
Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

From: Brian Blood 

Nelda Richardson 
April 4, 2022 11 :21 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 
Wiles/Caillet Creek bylaws 283 and 284 

Sent: Thursday, March 3, 2022 9:31 AM 
To: Ronald Campbell <rona ldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 

RECEIVED 
APR O 4 2022 

DISTRICT OF LANTZ VILLE 

Cc: Frank Limshue <flimshue@la ntzvi lle.ca>; Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht 
<counci llor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage 

<ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson <JWilson@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Wiles/Caillet Creek bylaws 283 and 284 

Hi Ronald. 

Could you please address the naming confusion of the creek that the developers and now the proposed bylaws 283 and 
284 call "Cail let Creek" and t he community has known as "Wiles Creek" for some decades now. There is already a creek 
in Pleasant Va lley named for the prominent Lantzville/ Pleasant Valley Caillet family. I don't know if it is a gazetted name 
or not and our little creek in the Jacks/Caillet neighborhood is not gazetted under either name so it is rea lly up to us as a 
community to use t he most appropriate name. Robert Wiles was the first European settler in what is now Lantzvi lle, 
Purchasing District Lot 54, Na noose Land District in the Crown Colony of Vancouver Island in 1868. This block 
encompasses the area containing much of Lantzville Rd , Tweedhope, Harper, Winslow, Huddlestone, Sebastion and 
much more. The developers may have simply applied the name "Caillet" because the creek flowed under the 
eponymous road. The Lantzville Historical Society has always endorsed the name "Wiles" for this creek. 

Thanks for your attention to this. 
Brian Blood 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

From: Brian Blood 

Nelda Richardson 
April 4, 2022 11 :16 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 
Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Sent: Saturday, March 12, 2022 3:16 PM 

I RE.CEIVED 
APR O 4 2022 

J?ISTRICT OF LANTZVILLE 

To: Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca>; Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca> 

Cc: Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: RE: Drainage -Village South, bylaws ***and* * * 

Saturday, March 12 2022 
Hi Ronald. 
I don't mean to pressure Mr. Limshue. I understand if he needs more t ime because the questions are complicated. I 
haven't heard from him yet but would be happy to have an idea when I w ill because the public hearing is looming and 
these important clarification requests need some resolution well before the hearing which could be followed by an 

immediate vote by counci l as sometimes happens. 
Drainage is the most important factor related to this development which cou ld have effects on neighborhoods outside 
the development. Another question perhaps best answered by you Ronald, is one that I posed to Kyle Young; Will any 
additional development-caused drainage from this (bylaw 283 and 284) proposed development use the 
Lancewood/Huddlestone drainage system? Kyle gave me an emphat ic "no". ls this sti ll the case? 

Aga in, thank you Rona ld for your attention to this matter. 

Brian Blood 

From: Ronald Campbell [mailto:ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca] 
Sent: March 8, 2022 10:33 AM 
To: Mayor Swain 
Cc: Frank Limshue; Brian Blood 
Subject: RE: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Good Morning Mayor Swain, 

No, I was not provided with a copy. 

Spoke with planner Limshue and he will have a reply to Mr. Blood before the end of this week. 

Ronald Campbell, CLGM I Chief Administrative Officer 
District of lantzville I 7192 lantzville Road, PO Box 100, lantzville, BC V0R 2H0 

T: 250.933.8080 F: 250.390.8080 E: rona ldcampbell@lantzville.ca 

Make every second count! 
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This email and any attachments are for the use of the intended recipient only and may be confidential, privileged and subject to disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, printing, copying, 
circulation or other use of this message and any attachment, is strictly prohibited. If you received this message in error, please notify me by return email and delete 

this message, any attachments and any copy of the message and attachments from your system. 

From: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 8, 2022 9:39 AM 
To: Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Brian Blood 
Subject: FW: Drainage -Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Good morning CAO Campbell, 

Not sure if you had this email forwarded onto to you, but I was informed yesterday by the Mr. Blood there has been no 

response. 

Would it be possible to provide Mr. Blood with an estimated response time? 

Thanks for you assistance. 

Best, 
Mark 

From: Brian Blood 
Sent: March 2, 2022 2:19 PM 
To: Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht <counci llor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzvi lle.ca>; Councillor Wilson 

<JWilson@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and** * 

Hi Frank. 

I understood from Kyle Young that a change had been made to DOL policy regarding increased 
water runoff from development properties due to hardened surfaces etc. This came up in 
reference to the developer's plans for a storm sewer along Caillet and Jacks to the sea. The old 
policy required additional runoff to be dealt with on-site through various measures to soak it 
into the ground. Kyle mentioned a change in DOL policy that enables this development to 
create a storm sewer to deal with the additional runoff. Could you tell me when that 
requirement changed and where I might find the new regulations in DOL policy? Also will 
properties along the portions of Caillet and Jacks Rds that are proposed to have a (Village 
South enabling) storm-sewer be considered benefiting properties and pay a tax for storm
sewer? Keep in mind that the existing creek has remained within its banks and left properties 
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undamaged thus far, except when the DOL's failed culvert maintenance caused property 
flooding in Nov 2021. 

It has always been known, regardless of DOL policy, that storm-water would not percolate into 
the ground under any circumstances during the wettest parts of the rainy season in this 
property since the lower portions of it where the water collects was and is a swamp-flat. Even 
the canalised Wiles Creek that provided deeper drainage has failed to prevent the swamp 
from re-asserting itself in the rainy season when the water-table remains at the surface for 
lengthy periods. The land is unusable for a building site as it presently exists unless it is built 
on piles and any idea of underground parking would be an engineering nightmare as the 
engineering report alluded to. However, as Darwin Mahlum discussed with me a number of 
years ago, the development could be enabled by a storm sewer to the sea. It was 
acknowledged that any additional water would not meet the current drainage engineering 
under Lantzville and Caillet Rds and the Wiles Creek watercourse which passes through a 
number of private properties and DOL road culverts. Thus, it was understood that this, 
underground, engineered section of the Wiles Creek drainage system would need to be 
bypassed. It is unclear at the moment whether this section will be a single drainage, carrying 
existing Wiles Creek flows as well as additional {development-caused) runoff. Will the existing 
Wiles Creek flow be combined with the extra, development -caused, flow and then divided 
to maintain the natural levels of Wiles creek? Will the two flows then be re-integrated for 
the last run to the beach from McGill Rd.? This seems very complicated. Wiles Creek is not a 
fish-bearing stream as far as I know (maybe the odd goldfish) but residents will be upset if the 
water is contaminated with pollutants and becomes a vector for plastic particles entering the 
sea. 

The proposed project, if current policy and standards allow it, would replace the existing Wiles 
Creek pour-off onto the beach with a new engineered design. This means that at some point 
on the lower course of Wiles Creek, probably near the McGill/Jacks intersection, the creek and 
the storm sewer would be combined. Does this mean that the outlet will be subject to a 
different set of regulations (Federal, Provincial or local) than if it were designed separately 
for storm-sewer only; i.e. does it get to pose as a natural creek entering the beach area and 
the ocean? 

There are several potential problems with increasing the scale of this pour-off onto the beach. 
These kinds of storm sewers are very unpopular with residents anywhere in the Greater 
Nanaimo area where they have been constructed. Even with baffles to mitigate the speed and 
spread out the volume of storm-water, they erode the beach and, in flood, interfere with 
pedestrian use of the beach. Plus, they look ugly and generally degrade the beach ambience 
and inthe dry season, often have an oil slick. They transfer industrial residues and plastic 
fragments from hardened surfaces such as roofs, roads and parking lots as well as chemicals 
from lawns and domestic activity. How does the developer or the DOL plan to mitigate the 
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problem of introducing pollutants into the sea? Does the DOL allow this kind of beach 
degradation, both aesthetic and erosive that interferes with recreational beach use? 

Another problem in the Jacks Rd location is that the entire neighborhood is built on mine
tailings dumped onto the former inter-tidal zone. These tailings seem stable behind the 
foreshore hardening that has been done to prevent storm erosion but may not be stable 
enough to support the proposed works and could be far less stable if there is any failure of 
this system which either undermines the tailings and the foreshore hardening or causes 
additional water to infiltrate the tailings themselves. Has the nature of the tailings been 
assessed in relation to this proposed project? The ad hoc foreshore hardening with different 
styles and materials is problematic enough when it is not done comprehensively but how 
will this project impact those varied works already in place? It will become the DOL's 
problem if there are failures. Failures will threaten these waterfront homes. 

Then there is climate-change and sea-level rise. The numbers are changing with every new 
data-set. How long will this drainage outfall be built for and who will hold responsibility for 
it's safe functioning for that length of time? 

Since several of these issues impact on the viability of the project they need to be addressed 
and known before any primary approval is contemplated. To approve the project and move 
these concerns to later phases of project approvals would not be a responsible approach for 
the developers and for residents. What happens if the generic proposal is approved and at a 
future phase it is found to be unfeasible due to drainage issues either on the property itself 
or downstream in other neighborhoods or at the beach? 

Thank you. Brian Blood 7075 Caillet Rd 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

From: Brian Blood 

Nelda Richardson 
April 4, 2022 11 :12 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 
Drainage - Vi llage South, bylaws ***and*** 

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2022 9:59 AM 
To: Frank Limshue <fl imshue@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson 

<JWilson@lantzville.ca>; Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 

Subject: RE: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Mr. Limshue 

Thank you for your response. If t he DO L's policy regarding "no increase in runoff' remains the same and t he developer 
will still be required to dea l with additional runoff on-site no matter how difficult , then a storm sewer will not be 
required along Caillet and Jacks rds. Is such a storm sewer still part of t he planning for this development? If so, why? 
And if a storm sewer is sti ll part of the plan, will adjacent residents be taxed for a storm-sewer amenity? 
Also, are you saying that in November 2021 t he failure of the Wiles Creek culve rt under Dickinson Rd to contain t he flow 
was due to a blockage on private property and not on District road allowance at the upstream ent rance to the culvert 

and was t herefore not he DOL's responsibi lity to maintain? 

Brian Blood 

From: Frank Limshue [mailto:f1imshue@lantzville.ca] 
Sent: March 14, 2022 7:52 AM 
To: 
Cc: Mayor Swain; Councillor Geselbracht; Councillor Proctor; Councillor Savage; Councillor Wilson; Ronald Campbell 
Subject: FW: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

To Mr. Blood: 

Please see responses to your email below - in highlight. 

Frank Limshue I Director of Planning and Community Services 
District of Lantzville I 7192 Lantzville Road, PO Box 100, Lantzville, BC V0R 2H0 
T: 250.933.8083 C: 250.268.1510 F: 250.390.5188 E: flimshue@lantzville.ca 



~ 
Lqtttz.~ 

This email and any attachments are for the use of the intended recipient only and may be confidential, privileged and subject to disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, printing, copying, 
circulation or other use of this message and any attachment, is strictly prohibited. If you received this message in error, please notify me by return email and delete 

this message, any attachments and any copy of the message and attachments from your system. 

From: Brian Blood 
Sent: Wednesday, March 2, 2022 2:19 PM 
To: Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson 

<JWilson@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Hi Frank. 

I understood from Kyle Young that a change had been made to DOL policy regarding increased 
water runoff from development properties due to hardened surfaces etc. This came up in 
reference to the developer's plans for a storm sewer along Caillet and Jacks to the sea. The old 
policy required additional runoff to be dealt with on-site through various measures to soak it 
into the ground. Kyle mentioned a change in DOL policy that enables this development to 
create a storm sewer to deal with the additional runoff. Could you tell me when that 
requirement changed and where I might find the new regulations in DOL policy? Also will 

properties along the portions of Caillet and Jacks Rds that are proposed to have a (Village 
South enabling) storm-sewer be considered benefiting properties and pay a tax for storm
sewer? Keep in mind that the existing creek has remained within its banks and left properties 
undamaged thus far, except when the DOL's failed culvert maintenance caused property 

flooding in Nov 2021. 
There does not appear to be any changes to the "No increase of runoff" requirement. Hard 
surfaces wil l be offset w ith ra ingardens, ponds and swales, cisterns to capture rainwater, etc. 

