10. Rainwater harvesting systems may, at the applicant's discretion, be designed for non-

potable outdoor use, non-potable indoor use, or potable drinking water use. The design 

of such systems must reflect their intended use. 

11. The rainwater harvesting system design must, at minimum, consider and include the 

following components: 

12. Rainwater harvesting systems should be designed to facilitate additional storage volume 

and future connection to the dwelling unit. 

13. All external pipe, plumbing fixtures, and hose bibs where rainwater is used shall be clearly 

marked with "Non-Potable Water Do Not Drink" as shown in Diagram 2 at right. 

14. Although not a requirement of these Development Permit Area Guidelines, where non-potable 

rainwater harvesting equipment is required, the RDN shall encourage the applicant to install 

dedicated plumbing lines within proposed dwelling units to make use of stored rainwater for 

flushing toilets and other non-potable uses. The RDN shall assist the applicant in obtaining the 

necessary building permit approvals. 
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Definitions: 

Total household water use means the sum total of all water use in a household during a typical hot dry 

summer day including gardens and lawns, baths and showers, kitchen (dishwasher, etc.), toilet flushing, 

laundry, car washing, drinking, property maintenance, and other outdoor uses. 
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Attachment No. 2 
Location of NCID and YDPA Boundaries 
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