It is understood that the area is mostly clay and infiltration wi ll be difficu lt however, it is 

expected that the development deal with it. 
It has always been known, regardless of DOL policy, that storm-water would not percolate into 
the ground under any circumstances during the wettest parts of the rainy season in this 
property since the lower portions of it where the water collects was and is a swamp-flat. Even 
the canalised Wiles Creek that provided deeper drainage has failed to prevent the swamp 
from re-asserting itself in the rainy season when the water-table remains at the surface for 
lengthy periods. The land is unusable for a building site as it presently exists unless it is built 
on piles and any idea of underground parking would be an engineering nightmare as the 
engineering report alluded to. However, as Darwin Mahlum discussed with me a number of 
years ago, the development could be enabled by a storm sewer to the sea. It was 
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acknowledged that any additional water would not meet the current drainage engineering 
under Lantzville and Cail let Rds and the Wiles Creek watercourse which passes through a 
number of private properties and DOL road culverts. Thus, it was understood that this, 
underground, engineered section of the Wiles Creek drainage system would need to be 
bypassed. It is unclear at the moment whether this section will be a single drainage, carrying 
existing Wiles Creek flows as well as additional (development-caused) runoff. Will the existing 
Wiles Creek flow be combined with the extra, development -caused, flow and then divided 
to maintain the natural levels of Wiles creek? Will the two flows then be re-integrated for 
the last run to the beach from McGill Rd.? This seems very complicated. Wiles Creek is not a 
fish-bearing stream as far as I know (maybe the odd goldfish) but residents will be upset if the 
water is contaminated with pollutants and becomes a vector for plastic particles entering the 

sea. 
Flows from the Ware Road area in its current state, does pick up water from both Harby Road 
East (wellfield area) and the proposed development, will not change. The only difference will 
be that the flows will not traverse through private properties as it currently does. The flows 
moving through private properties cause issues for the District. An example being, a blockage 
on private property, where the District cannot traverse, caused water to overflow across a 
roadway and into a residential property in Nov 2021. Water from the entire area flows to the 

single outlet currently, therefore there will not be a changed. 
The proposed project, if current policy and standards allow it, would replace the existing Wiles 
Creek pour-off onto the beach with a new engineered design. This means that at some point 
on the lower course of Wiles Creek, probably near the McGill/Jacks intersection, the creek and 
the storm sewer would be combined. Does this mean that the outlet will be subject to a 
different set of regulations (Federal, Provincial or local} than if it were designed separately 
for storm-sewer only; i.e. does it get to pose as a natural creek entering the beach area and 

the ocean? 
As there is to be ZERO increase in runoff, there should be no increase of flows and as 
previously stated, all waters from the area currently run to the Jacks Road drainage area there 
should not be any additional impact. Having said that, a professiona l Biologist will determine 

that. 
There are several potential problems with increasing the scale of this pour-off onto the beach. 
These kinds of storm sewers are very unpopular with residents anywhere in the Greater 
Nanaimo area where they have been constructed. Even with baffles to mitigate the speed and 
spread out the volume of storm-water, they erode the beach and, in flood, interfere with 
pedestrian use of the beach. Plus, they look ugly and generally degrade the beach ambience 
and in the dry season, often have an oil slick. They transfer industrial residues and plastic 
fragments from hardened surfaces such as roofs, roads and parking lots as well as chemicals 
from lawns and domestic activity. How does the developer or the DOL plan to mitigate the 
problem of introducing pollutants into the sea? Does the DOL allow this kind of beach 
degradation, both aesthetic and erosive that interferes with recreational beach use? 
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As w ith the rest of the District, swa les raingardens and ponds wou ld ensure polluta nts are 
mitigated . There shou ld be no change to the flows at the beach so there shou ld be no 

change. 
Another problem in the Jacks Rd location is that the entire neighborhood is built on mine-
tailings dumped onto the former inter-tidal zone. These tailings seem stable behind the 
foreshore hardening that has been done to prevent storm erosion but may not be stable 
enough to support the proposed works and could be far less stable if there is any failure of 

this system which either undermines the tailings and the foreshore hardening or causes 
additional water to infiltrate the tailings themselves. Has the nature of the tailings been 
assessed in relation to this proposed project? The ad hoc foreshore hardening with different 
styles and materials is problematic enough when it is not done comprehensively but how 
will this project impact those varied works already in place? It will become the DOL's 
problem if there are failures. Failures will threaten these waterfront homes. 
The District has experience with works along McGill and Jacks Roads, Phase I Sewer 
insta llation for example. Any drainage pipe placed in that alignment would be above the 
sewer line which was installed using accepted construction methods. As the outfal l in the 
Jacks Road area is over rock, and no increase in flows are expected, there should be no issue 

with erosion. 
Then there is climate-change and sea-level rise. The numbers are changing with every new 
data-set. How long will this drainage outfall be built for and who will hold responsibility for 

it's safe functioning for that length of time? 
As with all of the infrastructure works carried out in the District either by the District or by a 

developer, standard engineering practices will be followed . 
Since several of these issues impact on the viability of the project they need to be addressed 
and known before any primary approval is contemplated. To approve the project and move 
these concerns to later phases of project approvals would not be a responsible approach for 

the developers and for residents. What happens if the generic proposal is approved and at a 
future phase it is found to be unfeasible due to drainage issues either on the property itself 

or downstream in other neighborhoods or at the beach? 
If the proposed subdivision does not meet the current regu lations, then the subdivision would 

be required to be modified until it did. 

Thank you. Brian Blood 7075 Caillet Rd 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Nelda Richardson 
April 4, 2022 11 :13 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 

Subject: FW: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

From: Brian Blood 
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2022 10:18 AM 
To: Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson 
<JWilson@lantzville.ca>; Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: RE: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Mr. Limshue 

Upon re-reading your second highlight am I to conclude that the reference to flows not 
traversing through private properties as it currently does, not only means the flows from the 
Harby east area and the development itself but to the Wiles creek corridor through the 
Caillet/Jacks neighborhood as well? Is the District planning to eliminate Wiles Creek as a 
natural surface water feature entirely? Is this being done, ostensibly to address "issues" 
caused by water flowing through private properties? Is a creek going to be eliminated because 
a development requires it or because of an incident regarding a DOL maintenance failure? If 
the creek will experience "no increase in runoff" from the development as per DOL policy 
and the culverts are maintained then what is the District's justification for removing this 
creek from private property and replacing it with a storm sewer on DOL rights-of-way? 

Brian Blood 

From: Brian Blood 
Sent: March 14, 2022 9:59 AM 
To: 'Frank Limshue' 
Cc: 'Mayor Swain'; 'Councillor Geselbracht'; 'Councillor Proctor'; 'Councillor Savage'; 'Councillor Wilson'; 'Ronald Campbell' 
Subject: RE: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Mr. Limshue 

Thank you for your response. If the DO L's policy regarding "no increase in runoff' remains the same and the developer 
will still be required to dea l with additional runoff on-site no matter how difficult, then a storm sewer will not be 
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requi red along Caillet and Jacks rds. Is such a storm sewer st ill part of the planning for this development? If so, why? 
And if a storm sewer is stil l part of the plan, wi ll adjacent residents be taxed for a storm-sewer amenity? 
Also, are you saying that in November 2021 t he fa ilure of the Wi les Creek culvert under Dickinson Rd to conta in the flow 
was due to a blockage on private property and not on District road allowance at t he upstream entrance to the culvert 

and was t herefore not he DOL's responsibility to mainta in? 

Brian Blood 

From: Frank Limshue [mailto:flimshue@lantzville.ca] 
Sent: Mr1rrh 14. 2022 7:52 AM 
To: 
Cc: Mayor Swain; Councillor Geselbracht; Councillor Proctor; Councillor Savage; Councillor Wilson; Ronald Campbell 
Subject: FW: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

To Mr. Blood: 

Please see responses to your email below - in highlight. 

Frank Limshue I Director of Planning and Community Services 

District of Lantzville I 7192 Lantzville Road, PO Box 100, Lantzville, BC V0R 2H0 

T: 250.933.8083 C: 250.268.1510 F: 250.390.5188 E: flimshue@lantzvil le.ca 

This email and any attachments are for the use of the intended recipient only and may be confidential, privileged and subject to disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, printing, copying, 
circulation or other use of this message and any attachment, is strictly prohibited. If you received this message in error, please notify me by return email and delete 

this message, any attachments and any copy of the message and attachments from your system. 

From: Brian Blood 
Sent: Wednesday, March 2, 2022 2:19 PM 
To: Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzvi lle.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson 

<JWilson@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Drainage - Village South, bylaws ***and*** 

Hi Frank. 

I understood from Kyle Young that a change had been made to DOL policy regarding increased 
water runoff from development properties due to hardened surfaces etc. This came up in 
reference to the developer's plans for a storm sewer along Caillet and Jacks to the sea. The old 
policy required additional runoff to be dealt with on-site through various measures to soak it 
into the ground. Kyle mentioned a change in DOL policy that enables this development to 
create a storm sewer to deal with the additional runoff. Could you tell me when that 
requirement changed and where I might find the new regulations in DOL policy? Also will 
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properties along the portions of Caillet and Jacks Rds that are proposed to have a (Village 
South enabling) storm-sewer be considered benefiting properties and pay a tax for storm
sewer? Keep in mind that the existing creek has remained within its banks and left properties 
undamaged thus far, except when the DOL's failed culvert maintenance caused property 

flooding in Nov 2021. 
There does not appear to be any changes to t he "No increase of runoff" requirement. Hard 
surfaces wi ll be offset with raingardens, ponds and swales, cisterns to capture ra inwater, etc. 
It is understood that the area is mostly clay and infiltration will be difficult however, it is 

expected that the development deal with it. 
It has always been known, regardless of DOL policy, that storm-water would not percolate into 
the ground under any circumstances during the wettest parts of the rainy season in this 
property since the lower portions of it where the water collects was and is a swamp-flat. Even 
the canalised Wiles Creek that provided deeper drainage has failed to prevent the swamp 
from re-asserting itself in the rainy season when the water-table remains at the surface for 
lengthy periods. The land is unusable for a building site as it presently exists unless it is built 
on piles and any idea of underground parking would be an engineering nightmare as the 
engineering report alluded to. However, as Darwin Mahlum discussed with me a number of 
years ago, the development could be enabled by a storm sewer to the sea. It was 
acknowledged that any additional water would not meet the current drainage engineering 
under Lantzville and Caillet Rds and the Wiles Creek watercourse which passes through a 
number of private properties and DOL road culverts. Thus, it was understood that this, 
underground, engineered section of the Wiles Creek drainage system would need to be 
bypassed. It is unclear at the moment whether this section will be a single drainage, carrying 
existing Wiles Creek flows as well as additional (development-caused) runoff. Will the existing 
Wiles Creek flow be combined with the extra, development -caused, flow and then divided 
to maintain the natural levels of Wiles creek? Will the two flows then be re-integrated for 
the last run to the beach from McGill Rd.? This seems very complicated. Wiles Creek is not a 
fish-bearing stream as far as I know (maybe the odd goldfish) but residents will be upset if the 
water is contaminated with pollutants and becomes a vector for plastic particles entering the 

sea . 
Flows from the Ware Road area in its current state, does pick up water from both Harby Road 
East (wellfield area) and the proposed development, will not change. The only difference wi ll 
be that the flows wi ll not traverse through private properties as it currently does. The flows 
moving through private properties cause issues for the District. An example being, a blockage 
on private property, where the District cannot traverse, caused water to overflow across a 
roadway and into a residential property in Nov 2021. Water from the entire area flows to the 

single outlet currently, therefore there w ill not be a changed . 
The proposed project, if current policy and standards allow it, would replace the existing Wiles 
Creek pour-off onto the beach with a new engineered design. This means that at some point 
on the lower course of Wiles Creek, probably near the McGill/Jacks intersection, the creek and 
the storm sewer would be combined. Does this mean that the outlet will be subject to a 
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different set of regulations (Federal, Provincial or local) than if it were designed separately 
for storm-sewer only; i.e. does it get to pose as a natural creek entering the beach area and 

the ocean? 
As there is to be ZERO increase in runoff, there should be no increase of flows and as 
previously stated, al l waters from the area currently run to the Jacks Road dra inage area there 
should not be any additional impact. Having sa id that, a professional Biologist w ill determine 

that. 
There are several potential problems with increasing the scale of this pour-off onto the beach. 

These kinds of storm sewers are very unpopular with residents anywhere in the Greater 
Nanaimo area where they have been constructed. Even with baffles to mitigate the speed and 
spread out the volume of storm-water, they erode the beach and, in flood, interfere with 
pedestrian use of the beach. Plus, they look ugly and generally degrade the beach ambience 
and in the dry season, often have an oil slick. They transfer industrial residues and plastic 
fragments from hardened surfaces such as roofs, roads and parking lots as well as chemicals 
from lawns and domestic activity. How does the developer or the DOL plan to mitigate the 
problem of introducing pollutants into the sea? Does the DOL allow this kind of beach 
degradation, both aesthetic and erosive that interferes with recreational beach use? 
As with the rest of the District, swales ra ingardens and ponds wou ld ensure pollutants are 
mitigated . There should be no change to the flows at the beach so there should be no 

change. 
Another problem in the Jacks Rd location is that the entire neighborhood is built on mine
tailings dumped onto the former inter-tidal zone. These tailings seem stable behind the 
foreshore hardening that has been done to prevent storm erosion but may not be stable 
enough to support the proposed works and could be far less stable if there is any failure of 
this system which either undermines the tailings and the foreshore hardening or causes 
additional water to infiltrate the tailings themselves. Has the nature of the tailings been 
assessed in relation to this proposed project? The ad hoc foreshore hardening with different 
styles and materials is problematic enough when it is not done comprehensively but how 
will this project impact those varied works already in place? It will become the DOL's 
problem if there are failures. Failures will threaten these waterfront homes. 
The District has experience with works along McGill and Jacks Roads, Phase I Sewer 
installation for example. Any drainage pipe placed in that al ignment wou ld be above the 
sewer line which was installed using accepted construction methods. As the outfall in the 
Jacks Road area is over rock, and no increase in flows are expected, t here shou ld be no issue 

with erosion. 
Then there is climate-change and sea-level rise. The numbers are changing with every new 
data-set. How long will this drainage outfall be built for and who will hold responsibility for 

it's safe functioning for that length of time? 
As with all of the infrastructure works carried out in the District either by the District or by a 
developer, standard engineering practices will be followed . 
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Since several of these issues impact on the viability of the project they need to be addressed 
and known before any primary approval is contemplated. To approve the project and move 
these concerns to later phases of project approvals would not be a responsible approach for 
the developers and for residents. What happens if the generic proposal is approved and at a 
future phase it is found to be unfeasible due to drainage issues either on the property itself 

or downstream in other neighborhoods or at the beach? 
If the proposed subdivision does not meet the current regu lations, then the subd ivision wou ld 
be required to be modified until it did . 

Thank you. Brian Blood 7075 Caillet Rd 

5 



Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Nelda Richardson 
April 4, 2022 11 :07 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 

Subject: Wiles creek cu lvert under Dickinson Rd. 

From: Brian Blood 
Sent: Monday, March 14, 2022 12:02 PM 
To: Fred Spears <fspears@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Council lor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson 
<JWilson@lantzville.ca>; Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Wiles creek culvert under Dickinson Rd. 

Hi Fred. Sorry for all the cc's but this issue has the interest of others already. A couple of questions, but let me clarify my 

point of view first. 

When Wiles Creek backed up at the cu lvert site and flowed over the road and onto private property in Nov 2021 t here 
was some water still exiting the culvert but only a fraction of that which the cu lvert could contain, suggesting a failure 
within the culvert or a debris blockage at the intake. Blackberry brambles obscured the view of the intake. Mr. Limshue 
has written t hat th is flooding was due to "a blockage on private property, where the district cannot traverse, caused 
water to flow over the roadway ... " . This is important because it was the only example given in reference to " issues" the 
district has with "flows through private properties". The DOL's Dickinson Road right-of-way extends a significant 
distance beyond the intake of this culvert which is located in the creek ravine, well below the road surface. It is difficult 
to visualise Mr. Limshue's description. If the "blockage" that caused the flood ing was "on private property, where the 
district cannot traverse", why did the water not remain in the ravine and enter the culvert that was apparently not 
blocked by debris on the district road allowance? The volume of water flowing over the road suggested that the 
blockage was at the intake, on the district road allowance. Nothing else makes sense at this location. It would take 
sophisticated engineering to create a blockage on private property at this location that could cause such a flow over the 

road. 

Could you please describe the cause of this flooding with particular detail regarding the state of the intake on district 
property. You will of course understand t hat if "issues" with this "flow through private properties" (Wiles Creek) are 
exemplified only by this Nov 2021 incident and then used to support t he storm sewer drainage plan for the current 
"Village South" then your observations will be critical and subject to public interest. 

Thanks for your attention to this. 

Brian Blood 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Nelda Richardson 
April 4, 2022 10:51 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 

Subject: bottom line 

Sensitivity: Confidential 

From: Brian Blood 
Date: March 14, 2022 at 3:30:42 PM PDT 
To: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>, Councillor Proctor 
<KProctor@lantzville.ca>, Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>, Councillor Wilson 

<JWilson@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: bottom line 

How does a District become complicit in bypassing its own policy regarding retention of development
created extra runoff? 

1. First, you accept the developer's need to lower the water table to enable underground 
parking by deepening the existing on-site drainage. 

2. Then you say you agree with the developer's offer to replace the existing engineered drainage 
under Lantzville and Caillet Roads because it would then be too shallow to take drainage. 

3. Then you accept a case for a storm sewer to the sea on DOL property because the lowered 
engineering is too low for the water to enter the existing Wiles Creek drainage on the north side 

of Caillet. 
4. Even 'though the District says the developer must retain any extra runoff on the property, who, 

after the fact, is going to monitor flows and tell the developer to hold it back, especially since 
the creek no longer exists? 

So, there will be no Wiles Creek in the neighborhood. The development will feature rain 
gardens etc. to ostensibly filter all the extra runoff back into the ground. There will be no 
monitoring of water volumes in the storm sewer so no one will be able to say that additional 
runoff is being allowed to exit the property contrary to district policy. Icing on the cake would 
be for taxpayers to pay for some or all of these works or be taxed for a storm sewer amenity. 

I always knew that the only way to enable development on this wetland would be to run a 
storm sewer to the sea. I am not even opposed to that idea if done well. What I am opposed to 
and find outrageous is the way it has been done behind the scenes with the DOL cheerleaders 
still able to say that they have a water retention policy that hasn't been - with. BB 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Nelda Richardson 
April 4, 2022 10:59 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 

Subject: Cancel public hearing - application incomplete 

From: Brian Blood 
Sent: Sunday, March 27, 2022 8:55 PM 
To: Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht <counci llor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson 
<JWilson@lantzville.ca>; Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzville.ca>; evan@barefootplanning.com 

Subject: Cancel public hearing - application incomplete 

Ronald Campbell, CAO, District of Lantzville. 

Ronald, there would seem to be no choice but to cance l the April 13 public hearing (bylaws 283 & 284), given the Jun 
14th 2021 written assurance to me by the former Director of Planning regarding the development application that,"~ 
comprehensive stormwater management plan prepared by a professional engineer is required as part of the rezoning 
application." (italics mine) The District mistakenly received the incomplete application and must now set it aside until 
the requirement for receiving it is met. The integrity of the District and the legitimacy of its procedures require this. 

In addition to the email above sent to me by the Director of Planning that requires such a plan he made similar 
observations to Evan Peterson (Barefoot Planning) on Jun 10th 2020 and subsequently acquired by FOi " ..... with a 
proposal of this scale, it will be critically important to submit an integrated stormwater management plan {i.e. not 
just a short technical memo) because I would anticipate that the site design and, by extension, the zoning will be 
contingent on onsite retention and detention in order to meet the "post development flows equalizing pre
development flows" standard for both quantity and quality. We will not be put in a position of having to 
accommodate stormwater ponds on new parkland in the village area." (Italics mine) Note onsite retention and 
detention, equalization of pre and post development stormwater flows and standards for quantity and quality per the 
DO L's bylaw 175. Where is the " integrated stormwater plan? 

The t hree pages on drainage in Evan Peterson's (Barefoot Consulting) brochure is not a qualifying professionally 
engineered, comprehensive stormwater management plan or an integrated stormwater plan by any stretch of the 
imagination and I am certain that Mr. Peterson would not attempt to portray it as such. 

Stormwater drainage is the most challenging aspect of any development proposal for these lands. A comprehensive, 
professional, management plan was required by the Director of Planning for very good reasons; to enable the 
development and protect resident/taxpayers from future harm, both physical and financial from failure to meet 
engineering and environmenta l standards. 

The geotechnical assessment and the bioinventory and drainage assessment point to many daunting drainage issues 
regarding this property and downstream lands. A stormwater management plan is essential for residents and Council 
members. Residents need it to be able to make informed recommendations to Council at a public hearing. Counci l 

1 



members need it to make fully informed decisions that protect resident's interests. Drainage is the single most 
important aspect of this development proposal for current residents. In turn, this development is the single most 
important turning point in Lantzville's history. We must get this right and be seen to get it right. 

Cancel the April 13th public hearing. Inform the developer about the incomplete application and re-schedule a public 
hearing when the application is complete. 

Brian Blood, 7075 Caillet Rd. Lantzville B.C. 
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Mayor and Council, District of Lantzville 

RECEIVED 
APR O 4 2022 

DISTRICT OF LANTZVILLE 

Re; "unfavourable ground conditions" and proposed park and public building land 

amenity contribution bylaws 283 and 284. 

From: Brian Blood, 7075 Caillet Rd, Lantzville B.C. 

2022 04 04 

Mayor and Councillors; 

Have staff members been a little too involved in enabling the current Village 

South development application? 

Last year during DOL-funded construction of the Huddlestone storm sewer 

residents were told emphatically by a senior staff member that no Village South 

drainage would be using the Lancewood/Huddelstone drainage. The concern on 

the part of some residents was that if the Huddelstone storm sewer was to be 

used for drainage from the development property the developers should be 

contributing to costs. Secondarily, any development-caused additional flow (from 

hard surfaces) would contravene district development drainage policy (Bylaw 

175). 

Now, it seems like staff were usurping council's decision-making and leaving you 

with a very serious problem to solve when considering the approval of the 

Lantzville Projects/Village South rezoning application. If you approve the 

application as-is, you will be converting a problematic piece of "junk-land" from a 

development problem to a resident/taxpayer problem. You will also, in solving 

the developer's problem, be rubber-stamping staff's decision from last year that 

no development drainage would be going down the Huddlestone pipe because 

the land it will be draining will be the "junk-land" the District would own, not the 

development. 



Keep in mind that, according to the Lewkowich geotech report that the entirety 

of the problematic northwest section of the land labelled "unfavourable ground 

conditions" on the map that is part of the Huddlestone drainage is proposed to 

form part of the park and public building contribution to the District. This land has 

the deep problematic clay layer that they strongly suggest for "financial reasons" 

not to build on. Read the report and check the map and compare it with the 

developer's attempt to transfer this "junk-land" to taxpayers. It is unsuitable for 

construction of a future rec centre or municipal building of any kind. It may be 

very problematic to construct and maintain even as a sportsfield. 

What seems clear is that at least one staff member was aware of the proposal to 

transfer the specific land to the District as long ago as last year when we now 

know why that person was able to state (recklessly) that no drainage from "the 

development" would use the Huddlestone pipe. They were certainly counting on 

you to approve that aspect of the rezoning application. It will be a very big 

problem for the developer if you say no to this aspect of the development. What 

would they do with the "junk-land" and its construction challenges and where 

would they put the additional stormwater flow that staff promised taxpayers 

would not go by gravity to the Huddelstone pipe? My suggestion? Tell the 

developer to give us a better piece of land for the contribution for park and public 

building use. It is in resident's financial interest for you to do so. Read the geotech 

report and look at the maps. 

Brian Blood, 7075 Caillet Rd Lantzville B.C. 



Heidi Gilson 

From: Heidi Gilson 

Sent: Apri l 5, 2022 3:29 PM 

Heidi Gilson To: 
Subject: FW: Apri l 6th Council Agenda Item 12c 

Attachments: F9793.03 7220 Ware Road - Response to Misrepresentation - 2022.04.04.pdf; F9793.02 
7220 Ware Road - Supplemental to Geotechnical Assessment- 2022.04.04.pdf 

From: Brian Henning - Williamson & Associates <brian@vibcls.ca> 

Sent: Tuesday, April 5, 2022 1:14 PM 
To: District Public <district@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzville.ca>; Darwin Mahlum (darwinmahlum@outlook.com) 

<darwinmahlum@outlook.com> 
Subject: FW: Apri l 6th Council Agenda Item 12c; 

Re: April 6, 2022, regular Council Meeting Agenda Item 12 (c) Village South Development 

Mayor and Council, 

We write with respect the agenda item 12c, Village South Development, the geotechnical report as an 
additional item and Councillor Savage' s recommendations. To the recommendations stated: 

1. We confirm that Councillor Savage asked questions of the professional consultant Lewkowich 
Engineering Ltd. and provided email comments regarding their geotechnical report. Lewkowich 
Engineering Ltd. has responded to the questions and comments made, see attached. Their technical 
memo re-affirms there are challenging soils in localized areas on the properties, that the report provides 
design guidelines for these areas so they may be developed safely for the use intended, including the 
Community Services and Mixed Use areas, and that additional investigation at this stage is not 
recommended. Secondly, their memo on the misrepresentation of their report and their belief Mr. 
Savage acted inappropriately is also attached. Lantzville Projects believes, defers to and respects 
Lewkowich Engineering Ltd.s' assertions that Councillor Savage has misrepresented both the intent of 
their report and the discussion with the professional engineer. 

2. Professional engineering reports have been provided addressing drainage and compliance with the 
District' s bylaws. The recommendation in the motion on drainage is only inflammatory language and 
not related to the professional reports. 

3. A professional assessment has been provided about the economic impact of the Village South 
application. 

The continuing misrepresentation and undennining of the professional consultants and their expert reports by 
Councillor Savage is a significant concern. There are appropriate and recognized ways to ask questions or 
request further claiifications on applications, we respectfully request that these are followed. 

Yours truly, 

Brian S. Henning B.C.L.S. 
Williamson & Associates 
Professional Surveyors 
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3088 Barons Road, Nanaimo BC V9T 4B5 
Phone:250-756-7723 
Email: brian@vibcls.ca 
NOTE: NEW EMAIL ADDRESS: brian@vibcls.ca 
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Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. 
geotechnical • environmental, health & safety• materials testing 

TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT TO GEOTECHNICAL REPORT 
Lantzville Projects 
Unit 1 - 3179 Barons Road 
Nanaimo, BC, V9T SWS 

File: F9793.02 
Date: April 4, 2022 

Revision: 00 

ATTENTION: Mr. Darwin Mahlum 

PROJECT: 

SUBJECT: 

MIXED-USE SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT 
7220 WARE ROAD, LANTZVILLE, BC 

PHASE 2 LIMITS, FUTURE COMMUNITY SERVICE LOT 

1. As requested, Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. (LEA) has been retained to provide geotechnical 

engineering services for the above referenced development. As part of our involvement to date, we have 

prepared and issued the referenced geotechnical report1
• 

2. We understand that some questions have arisen regarding certain comments made in our report. We 

further understand those questions are specific to the future development potential of the Community 

Services lot within the Phase 2 limits of the referenced subdivision development. See attached annotated 

phasing plan2. 

3. Specifically, we understand questions were raised regarding the following topics: 

a. Feasibility regarding future development of the Community Service lot relative to significant clay 

deposits. 

b. Concerns regarding groundwater management and general constructability. 

c. Addit ional geotechnical investigation. 

4. The impacts of the above points are discussed in Section 4.3 of the referenced LEA report. Several 

foundation options and ground improvement options are discussed. The application of these options 

would be determined through future consu ltation once more design information is available. Additional 

geotechnical investigation will likely occur at a future date. Completing additional investigative efforts at 

this stage is not recommended given the unknowns su rrounding the future development and uses of this 

property. 

5. The referenced geotechnical report concludes that the property may be developed safely for the use 

intended. We recognize that challenging soil conditions were encountered in loca lized areas during our 

investigation and feel that these areas can be developed following the design gu idelines provided in our 

report. We expect that more detailed site-specific investigation(s) may be required once more 

development information is available, such as building location, build ing type, and expected construction 

elevations. 

1900 Boxwood Road, Nanaimo, BC, V9S 5Y2 I Telephone: (250) 756-0355 I Fax: (250) 756-3831 

Web: www.lewkowich.com I Email: geotech@lewkowich.com I Permit to Practice Number 1001802 
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PROJECT: Mixed-Use Development, 7220 Ware Road, Lantzville, BC 
FILE NO.: F9793.02 REVISION: 00 
DATE: Apri l 4, 2022 

6. LEA appreciates the opportunity to be of service on this project. If you have any comments, or if we can be 

of further assistance, please contact us at your convenience. 

Respectfully Yours, 
Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. 

April 4, 2022 

Chris Hudec, M.A.Sc., P.Eng. 
Senior Project Engineer 

CC: Williamson & Associates Professional Surveyors, Attention: Mr. Brian Henning, BCLS 

REFERENCES 

1. Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. report titled "19-Lot Mixed Use Subdivision, 7220 Ware Road, 7133 

Lantzville Road, and 6855 Wiles Road, Lantzville, BC, Geotechnicaf Assessment," File No. F9793.0l, Dated 

August 31, 2022. 

2. Williamson & Associates Professional Surveyors drawing t itled "Downtown Lantzville, Proposed Phasing -

October 21, 2021, Site Plan" File No. 06042-14, Dated January 31, 2022 (attached). 

1900 Boxwood Road, Nanaimo, BC, V9S 5Y2 I Telephone: (250) 756-0355 I Fax: (250) 756-3831 

Web: www.lewkowich.com I Email : geotech@lewkowich.com I Permit to Practice Number 1001802 
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Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. 
geotechnical • environmental, health & safety • materials testing 

GEOTECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
Lantzville Projects 
Unit 1- 3179 Barons Road 
Nanaimo, BC, V9T 5W5 

File: F9793.03 
Date: April 4, 2022 

Revision: 00 

ATTENTION: 

PROJECT: 

SUBJECT: 

Mr. Darwin Mahlum 

MIXED-USE SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT 
7220 WARE ROAD, 7133 LANTZVILLE ROAD, AND 6855 WILES ROAD 
LANTZVILLE, BC 

RESPONSE TO MISREPRESENTATION OF LEWKOWICH ENGINEERING 
ASSOCIATES LTD, REPORT, F9793.0l 

1. As requested, Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. (LEA) has been retained t o provide geotechnical 

engineering services for the above referenced development. As part of our involvement to date, we have 

prepared and issued the referenced geotechnical report1
. 

2. LEA was contacted on or immediately prior to March 28, 2022, regarding our report. A phone ca ll came 

into our office and was t ra nsferred to one of our project engineers and authors of the referenced report, 

Mr. Jeff Scott, P. Eng. We made note of t he call, but did not record the caller's name, or note if it was 

provided. We have come to understand that call was made by Mr. Ian Savage, a sitting counci llor with the 

District of Lantzville (DoL). 

3. Mr. Savage had questions regarding our report; it was obvious t hat Mr. Savage had a copy of our report in 

his possession. Mr. Savage wanted to know if it was possible to bu ild in the areas of unfavourable soil 

conditions, as well as discuss specific buildings in other specific areas. We referred him to the relevant 

section of our report regarding his first query and were unclear on his other questions and declined to 

provide any comment. 

4. Any responses to Mr. Savage's queries were polite and concise and did not provide any comments or 

opinions that were not already included in the referenced report. The discussion was short and did not 

extend beyond the information that was already in his possess ion. At no point during this conversation did 

LEA make any comment regarding cost s, or financial feasibility of development on this or any other lot . 

5. Following that phone call, we understand Mr. Savage sent an email2 to DoL personnel, including Mayor 

and Council. The email was t itled " Brooklyn Bridge," and is appended to this letter. 

6. In his March 28 email, Mr. Savage quotes language in our report, and indicates that LEA confirmed the 

unfavourable building areas are "problematic for building." Mr. Savage has taken an excerpt from our 

report and is applying our language without context, we assume to support his own claims and opinions. 

1900 Boxwood Road, Nanaimo, BC, V9S 5Y2 I Telephone: (250) 756-0355 I Fax: (250} 756-3831 

Web: www.lewkowich.com I Email : geotech@lewkowich.com I Permit to Practice Number 1001802 
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PROJECT: Mixed-Use Development, 7220 Ware Road, Lantzville, BC 
FILE NO.: F9793.03 REVISION: 00 
DATE: Apri l 4, 2022 

Mr. Savage's claims are his own. We take exception to Mr. Savage's misrepresentation of our report and a 

discussion with our project engineer. 

7. In his March 28 email, Mr. Savage uses inflammatory language and terms surrounding our report language, 

we assume to further support his personal opinions. For example: 

a. "The Lewkowich Geotechnical report cautions in section 4.3 h ... "; the term "caution" is not used in this 

section nor in our report, and the referenced section is more so a general comment on practicality and is 

not wholly applicable to the Community Service (CS) property Mr. Savage is ultimately referring to. 

b. " I phoned one of the Lewkowich authors of the Geotechnical Report, to ensure I was interpreting the 

report correctly. He confirmed the NW Corner containing the CS zone is problematic for building." This 

is extremely misleading, LEA neither confirmed Mr. Savage's interpretation of anything, nor indicated 

that any building site was problematic. We referred Mr. Savage to the relevant sections of our report. 

8. Mr. Savage further goes on to summarize and interpret elements of our report, again without context, as 

well as make statements regarding groundwater impacts and financial feasibility of future construction. 

We reaffirm that any comments made by Mr. Savage regarding our report, or the geotechnical aspects of 

the property, lack context or have been written to intentionally misrepresent the findings to align with his 

persona l opinions. 

9. We feel that Mr. Savage acted inappropriately in contacting our office directly to discuss a formal report 

commissioned by others. We feel that Mr. Savage has misrepresented both the intent of our report, as 

well as a discussion with our project engineer to support his own claims regarding the CS property. 

1900 Boxwood Road, Nanaimo, BC, V9S 5Y2 I Telephone: (250) 756-0355 I Fax: (250) 756-3831 

Web: www.lewkowich.com I Email: geotech@lewkowich.com I Permit to Practice Number 1001802 
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PROJECT: Mixed-Use Development, 7220 Ware Road, Lantzville, BC 
FILE NO.: F9793.03 REVISION: 00 
DATE: April 4, 2022 

10. LEA appreciates the opportunity to be of service on this project. If you have any comments, or if we can be 

of further assistance, please contact us at your convenience. 

Respectfully Yours, 
Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. 

April 4, 2021 

Jeff Scott, P.Eng. 
Geotechnical Engineer 

John Hessels, AScT 
President, Engineering Manager 

April 4, 2022 

Chris Hudec, M.A.Sc., P.Eng. 
Senior Project Engineer 

CC: Will iamson & Associates Professiona l Surveyors, Attention: Mr. Brian Henning, BCLS 

REFERENCES 

1. Lewkowich Engineering Associates Ltd. report titled "19-Lot Mixed Use Subdivision, 7220 Wore Road, 7133 

Lantzville Road, and 6855 Wiles Road, Lantzville, BC, Geotechnical Assessment," File No. F9793.01, Dated 

August 31, 2022. 

2. Savage, Ian, " Brooklyn Bridge," Received by Ronald Campbell, Mayor Swain, Counci llor Geselbracht , 

Councillor Proctor, Councillor Savage, and Councillor Wilson, March 28, 2022, 11:17am (attached). 
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From: ian savage <imboxing@gmail.com> 

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 11:17 AM 

To: Rona ld Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca>; Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor 
Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzvi lle.ca>; Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage 
<ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wi lson <JWilson@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Brooklyn Bridge ? 

Good morning, 

This is something which came to my attention last week after more carefully reading the Village South 
Lewkowich Geotechnical Report, if my question could be answered please. 

Thank you, 
Councillor Savage 

QUESTION 1 Why did the District accept the NW corner of Vi llage South land, for the Community Service 
Zone, for future District buildings, when this has the worst ground conditions of the whole property, on which 
to build? 

I have included 3 Village South maps. The Zoning map ... the Lewkowich Engineering map showing the ground 
conditions of the NW corner ... and a combination of the two, which shows the boundary containing the 
Lewkowich 11Unfavourable Ground Conditions" area, matches the boundary of the dedicated public land area. 

The Lewkowich Geotechnical report cautions in section 4.3 h. 
11From a financial perspective, we suggest areas where thick deposits of clay have been encountered, such 
as those in the northwest region of the Properties, be used for non-habitable uses such as parkland or 
surface parking, in order to avoid the costly foundation systems required for these subsurface conditions." 

I phoned one of the Lewkowich authors of the Geotechnical Report, to ensure I was interpreting the report 
correctly. He confirmed the NW corner containing the CS zone is problematic for building. 

There are 8 test pits in the CS zone : 
* 5 of the 8 contain clay from depths of 1 m to 4.8 m. 
* 4 of the 8 test pits show heavy, or very heavy, water seepage between 1.65 m and 2. 7 m. 
* 7 out of 8 of these test pits were dug last Aug 5 - 9, during a very hot, dry summer. The rainy season will 
increase the water problems. 
* The Lewkowich author recommended no basement or underground parking should be built in this area. 
*The bearing capacity of clay leads to settling problems. 

Summary - While engineering can overcome almost anything with enough money, it is clear the proposed CS 
zone is problematic, and likely expensive, to build a municipal hall, or community hall at this location. How wil l 
water be handled on site, when the ground here is already saturated, especia lly in t he wet seasons. 
The Lewkowich tests of the CS zone were conducted last summer, which was record setting hot and dry. 



No such tests were included for the wet season. 

May I humbly suggest that this situation be investigated and remedied, before we proceed any further. 

The negotiation and result with the Foothil ls was of the highest standard, much credit to CAO Campbell and 
his "team". The Foothills wi ll likely be the best quality development on Vancouver Island, with much 
community benefit. 

By contrast, everything about Vi llage South seems to be unanswered questions, misinformation, and the more 
one learns, the more concerns arise. It's like operating in darkness. 

This email and any attachments are for the use of the intended recipient only and may be confidential, privileged and subject to disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information and Protection af Privacy Act. If you are not t he intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, retransmission, printing, copying, circulation 
or other use of this message and any attachment, is strictly prohibited. If you received this message in error, please notify me by return email and delete this 
message, any attachments and any copy of the message and attachments from your system. 

Ian Savage 
250 390 1958 
imboxing@gmail.com 
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JKLC 
JASO N KOSHM AN LAW CORPO RATION 

April 5, 2022 

RECEIVED 
APR O 5 2022 

DISTRICT OF LANTZVILLE 

VIA EMAIL 

915 Sveinson Dr. 
Gabriola Island, BC 

VOR 1X2 
Direct: 604.889.2725 

Email: koshman@jklc.lawyer 

District of Lantzville 
7192 Lantzville Road, 
P.O. Box 100 
Lantzville, BC 
V0R 2H0 

mayor.swain@lantzville.ca 

councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca 

councillor. proctor@lantzville.ca 

councillor.wilson@lantzville.ca 
councillor.savage@lantzville.ca 
district@lantzville.ca 

Attention: District of Lantzville Council 

Dears Sirs/Mesdames, 

Re: April 6, 2022 - Regular Council Meeting Agenda 
Agenda Item 12 (c) at Pg. 3 
Village South Development 
Councillor Ian Savage Motion 

We have been retained by Lantzville Projects Ltd. with respect to the above and our 
client wishes to ensure a number of matters are on record with regard to the above 
noted agenda item. 

We are also advised that this matter is scheduled for Public Hearing on the evening of 
April 13, 2022. 

Councillor Ian Savage proposes the following for adoption by Council at tomorrow 
evening's Regular Council Meeting: 

Village South Development 
Councilor Savage's Recommendation: 

WHEREAS the Lewkowich Geotechnical Report indicates 
the Village South land being dedicated as a Community Service 
Zone for municipal buildings, is land which is problematic for 
building purposes, and the recent Foothills proposal shows the 
high standard of development and community benefit which 
should be applied to Village South; THEREFORE BE IT 
RESOLVED THAT the Village South public hearing scheduled 
for April 13, 2022, be postponed until the quality of the 
Community Zone land can be assessed, drainage issues 
exacerbated by high density can be properly vetted and 



guaranteed, and potential ecpnomic hardships for the 
community are.resolved. • -i 

It is our client's position that this motion is misinformed, contains inaccurate and 
misleading information_,; an.GI pro1videp no r.atioJ:ial basis for delaying the Public Hearing 
scheduled for April 13, 2022. 

First, the statement that the land being dedicated as part of the Community Service 
Zone is ''problematic for building purposes" is simply misinformed and not based in 
fact. It is our understanding that a formal technical response will be provided under 
separate cover by the engineering firm that prepared the expert geotechnical report 
referred to within the motion. 

Second, the statement that "the recent Foothills proposal shows the high standard of 
development and community benefit ... " is not relevant to our client's development 
application before Council. Lantzville Projects Ltd. has no connection of any type to the 
"Foothills proposaf' nor knowledge of any of the details of its application. It is an 
irrelevant consideration and entirely collateral to the Village South Development 
application. 

Third, statements respecting "drainage" and ''potential economic hardships to the 
community" are again misinformed and , with respect, not based in fact. The drafter of 
the motion is neither a professional engineer nor an economist. Furthermore, the expert 
reports filed as part of our client's Village South Development application do not support 
these conclusions. 

In summary, there is no basis within the motion to delay the Public Hearing on April 13, 
2022. 

Yours truly, 
JASON KOSHMAN LAW CORPORATION 

Jason Koshman 
koshman@jklc.lawyer 
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More than 1,100 Lantzville residents 
have signed a petit io n urg ing t hat the 
d ensity of t his development not 
exceed numbers in the 2019 Official 
Community Plan {OCP) unanimously 
approved by t his Counci l. 

Haven't signed the petition yet? 

PUBLIC HEARING 
WED. APRIL 13 

6PM 
/ ,1 0 7 ? 

EMAIL US: LANTZVILLECOMMUNITVASSOCIATION@GMAIL.COM DISTRICT OF LANTZVILLE 



"When speaking w ith residents I heard 
how much people care! This is an 
important issue that will decide the future 
of Lant zville for generations. People want 
to stick with the plan; the 2019 OCP 
density limits." 

- LCA Volunteer 

1500 

1125 

750 

375 

0 

■ Petition signatures 
• Total voters, 2018 municipal election 



LANTZVILLE VILLAGE SOUTH : NEWSLETTER #4 i MAR 2022 
I I 

RECEIVED 

J\PR 
06 20n F CT VERSUS FICTION 

DISTRICT OF LANTZVILLE 

THERE'S A LOT OF MISINFORMATION GOING AROUND 
ABOUT THE VILLAGE SOUTH. HERE ARE THE FACTS. 

-- - - - - F-ICTION ---- .. 

There will be high-rise 

buildings in the Village. 

The Village will have 

way more units than allowed 

by the OCP. 

There are no limits on how 

many units can be developed 

at the Village South. 

Senior's housing is missing. 

. --- - ... - - - . . FACT - . . . _ _ . _ __ 

There are no high-rise buildings in the Village South plan. 

The maximum building height would be 4 storeys, and only in 

designated areas of the Village. 

The OCP does not include a maximum unit policy. It includes 

an anticipated number of new units and states that this 

number needs to be reconsidered through a rezoning and 

site design process. In doing this, we have established the 

proposed densities and determined that the numbers in the 

OCP are not economically or environmentally sustainable. 

On February 23, 2022, Councillor Savage made a motion -

which was unanimously support ed by Council - that caps 

the development to roughly 730 residential units. 

Most of t he housing planned for the Village South is ideal 

for seniors - smaller properties, smaller homes, many 

without stairs. Senior's housing (e.g., 55+) will be permitted 

throughout the Village South. A senior's care facility will 
be permitted in two areas of the Village - but wi ll require a 

senior's housing provider to build and operate a facility. 

PUBLIC HEARING i APRIL 13TH, 2022 I 6:00PM 
.. . ... -·· - ----·------ . _,, ____________________ --· ... - ----------------.J 

Write to Council or register to speak and share your support council@lantzville.ca 

Read more about the project at www.lantzvillevillage.ca 



LANTZVILLE VILLAGE SOUTH I NEWSLETTER #4 I MAR 2022 

LANTZVILLE VILLAGE SOUTH 
A VIBRANT VILLAGE DISTRICT FOR LANTZVILLE 

FICTION 

The Village development will 

drive up Lantzville taxes. 

The Village South 

will force Lantzville to take 

on significant expenses, 

such as policing costs and 

a new fire truck. 

Lantzville does not have 

enough water to supply 

the new Village. 

The Village does not 

meet the OCP target of 

22% for park space. 

FACT 

An independent financial review commissioned by the District 

found that the fees that will be paid by the Developer to the 

District will more than cover the District's costs to service 

the Village. 

Due to already-approved development, the District will 

incur these costs whether the Vil lage South is approved or 

not. The Village South project will increase the tax revenue 

to offset these costs and provide millions of dollars in 

infrastructure improvements and community amenities. 

The Developer is providing t wo wells to the District water 

system. The District has confirmed that, by adding these 

wells, there is more than enough water in the system to 

supply the Village South. 

The Village South will provide 22% of the land for park 

space, as well as $1M toward the construction of a soccer 

field - in addition to other community amenities. These park 

spaces include a large multi-use community park, a full

sized sport s field, a neighbourhood park, public greenways, 

and a large area for community lands. 

PUBLIC HEARINC i APRIL 131 H, 2022 I 6:00PM 

Write to Council or register to speak and share your support council@lantzville.ca 

Read more about the project at www.lantzvillevillage.ca 



Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Heid i Gilson 
April 7, 2022 8:22 AM 
Heidi Gilson 

Subject: FW: In favour of Village South Development 

From: Kelsey Blake 
Sent: Wednesday, April 6, 2022 5:37 PM 
To: District Public <district@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: In favour of Village South Development 

Hi, 

I just wanted to express that there are residents in Lantzvi lle that are in favour of the proposed development. 

As a young fami ly I see it as entirely unfair to expect anyone to pay 1 Million dollars in order to own a home in Lantzville 
as seen by recent house listings. This is going to lead to allowing foreign buyers to take over w hich has its own set of 
issues and is not part of the traditiona l Lantzville community either. 

In order to move prices back down and bring more affordable options for a va riety of buyers we need more 
deve lopment that includes not just large homes on large lots. 

Also it would be great to have local grocery sto re and coffee shop place for our kids to ride their bikes to get candy or 
stop and grab something when you are running low in a pinch and Costco is unnecessary. 

Having more community outdoor space would be a great addition. 

Honestly we need more policing then we have already given the concerns everyone always has about speeding and 
theft so paying for it only makes sense in order to keep the community safe. And proper side wa lks would be delightful. 

Thank you for all the hard work that you do I recognize you are getting it from both sides if there was a petition in 
favour of the development I would sign in . 

Respectfully 
Kelsey 
Chataway Place 
Lantzville Resident 

1 



Heidi Gilson 

From: Heidi Gilson 
Sent: April 7, 2022 9:18 AM 
To: Heidi Gilson 
Subject: FW: Letters from Residents re Village South Development and the 2019 OCP 

From: Lantzville Association <lantzvillecommunityassociation@gmail.com> 
Se nt: April 6, 2022 6:10 AM 
To: Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson <JWilson@lantzville.ca>; Mayor Swain 
<mayor.swain@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Letters from Residents re Vi llage South Development and the 2019 OCP 

Attached are more letters from Lantzville Residents addressed to t he Mayor and Councillors. 
Submitted by t he Lantzville Community Association. 
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Letter to Mayor and Cou,n ci I 
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Letter to May,or aind Coiuncil 
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To: 
toMZIWe CMndl: 
M,syot SWli:n: 0?9YQt ffl!i:la@WmYrm ~ Gc-wlbfat!'tl: C!PVf'K.illOt.ffl«f.blptt4::t,S'fo.1)Uw#l«,t'9 
CCKmdllClf Ploctot: MHIKA'4r:omr.tf.(ID~Jic.m ((lundllor ~-= ~fqatJWftJc,QZ; 
c:o.mtiUo:r W6'$on: ~lftl@ffl@i'MtmITr.02 

01,tm, of UanUVtUct 
11,1 L~ll'l(iUt? Rolld. P,_O.lka 100 
untrvi~. ec_ VOR 2Ktl 

fw: \l'Ulq,e Soultt De~nt & propos.od arMndments. 10 Bylaws 28l and 284 

Letter to M8VCH" and Council 

Tho- OfftclaJ Comm11nlcy Ptlbn lOCPJ pas.$ad unarumcx,sty by CAkaru.11 1t1 ;une 2019 4'.nticipatfl 

254-ffl housm1 urtit1. (1Jf11Js Mlnfors s.uppMtive ltcuSfill] f'Qr ~ \Mla8f! South Spxial Aro~ ~n 
lofte .,-Wloge SouUI"), The cfevetoper OWt\$ about 9076 of Vil~I~ South so the anticipated 
densiey for thefr laftd is about 90M. cf 0111' 00""$ antitiPMOd hcusins units. 

The Official Commurtity Pla11 took years to pr01Jan? and itWOlwd ~M~ community 

enppmQflt, Tho OCP ii the be$t o:1mpromi$e R'f!ecting t~ wW of th~ resldem.s of lanuville: 

As a restd~M of Lantivil~, 1 stron&IY roquc'St tNt C.OuMil direc:t Slaff to work wit.ti tho \I\Oaiai:t 
South cfevcfGpe;r on pla.n$ thni are con$lst(tllt With the ftUffibetS written In oii, 0CP. 

M/w/Our Concerns: 

,_:\ , I 
S'Jgl'law,c,; ---~ .-;:: / . -~ } i.(:,/- . 

Name (p~ _....._==~=---•-"':-..,;;.-;µ....,~,&a;,;:;...,WJ..;..i. 1__._f:'J ..... l.wf C...,.f .... -_ 

Addms: :71f:f3 f; /7~-{y\) e,..-..u·-S 
Date: 

, lantzvillo 



To: 
l.aMr&lla COcandl: 
~ Swain: maw,,: omtefPra-mm:«c m ~nttitor Gei.elbrocti1: com,cmor.a,:,#(b/pc~r;m.Yc cg. 
COVtt6!10f PtOCter: opu:rt<ifIOtRflMM(@)'gptn,;Jc g, Councillor Savq.e-: g,1,yzjt.lo.f.som;u@JM.tmfftrtm,. 
c~nat11r witscri: cwooWm;ml'tqo@AmJ:m'«c m 

wu,aa or UMJvtDO 

'H92 L.m1mltt' Rodd, P.09ail; 100 
L.Jfltn-iil~, ec VOA 2HO 
~ff 

Ile: \1Ulage Sou-111 Dewlo~nt & pto#<)sed a~n&tments to By1aws 283 and 284 

Letter to Mavor aind Council 

The Offieial Comffluinity Plan (OCP► passed unanjmousty by Coil!tetl in Ju" 2019 an1ftq,.ues. 
254,.389 hoU$lf'I unlis C phn J4'M)f'$ $up;:portt~ hCtBh,a) fo: the vm~ souttt Specfal Arr:.a Pf~ 

Zonll (~Villag,:, ~th•·· Th~ dovelo~r OW1'\i about !0% of Village South so thO' antfdpa1ed 

d~MJty for their land ls about 9°" of oue- OCP"s .artfl.dpa,ted housing ufiits. 

Too Offt,;jal Communkty Pla11 took yc-.JI'$ to prepare .lnd irwcl'A!d ~®ilvc community 
engageme-n1, The 0cP b, the boJt ccnnprcml~e rcffect1ng t~ will c4 the resideMS of lanUVill~: 

As a tesid'ient c! Lanu.v:..Jte~ 1 strongly raquim t~t Oxlncil direc:t Staff to work ~ the v.uage 
Soum developer OP p.1laM thaq ~re:- conJl,wnt with the numberi wrffl:ett In Ollf oc,. 

My/our CGncems: 

().J(Y A-G,.i?1tJ Qtk .. ---

s--. ~~ : 
Name (prlnO, Cu,Re l z:17-'Hr:J' 
Add~: t D , 5 , rA<.-t=-s ~ D , LiJJ'IUVIDt: 

~te: 7.>e:C:. ~ , __ 2011 



To: 
Dlwtct of 1.1.ntMlfv 
7192 Lantiv~ Road, P.O,&o;. 100 
I.Jl~MII('; DC. VM 2 .. 0 
@J!ffflt!fl& hmetA 

LtmzwGlo Co'8ndl: 
Mayw Swaln: ffl91,'Q.1",l~nCMlk..co. Coundlklr Gesafbradtt ! cmwulot OtYz!btedrr:@Jorr,.m 
~cfflo, PIOCtOr: ~f@!lC:fY#!em CoundDor ~: cflf;'OOlf PURmt@farsa,lJUJZ 
CcuncdfOf Wulion: OMM:filRr w#f9G'@JeoUY!Pt '4 

Re: vmap SoUld, DeveloJJfflOnt & pro;,oMMi amendmenu to 8"p4aws 283 ~nd .?84 

Letter to Mayor and Council 

The: 0fficiil1 Comm1.1nltv Plan (OCP) H$5Cd unanlmo&Htv by Cotmcil iin June 2019 ilnddpatC'S 
1.54•389 hGYsins umt:s fplu, senlOI'$ s.upponi';IO hoU!SJn,) fo: lh~ Vlll..ta,c SCtllh SSJ«ial Ar~ Phtn 
Zooo ("'Village SOudl .. ). Tht de¥alopcr owns about 90% of Wla~ South $0 the antit:ilpawd 
donJ!ity for thet, latMI n ibout 9°" of our OCP"1 aMtctpacect hou:sti,,s unlu. 

lhl? Offld~ CommurtitY Plan took years to p,epare attd bW01ved ext.emive commuti1ty 
tm~mem.. Th~ OCP I$ the bost ~mpromlse re(leatflg Ille will of the mldents cf Lanmill'e: 

As a ~sklont of LanUYWe. I $tron,ly ~I.D<m 1Jtat Cou:ncil dirt!Ct St.tff to worft w1th thll V.Uqe 
South developer on S>bM thac a,e mnsi~i:ctt with tile numbers writtl!'n rn our OCP. 

My/Our Concems: 

S· . 
Name tpnmt. __ ... ::,_. ,_y.._-_►-_--=-__ -J_._-__ . _ ... _ . ..;..~ -"''..;..··> __ .,.,...:..~ .. ·t; .... :· '-1 ',..,,. __ _ 

, Lantntllte 



To· 
41"" CoonGil! 
'.',1 c~ Sw ..,. mo&rnll ,fi~IOO '"'•"r <O Ccli:~•llor GcH< br,a,::ht cq.ioc ''t>.- ~nt10,i;.,i,rp,lgn;,c,1nr <£ 
Ci>\. -.nun · P'roctor ~JlllC•~• <Kt9• fl: lpn/,:v,11e ca, tour :1110, r,,..,,.,,,l' tl2.Wl.C) ~ • s11~BloJJU11 \~ 'ii,. 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Heidi Gilson 
April 7, 2022 9:25 AM 
Heidi Gilson 

Subject: FW: Lantzville Vi llage South Application 

From: Richard Robinson 
Subject: Lantzville Village South Application 
Date: April 6, 2022 at 19:53:04 PDT 
To: evan@barefootplanning.com 
Cc: council@lantzville.ca 

Dear Evan, 

I have been fo llowing t he Lantzville Projects Ltd. rezoning application for t he Village Sout h SPA over t he 
last year. I have read all of the documentation provided and have virtua lly attended t he two Public 
Information Sessions. 

Overa ll, I am in support of the proposa l as I feel that this wi ll provide the needed density in t he 
Lantzville village that will promote vibrancy, ensure viable businesses, and provide much needed multi
unit housing options. 

I have several suggestions for additional Community Amenity Benefits: 

1. The proposed playing field should be artificia l turf wit h lighting. While more expensive init ially, these 
fields have less ongoing maintenance costs and they can be used all winter, unlike grass fields. Perhaps, 
this field could be rented to provide revenue for t he municipality. 

2. The hydro lines within the village core shou ld be buried. The hydro lines are unsightly and 
significantly detract from Lantzville's scenic views and the recent efforts to beautify the village core. 

3. As a long term plan, in conjunction w ith t he Department of Highways, provide an underpass beneath 
the Island Highway at Ware Road. This would be similar to t he underpass at Dumont Road with 2 lanes 
and sidewalks. The benefit of this wou ld be to provide better connectivity between Upper and Lower 
Lantzville and an easy conduit between t he Clark/Medd and Village South developments. Additionally, a 
t raffic light cou ld be removed from the Island Highway which would reduce motor vehicle noise 
(stopping and starting) and improve highway safety (frequent accidents at this intersection). 

The sca le of the proposed Lantzville Project's developments (Vi llage South, Clark/Medd, and Superior 
Road) is impressive and over the ensuing decade will easily double the population of Lantzville. With 
hundreds of millions of dollars at play, the additional community amenity benefit s proposed would be a 
small cost for Lantzvi lle Projects Ltd. and wou ld provide further community support for your proposals. 

I would greatly appreciate a response to t his email if you have time. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Robinson 
7412 Sunbury Road, 
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Lantzvi lle, B.C 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

From: Roger Green 

Heidi Gilson 
April 7, 2022 1:15 PM 
Heidi Gilson 
FW: Vi llage South 

Sent: Wednesday, April 6, 2022 4:52 PM 
To: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Counci llor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; 
Councillor Proctor <KProctor@lantzville.ca>; Counci llor Wilson <JWilson@lantzville.ca>; Counci llor Savage 
<ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzvi lle.ca>; Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Village South 

To the District of Lantzville, Mayor and Councilors. 

The Village South development will transform the architectural desert, which is the cuITent village core, not 
into a repl ica of North Nanaimo, which is rapidly becoming a city of apartment buildings and unaffordable 
housing, but into something uniquely identifiable as Lantzville. A place with a diversity of housing and 
amenities fit for a diversity of people encompassing groups of all ages and economic spectrum. It fills the needs 
of those who neither want nor can afford a million dollar home on half an acre. The mix of population and ease 
of pedestrian access makes the proposal of a commercial core a viable idea, though in our opinion a place of 
coffee houses and specialty shops rather than a supermarket anchor store. 

The Luddites opposed technology and destroyed machines during the industrial revolution, but were unable to 
slow its progress. The Lantzville Luddites of today oppose progress but they too will fail. 
We request that our opinion of suppo1t be recorded in the District records. 

Dr Roger Green and Dr Gay Northway, 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Tara Kruger 

Heidi Gilson 

April 7, 2022 4:00 PM 
Heidi Gilson 

FW: PUBLIC INPUT for April 13, 2022 Public Hearing 

Sent: Thursday, April 7, 2022 3:52 PM 
To: District Public <district@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: PUBLIC INPUT for April 13, 2022 Public Hearing 

FROM: 
Tara Kruger, Lantzville resident 
6820 Harwood Drive, Lantzville BC 

PUBLIC INPUT regarding: 
District of Lantzville Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 150, 2019, Amendment (Village South Special Area Plan) Bylaw 
No. 283, 2021 & 
District of Lantzville Zoning Bylaw No. 180, 2020, Amendment (Village South Special Area Plan Zone) Bylaw No. 284, 
2021 

To Lantzville Council & Mayor, 

I am writing to offer my opinion in SUPPORT of the proposed development plan, OCP amendment & re-zoning for the 
Village South area as detailed in the above listed bylaws. 

It is my firmly held belief that increasing housing variety & density in some areas of Lantzville is the right thing to do as 
acknowledged in the District of Lantzville Official Community Plan 2019. 

We are facing two major crises currently that I believe every community in BC should be taking action to address -
climate change, and housing affordability & access. These serious problems are a result of many years of choices, like 
the one being made here and now, which cumulatively add up to the problems we see today. As a community poised for 
growth, Lantzville can make better choices for the future than the ones that led us to where we are now. Please don't 
miss this opportunity. 

Compact communities with higher density & access to services have been proven to be more sustainable and help us 
protect our natural environment. In compact communities it is more cost effective and energy efficient to provide needed 
infrastructure. Compact communities - especially ones built in infill areas - limit sprawl & human expansion into natural 
spaces. It is easier for people living in these communities to choose alternative transportation that includes public 
transport, walking, and cycling - reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

In addition to the environmental benefits, there is a need for improved housing availability in Lantzville, the greater 
Nanaimo area, and all of BC. As a young adult in Canada, I have watched as affording to own one's home has gradually 
become out of reach for many in my generation. It is not, as some would suggest, a personal failing of my generation that 
we cannot afford homes - sometimes well into our 30s at this point - but the result & impact of many individual choices 
made by governments and all of society that led to this. Therefore, it is also the responsibility of all of us to correct this 
and make better choices to support my generation and future generations to come. The status quo is not working. We 
need to change, and this proposed development is one step in the right direction. 

I urge you to approve these proposed bylaws and help create a better future for all of us. 

Sincerely, 
Tara Kruger, Lantzville resident 
6820 Harwood Drive, Lantzville BC 



Heidi Gilson 

From: Heidi Gilson 
Sent: April 8, 2022 8:23 AM 

Heidi Gilson To: 
Subject: FW: OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaws Village South 

From: Susan 
Sent: Thursday, April 7, 2022 6:39 PM 
To: District Public <district@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Wilson 
<JWilson@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>; Councillor Proctor 
<KProctor@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: OCP and Zoning Amendment Bylaws Village South 

Mayor and Council 
District of Lantzville 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Re: Public Hearing for OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 283, 2021 and Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 284, 2021 

- Village South 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the above-noted OCP amendment and zoning amendment 

bylaws. My reasons include the following: 

1. Generally speaking, the proposed plan lacks a "village feeling" and it appears that the concept of a 
village atmosphere was not even considered in the proposed design. The density and sca le of 
development is overwhelming and well beyond what the residents of Lantzville envisioned for the 
site. The additional traffic and community water usage alone have the potential to creat e an 
extremely negative impact on the existing community. 

2. The proposed OCP amendment does not provide how storm water w ill be 100% retained on site to 
meet pre runoff ca lculations. As this is a requirement of the OCP, Council cannot support this 
application as submitted. 

3. The proposed increase in the residential density cannot be managed in a way that w ould still allow 
Lantzville to reta in its village character and semi-rural ambience. The proposed increase in density will 
add stress to existing infrastructure including the increased use of roads, the need for additional fire 
fighting equipment, and increased consumption of the potable water supply. The residential density, 
as set out in the current OCP, is sufficient and the proposed increase in density has not been justified 
by the applicant. 

4. The public consultation process was inadequate. The proposal is a major amendment to the current 
OCP and therefore requires a corresponding public consultation process. The residents of Lantzville 
were not given the opportunity to provide full input into the process and, as a result, the proposed 
development does not reflect the desires of the community including retaining a village atmosphere. 
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5. Council should not consider the advancement of these bylaws without knowing all the details of 
development. There are so many details that have not been advanced. These details should have been 
incorporated as part of the applicant's plan proposed to become a schedule of the current OCP. While 
it could be argued that some of these details could be included in a Phased Development Agreement 
(PDA), there is no reason why this information should not also be included in the proposed OCP 
amendment plan. This would assist with the eventual drafting of a PDA. A couple of examples of details 
that have not been included in the amendment plan are: 

a. how and when the development of the property will be phased in (i.e., how will the block 
subdivision be phased). The OCP amendment should include a schedule map and details 
showing the phasing plan of the overall development as well as an Implementation section 
outlining the proposed timeline for development and the order it is to occur including the 
dedication and construction of park land which needs to be 22% of the total land area as per the 
OCP. 

b. what is the actual residential density of the property and where and when would the seniors and 
affordable housing be constructed; 

c. the need for a revised development permit area for the Village South which would then be 
compatible with the proposed plan and would add a layer of assurance that all the 'bells and 
whistles' that the developer is promising in this development would be completed. It is noted 
that the proposed plan will not meet all the guidelines of the current development permit area 
and therefore the amendment cannot be supported. 

In addition, I have attached a list noting some of other areas of concern that need to be addressed prior 
to Council considering these amendment bylaws. 

6. The proposed water well may be negatively impacted by the proposed development. What assurances 
does Council have that the well will continue to produce at the same quality and quantity for many 
years to come and that the aquifer will be protected? 

7. The majority of the proposed park is located in an area of the property that is very wet and contains 
clay pockets as explained in the applicant's geotechnical report. As a result, future construction of the 
park land and any public buildings would be subject to geotechnical review and would be extremely 
expensive to construct if at all possible. As a result, park land should be considered in another location 
of the property and Council should not accept the park land in this location. 

8. The OCP requires 22% park land and this must be based on the total area of the land as required when 
considering park land dedication under the local Government Act. Council cannot consider these 
bylaws if the applicant is proposing less than 22% of the land as the requirements of the OCP would not 
be met. 

9. The requirements for signage have not been completed correctly. 
10. Pursuant to section 475 of the local Government Act, the local government is to provide a consultation 

process. As 'local government' is defined in the Act as 'the Council', it is my opinion that the Council 
must approve the consultation process as part of an amendment to an OCP and this has not been done. 

11. Concerning the public notice process, under the local Government Act, the notice must include the 
'purpose' of the bylaw. In this case, the 'purpose' of the zoning bylaw was not explained in the notice 
and therefore in my opinion, the notice is incorrect. I am also of the opinion that the 'purpose' of the 
OCP amendment has not been fully explained in the public notice. 

For these reasons, I am strongly urging Council to defeat both OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 283, 2021 and Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw No. 284, 2021 for the Village South property. Please consider the Greater Good of the 
Community. 

Sincerely, 
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Susan Cormie 
7130 Sebastion Road 

Attachment 

A sampling of information/details that still needs to be provided or clarified: 

a. What is the total number of all proposed residential units including accessory suites and carriage 
houses. 

b. What is the location and number of seniors housing proposed? 
c. What is the proposal for affordable housing? What percentage of residential units will be rental? 
d. Will there be a 15 metre buffer from all adjacent residential areas? It does not appear so in the 

concept plan. How are these buffers proposed to being secured? Will the developer be replanting 
them, to what standard, and when? 

e. What is the design for the bike lanes on Ware Road including width, separation, type of surface? 
f. What standard is being used for all the other walking and cycling paths? Is the developer constructing 

these and if so how is this being secured and when will they be constructed? 
g. Is the developer constructing the park areas outside of the playground and if so to what design and 

standard? 
h. To what standard is the playground park being built by the developer? How are these proposed works 

being secured? 
i. Are you requiring the developer to construct a walking/cycling path on the south side of the Island 

Highway to connect to the E and N trail as part of the off site works? If not, why not? 
j. Where will the proposed bus stops be located? I don't think a bus travels on Ware Road at this 

time. Is Ware Road proposed to be a new bus route? Will the bus stop be actual pull outs so not to 
impede traffic? What about the off site bus stops the developer is proposing - where and to what 
design will they be constructed? 

k. What is the design for street trees? Is the developer planting the trees and to what specification? 
I. What are the design specifications on the proposed rain gardens? 
m. How are you securing the concept of limiting impervious surfaces? 
n. Concerning the work that was done on the site a couple of years which appeared to be collecting or 

directing runoff, were these works accepted by the District? If not, how does this impact the 
development proposal? 

o. Under zoning the Limited Home Based Business provision - A resident may have an office where 
clients visit - how will there be an assurance that adequate on-site parking is available for this 
proposed accessory use? 

p. Has the Lantzville Fire Department provided comments and recommendations? Is there adequate fire 
safety equipment to serve the proposed development, including 4 storey buildings? If so, what are 
these recommendations? 

q. The proposed zoning shows Area C as having 100% lot coverage. Does this mean that there will need 
for be variances for relaxation of setbacks? What about pedestrian and driveway accesses? What 
about protecting previous surfaces? 

r. Will all cul-de-sac streets have pedestrian and cycling accesses to connect to other streets and 
areas? If not, this should be incorporated into the plans and should be written in the OCP 
amendment. 
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s. I understand why the parcel frontage is proposed to be reduced for any cul-de-sac streets, but do not 
see the need a reduction for curved streets - maybe a curve over a certain percentage, but not 
generally. 

t. When wi ll the PDA be shown to the public for review? How will Lantzville be ensured that the 
amenities and works set in the PDA w ill be completed? What other items w ill be included in this 
document? What is the proposed term of the PDA? 

Sent from Mail for Windows 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Charles Lam 

Heidi Gilson 
April 8, 2022 8:25 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
FW: Bylaw 150 2019 Appendix 2 , amendment bylaw 283 2021 and Bylaw 180 2020 
amendment Bylaw 284, 2021 

Se nt: Thursday, April 7, 2022 8:17 PM 
To: Dist rict Public <district@lantzville.ca>; Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzvi lle.ca>; Lantzville Association <lantzvillecommunityassociation@gmail.com> 
Subject: Bylaw 150 2019 Appendix 2 , amendment bylaw 283 2021 and Bylaw 180 2020 amendment Bylaw 284, 2021 

Respected District of Lantzville, mayor, and councillors. 

I am writing about Bylaw# 150, 2019 Amendment Village South Special Area Plan Bylaw# 283, 2021 and DOL Zoning 
Bylaw #180, 2020 Amendment Vi llage South Specia l Area Plan Zone Bylaw #284, 2021. 

I am Charles Lam, resident at 7055 Lavender Road, Lantzville. 

I oppose the proposed development plan by Vi llage South Development which appears to have ignored our 2019 
Lantzville Officia l Community Plan's limits on units acceptable for the area in question. Such a deve lopment, even if 
sustainable as proposed, will change the character of Lantzvi lle permanently, especially in residential areas in close 
proximity to the proposed development. I consider all developments must receive t he approval of the great majority of 
the current residents. 

I am sure our elected officia ls of Lantzville are acting in the best interest for all residents of Lantzville. I would like to 
hear your opinions publicly in your own words on t he pros and cons of the proposal offered by the developers instead 
of getting information only from the developers themselves. Furthermore, I would like to hear it they agree with the 
developer's "facts" vs "fict ions" in their flyer "Lantzville Village South Newsletter #4 March 2022". I would like to hear 
all your official and persona l opinions on this matter as you all have access to all the details of our 2019 OCP and the 
developer's proposals. 

I very much appreciate your at tention to our concerns. 

Sincerely. 
Charles Lam 

Ps. The fo llowing email addresses for Councillor Geselbracht councillor.geselbracht @lantzville.ca, Counci llor Savage 
councillor.savage@lantzville.ca, Counci llor Proctor counci llor.proctor@lantzville.ca and Counci llor Wilson 
councillor.w ilson@lantzville.ca are considered invalid by my server. Please forward this email to them for me. Thank 
you. 



Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Brian Blood 

Heid i Gilson 
April 8, 2022 11 :43 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
FW: Drainage and the public hearing for 283 and 284 

Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 2:44 PM 
To: Ronald Campbell <ronaldcampbell@lantzville.ca> 
Cc: Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca>; Frank Limshue <flimshue@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Drainage and the public hearing for 283 and 284 

Ronald. 

RECEIVED 
APR O 8 2022 

In response to a question from me regarding site drainage plans, t he DOL's Director of Planning Kyle Young responded 
by email on Jun 14th 2021: 

"A comprehensive stormwater management plan prepared by a professional engineer is required as part of the 
rezoning application. The plan will address post development peak flows. We are awaiting that plan." 

The rezon ing application conta ins a plan for a storm-sewer to the beach (wh ich contravenes a number of DOL policies) 
but hardly meets the standard of a "comprehensive stormwater management plan". Addressing "post development 
peak flows" by dumping them into the Salish Sea via a storm sewer surely can't be accepted as evidence of such a plan. 
Are we st ill awaiting it? The public hearing can't go ahead without this " required" part of the rezoning application 
because the DOL can't receive t he application without it if it was required . Any alternative seems potentia lly very 
problematic. 
Brian Blood 
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Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Kyle Knox 

Heidi Gilson 
April 8, 2022 11 :44 AM 

Heidi Gilson 
FW: Village South 

Sent: Friday, April 8, 2022 11:03 AM 

To: District Public <district@lantzvi lle.ca> 
Subject: Village Sout h 

Kyle Knox 

7362 Mairi Rd. 
Lantzville BC 

& 
Knox Contracting 

7187 Lantzville Rd . 

As a Resident and Business Owner here in Lantzville, I'm w rit ing in favour of the proposed bylaws amendments and the 

proposed Village South Development. I strongly believe th is is needed for the future viabi lity of Lantzville, and wi ll help 
develop some affordable housing options in our Community. 

Great work by District Staff and Council to date. I'm certain it's not easy! 

Sincerely, 

Kyle Knox 

Kyle Knox 
Owner I President 

KC TRUST I INTEGRITY I TRANSPARENCY 



Heidi Gilson 

From: Heidi Gilson 
Sent: Apri l 8, 2022 11 :44 AM 
To: Heidi Gilson 
Subject: FW: Lantzville Vi llage South Development 
Attachments: 2022.04 Letter to Council -Lantzvi lle Village South Development.pdf 

From: Deirdre Love 
Sent: Friday, April 8, 2022 11:04 AM 
To: Dist rict Public <dist rict@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Re Lantzville Village South Development 
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Lantzville Village South Development - My 2 cents 

OCP 
The major concern of those opposing this plan seems to be that it is not following the OCP. 
This is a major misunderstanding of the purpose of the OCP. 
It was meant to deal with a Vision for the Future - not in specific numbers. 
I was present for some of the council meetings when the OCP was being debated. 
Some community members were continually pushing for specifics. Council pushed back saying 
that the specifics would be dealt with in a case-by-case basis. 
So here we are - appropriately so - dealing with this case. 

This is absolutely the way the OCP was meant to work. 

DENSITY 
When it comes to developing a successful business hub in the village, density is our friend. 
A critical mass of residents is needed to attract and support new businesses to our village. 
This is especially true in the South Village area -we need residents who live a walkable distance 
from the village core - people who will not default to getting in their cars and driving to Costco 
and Starbucks. 

Density helps businesses and creates community. 

Density is also our responsibility. It is the only viable way out of our housing crisis and the only 
way that future housing for our families can become more affordable. 

SENIOR-ORIENTED RESIDENCES 
There is concern that the Village South residences will not be "seniors-specific". 
This shows a lack of understanding of how these kinds of properties come about. 
For example, in a condo building it is the strata council that makes the decision about becoming 
a 55+ community, or not. The developer's commitment is to provide suitably designed housing. 

An independent living facility is created when a business such as Berwick buys the land with the 
appropriate zoning and builds the property. The developer's responsibility is plan for that 
possibility. 

A DREAM COME TRUE 
What could be more suitable for seniors than condos and townhouses that are in a village 
setting? It's this senior's dream! 

Personally, when I do not want to maintain our large property any longer my dream home 
would be a townhouse with a small patio, where I can walk out the door and down the block to 
the local coffee shop, bakery, bookstore, art co-op, and then pick up a few groceries on the way 
home. What could be better? I plan to buy a place in the south village early on because I think 
everyone is going to want to live there. 



Change is scary and the future is uncertain. With this plan Lantzville will no longer be in danger 
of becoming a bedroom annex to Nanaimo. Nanaimo has nothing like this! 

I implore the council to hold fast to their vision. This plan for a reinvigorated village will provide 
us with a fantastic place to live for ourselves and our families, well into the future. 

It will be amazing! 

Deirdre & Robin Love 
6679 Elm Rd 
Lantzville 



Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Nelda Richardson 
April 11 , 2022 8:15 AM 
Heidi Gilson 
Frank Limshue 

Subject: Letters from Residents re Village South Development and the 2019 OCP 
Attachments: Resident Letter to Council 1 .jpeg; Resident Letter to Council 9.jpeg; Resident Letter to 

Council 3.jpeg; Resident Letter to Council 8.jpeg; Resident Letter to Council 10.jpeg; 
Resident Letter to Counci l 13.jpeg; Resident Letter t o Council 14.jpeg; Resident Letter to 
Council 15.jpeg; Scan.jpeg; Scan.pdf 

Good morning Heidi, please include in the PH Binder and post to the website for Village South 
Development proposed Bylaws 283 & 284. 

Thank you, Nelda 

From: Lantzville Association <lantzvil lecommunityassociation@gmail.com> 
Date: April 10, 2022 at 7:45:25 PM PDT 
To: Councillor Geselbracht <councillor.geselbracht@lantzville.ca>, Councillor Proctor 
<KProctor@lantzvi lle.ca>, Councillor Savage <ISavage@lantzville.ca>, Councillor Wilson 
<JWilson@lantzville.ca>, Mayor Swain <mayor.swain@lantzville.ca> 
Subject: Letters from Residents re Village South Development and the 2019 OCP 

Attached are more letters from Lantzville Residents addressed to the Mayor and Councillors. 
Submitted by the Lantzville Community Association. 

E: lantzvillecommunityassociation@gmail.com 
Web: https://lantzvi llecommunityassociation.ca 
Facebook: Lantzville Community Association 
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Letter to Mayor and Council 
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To: 

Lantzville Council: 
Mayor Swam· movor.swain@lgntzvi/le.csi Councillor Geselbracht : counc1/lor.qeselbrachr@lantzv1/le.ca, 
Councillor Proctor: councillor.proctor@lant,vi/le.co, Councillor Savage: councillor. sovaqe@lanrzville.ca, 
Councillor Wi lson: counci{lor.wilson@lantzville.ca 

District of Lantzville 
7192 Lant2v1lle Road. P.O Box 100 
Lantzv,lle, BC. VOR 2HO 
district@lontz11ll/t.ca 

Re: Village South Development & proposed amendments to Bylaws 283 and 284 

Letter to Mayor and Council 

The Official Community Plan (OCP) passed unanimously by Council in June 2019 anticipates 

254-389 housing units (plus seniors supportive housing) for the Village South Special Area Plan 

Zone ("Village South" ). The developer owns about 90% of Village South so t he anticipated 

densi ty for their land is about 90% of our OCP's anticipated housing units. 

The Official Community Plan took years to prepare and involved extensive community 

engagement. The OCP is the best compromise reflecting the will of the residents of Lantzville: 

As a resident of Lantzville, I strongly request that Council direct Staff to work w it h the Village 

South developer on plans t hat are consistent with the numbers written in our OCP. 

My/Our Concerns: 

Signature: ~ g. ~ 
N ame (print) . Ht.,f'6; .J Wf'S'-"-

Address: 10(9 Qv~ 1?,,J. Lantzville 

Date: Apn I I , 2Q2.2. 



My/Our Concerns RE: Lantzville Village South Special Area Plan 

1. Absolute number of housing units - the application for a maximum of 732 housing units is WAY ABOVE (2.1 

times) the 351 'prorated' units "anticipated" in the OCP and that doesn't include the 100 seniors' supportive 

care units which may/may not be built on Village South! There is simply no rationale "strong,, enough to 

justify that large an increase I WHAT ACTUAL PROOF DID THEY PROVIDE TO THE DISTRICT THAT THIS 

NUMBER OF UNITS IS ABSOLUTELY REQUIRED TO CREATE A 'VIBRANT AND SUSTAINABLE' VILLAGE?!? The 

whole Special Plan Area process is 'backwards' as it relates to the "anticipated number of housing units", 

"further public engagement" is required but the applicant wasn't even planning on providing feedback 

('What We Heard') from each of the four Public Information Meetings that they held over 3 years and it 

wasn't until public pressure was applied that a single page 'summary' for each meeting quietly appeared. 

Since the P.I.M.'s, meant to obtain public input, were held AFTER Second Reading, where council is 

supposed to ask all their questions and possibly suggest changes (incl. in density), it makes it very unlikely 

that, even if there is a high level of concern regarding the number of units, that there will be any changes ti 
2. Seniors' supportive care housing - the applicant is non-co~ital as far as ensuring that this needed type of 

housing will be built on the Village South lands I Their properties are in the 'best' position to meet the 

requirement of being within 400m of the Village Commercial Core (close to 'services', doctor, dentist, etc.). 

3. Commercial space -while there doesn't appear to be any guidance in the OCP w.r.t. the amount of 

commercial space envisaged for the Village South Special Plan Area, the applicant is proposing 3,718 sq. m 

(40,000 sq./ ft.), incl. a 2,556 sq. m (27,500 sq. ft.) supermarket( The Economic Impact Assessment Report 

commissioned by the District states that it will be very difficult to sustain such an operation without 

"SIGNIFICANT (emphasis is mine) population growth,.! People would have to come 'in droves' from Nanaimo 

(Nanoose Bay already has Quality Foods) for it to have any chance of making itl ANY commercial 

development in Village South will have to be extremely TARGETED in order for it to have any chance of being 

successful! 

4. Well production - the applicant says that they have 2 wells to supply Village South and that Well #11 will not 

be their primary source of water. Well #11 has a widely variable production testing history (25 -125 usgpm) 

and is known to interfere with the District's nearby wells! They have also not provided any details on the 

second of two wells to be turned over to the District so we really have NO IDEA of how much of a benefit 

they could actually be to Lantzville I 

5. Stormwater management -the subject properties are mainly clay soils and the lower portions are 'wet', 

especially in winter! It is not clear how the applicant will be able to satisfy the requirement of no net 

increase in drainage pre and post development. The lands have a relatively high water table so drainage 

would have to be placed lower in the ground to be able to remove the water and permit underground 

parking! It appears that the northeast properties will be drained to the ocean via Caillet/Jacks Road and the 

northwest corner via Huddlestone Road (a system paid for by the taxpayers of Lantzville). This NW corner is 

rated as "unfavourable ground conditions" by the geotechnical consultant with high construction costs to 

mitigate. This is where the Community Use (new Village Hall?) and Community Playing Fields Amenities are 

located, so those costs would be on Lantzville taxpayers! This section of the geotechnical report also states 

that, due to the subgrade soil conditions encountered, uonsite stormwater infiltration measures" (e.g., "rain 

gardens") are not likely to work and suggests onsite detention ponds instead! 

6. Coal Mine workings - the geotechnical report also raises a concern about the possible effect of abandoned 

mine workings near to the northwest corner of the property (the same area referred to in point 5.) and that 

an assessment of the potential impact be performed prior to the development of this area. 



7. Global warming and resilience - in spite of the increasing, obvious signs and devastation from climate 

change and global warming, the applicant continues to resist committing to build at least one STEP above 

the B.C. Energy STEP code 

8. Protecting 'semi·rural' Lantzville · the applicant continues to claim that, by building village South at the 
applied-for density, they will "protest" the rest of our semi-rural community from urban development but 

they have already been approved for 250 units (plus secondary suites/carriage houses) art aark-Medd and 

they still own another 60 'residential' acres on Superior Road so they are competing against themselves! 

9. Love Life Here - since we 'Love" it now, how do we know that we will still ulove" It after the massive 

changes are implemented?! 



District of Lantzville 

Mayor and Council 

March 10, 2022 

My name is Kulvinder Manhas and I along with my family live at 7040 Lantzville Road. 

Lantzville road has mostly hidden driveways and we have dealt with excessive speeding for several 
years. We are concerned that the Village South development will exacerbate this situation. Are traffic 
and speeding being addressed in the current proposal? We are concerned for the safety of younger 
families, children, seniors, and pets. We also find it difficult many times getting in and out of our 
driveway due to speeding cars approaching from the south blind spot. 

There is currently a digital speed reader at the Lantzville and Owen Road intersection. We feel this 
reader should be placed further south before the hidden driveways start. By the time drivers see the 
reader, a lot of the hidden driveways have already been passed. Is there data being collected from the 
speed reader? We feel that this data is vital to address this issue. 

We hope the Lantzville council will take our concerns into consideration. 

Thank you, 

Kulvinder Manhas 

7040 Lantzville road 

Lantzville, BC, VOR 2HO 

manhaskulvinder@gmail.com 



To: 
Lantzville Council: 
Mayor Swain: mgyor.swaln@lontzville.ca. Councillor Geselbracht: councillor.qeselbrqcht@lontzville.co. 
Councillor Proctor: council/or.proctor@lantzville.cg, Councillor Savage: councillor.sovage@lantzvilfe.cq. 
Councillor Wilson: councillor.wilson@lantzvllle.ca 

District of Lantzvflte 
7192 Lantzvitle Road, P.O.Box 100 
Lantzville, BC. VOR 2HO 
district@lqntzvllle.ca 

Re: Village South Development & proposed amendments to Bylaws 283 and 284 

Letter to Mayor and Council 

The Official Community Plan (OCP) passed unanimously by Council in June 2019 anticipates 

254-389 housing units (plus seniors supportive housing) for the Village South Special Area Plan 

Zone ("Village South"). The developer owns about 90% of Village South so the anticipated 

density for their land is about 90% of our OCP's anticipated housing units. 

The Official Community Plan took years to prepare and involved extensive community 

engagement. The OCP is the best compromise reflecting the will of the residents of Lantzville: 

As a resident of Lantzville, I strongly request that Council direct Staff to work with the Village 

South developer on plans that are consistent with the numbers written in our OCP. 

My/Our Concerns: 

Signature: 
_;;.> 

Name (print). Ku ,~ , , 'rt· ti!, e,, li\/', A N H:A S: 

Address: IQ~) l~ ;"!' 1 ·: 21.ll U 1 •j«:':Z) , Lantzville 

Date: &\Ma"- \c , __ -1621-J 2o22-
l 



Heidi Gilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Steve Babuin 

Heidi Gilson 
Apri l 11 , 2022 3:03 PM 
Heidi Gilson 
FW: Bylaw 283 and 284 

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2022 1:48 PM 
To: District Public <district @lantzvi lle.ca> 
Subject: Bylaw 283 and 284 

I am writ ing to state my opposition to the proposed development (Village Sout h). 

This does not fit the semi-rura l lifestyle that the residents of Lantzville envisioned in the OCP. 

It w ill completely change the rural outlook that Lantzville is proud of and does not fit with the genera l vibe of Lantzville. 

It w ill Increase traffic volume to the point of congestion. 

It w ill also increase taxation rates. 

This development will put a stra in on water supply and the environment. 

Any development done on the Ware Rd site needs to be done tastefully, maintaining the rural feel of Lant zville. 

The OCP is the best compromise reflecting the will of the residents of Lantzville and should be followed. 

I feel this proposal is a major move for our community and deserves more input from the community members. 

Respectfully, 

Steve Babuin 7746 Clark Dr. Lantzville 
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