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Regional District of Nanaimo
Summary of the Electoral Area ‘A’ Official Community Plan Review
Citizen’s Committee Meeting Held on Monday, May 10, 2010 at 6:30pm
At the North Cedar Improvement District Hall
2100 Yellow Point Road
Joe Burnett
Mike Hooper
Ray Digby
Jill Maibach
Brian Collen
Jack Anderson
Garry Laird
Donna Sweeney
Joanne McLeod
Henrik Krieberg
Paul Thorkelsson
Greg Keller
Stephen Boogaards

Committee Chair
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
Committee Member
General Manager of Development Services
Senior Planner
Recording Secretary

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 6:30 pm by the Chair. There were approximately 25 people in
attendance.
MINUTES
The Chair asked the Committee for a motion to adopt the summary of the April 14, 2010 meeting.
MOVED Joanne McLeod, SECONDED Donna Sweeney, that the summary of the Area ‘A’ Citizen’s
Committee meeting held on April 14, 2010 be adopted.
CARRIED
NANAIMO AIRPORT DISCUSSION
Paul Thorkelsson provided on overview of the RDN position in relation to the airport lands. The legal
opinion provided to the RDN clarifies that local government do not have control over land use on airport
lands. The approach to the Official Community Plan is to be realistic in what the RDN can and cannot do.
The Official Community Plan includes some general terms on the airport, and the accord would establish
more specific parameters.
Greg Keller reviewed the report that went to the Committee of the Whole which presented two options to
deal with the airport lands in the draft OCP. Mr. Keller provided a summary of the Board's actions which
indicate that the Regional Board supports the Nanaimo Airport. The Board Strategic Plan also includes
policies that support the expansion of travel options in the RDN including air travel. Mr. Keller explained
the options from the report:
1. General land use policies in support of the airport with an emphasis on the creation of an accord
between the RDN and airport. This option includes an extra process for the community to be
involved with the airport.
2. The Official Community Plan may include a land use designation but no policies and emphasize the
creation of an accord between the RDN and the airport.
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Staff had recommended the first option that was endorsed by the Committee of the Whole. The Committee
also provided direction that the Official Community Plan must be consistent the RDN position on the
airport.
The group discussed what the accord development process would look like. Mr. Thorkelsson explained that
the RDN has never done this type of process before but they would continue with public meetings. But he
did emphasize that the accord would be a regional issue, much broader than Area ‘A’. Some of the
committee members expressed concerns that the Committee of the Whole did not see the third option in the
report, in which the airport land use designation would have been developed by the community.
One of the participants questioned if the RDN does have influence over the airport lands since it does
control community water, sewer and the urban containment boundary. The RDN seems to be using tax
money to support the airport with these services. Mr. Keller explained that the airport has complete control
over the land despite any RDN services and any land use controls in the Official Community Plan would be
unrealistic. Instead the RDN could work cooperatively with the airport to identify opportunities that benefit
the adjacent community. Mr. Thorkelsson also clarified that all infrastructure costs would be borne by the
developer.
The Citizen’s Committee discussed the accountability of the Nanaimo Airport Commission Board. Mike
Hooper explained that the airport is accountable to meet the expectations of regulatory bodies such as
Transport Canada. Some of the members questioned the RDN for supporting the airport with services and
changes to the growth containment boundary. Mr. Thorkelsson explained that the Board is concerned about
development but the accord is the only method to address expectations of all parties.
The group discussed the legal opinion received by the RDN and why it may not be disclosing the
information to the Committee. Mr. Thorkelsson explained that it was not disclosed because of solicitorclient privilege. Some of the Committee members had suggested that the content of the legal opinion
depended on the phrasing of the question that was asked and that tax money was being used for the
industrial lands on the airport. The Chair clarified that federal money had not gone into non-aeronautical
land uses, only the airport proper.
The group discussed several options to either address the airport section immediately in the Official
Community Plan, include the accord as an appendix to the Official Community Plan, or not include the
airport in the Official Community Plan. Many Committee members agreed that the Plan should not go to
the public before the issue is resolved. A representative from the Mid Island Sustainable Stewardship
Initiative announced that they had received a legal opinion from West Coast Environmental Law
confirming that the RDN does have the ability to regulate non-aviation related lands on the airport. The
organisation is requesting that the accord be set aside and not be negotiated further. West Coast
Environmental Law has offered to assist with legal matters if the RDN proceeds with the Nanaimo Airport
Commission.
The group discussed the timing for the Official Community Plan to go for public consultation. Mr. Keller
suggested by June if possible, though the RDN would not pursue consultation during the summer.

MOVED Ray Digby, SECONDED Jack Anderson that the Official Community Plan not go to the public
until we have a response back for the issue raised today.
CARRIED
OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN IMPLEMENTATION
Greg Keller provided an overview of the implementation options following the adoption of the Plan. He
explained that the Official Community Plan is a policy document that provides direction to the Regional
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Board. The Plan alone cannot achieve the community vision. He provided a map that showed the
inconsistencies between the Official Community Plan designation and the current zoning. He explained
that it would be very difficult to protect rural integrity, wildlife corridors, watersheds, and reduce
greenhouse gases without making changes to the zoning.
Mr. Keller continued to explain that changing the zoning will affect property values. In Canada there is no
right to profit from land and there will be some property owners who would be negatively affected by
zoning changes. The Local Government Act does offer some protection to local governments for
downzoning (Section 914) so that it cannot be sued. It also offers protection to property owners (Section
943) offering them a 12 month grace period to complete a subdivision if they get their application in before
the bylaw passes.
The RDN GIS department has prepared a handout on three different scenarios for development build-out in
Area ‘A’. The three scenarios are broken into development potential based on existing zoning, if the
minimum parcel sizes were increased to that supported by the draft Official Community Plan, and if the
minimum parcel sizes were increased to an intermediate step. If the zoning was not changed there could be
an additional 1056 lots created outside of the Growth Containment Boundary. In the intermediate step there
could be an estimated 500 additional lots outside of the Growth Containment Boundary. And full
implementation there could be about 300 additional lots outside the Growth Containment Boundary.
The group discussed the growth rate in Area ‘A’. Mr. Keller explained that traditionally Area 'A' has been
below the RDN average, but the maps provided are only meant to show development potential based on
zoning and are not tied to growth rate. The benefit of the intermediate step would be that only 500 new lots
could be created but would affect fewer properties, whereas full implementation would only create 300 new
lots but would affect twice as many properties. Mr. Keller clarified that for the purpose of this analysis, an
affected property is one which would no longer be subdividable. It was noted that there would be other
properties that may loose some subdivision potential under options 2 and/or 3.
The group discussed the Official Community Plan implementation experience in Area ‘G’. Mr.
Thorkelsson explained that Area ‘G’ did not have the intermediate option. It was either full implementation
or nothing. The group also discussed trying to get the most benefit while affecting the fewest people. Mr.
Keller had suggested that the RDN is beginning to use new software that shows the implications of various
development scenarios.
Some of the committee members expressed the need to notify affected property owners directly if
implementation was to happen. Mr. Keller advised that the RDN meets all legal requirements for
notification. The committee members discussed if some property owners can be unfairly exempted from
the zoning change.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 9:35 pm.
Certified correct by:

Director Joe Burnett, Committee Chairperson
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Electoral Area 'A' Official Community Plan Review Committee Meeting
Nanaimo Airport Discussion and Options
June 14, 2010

Purpose
•

To identify and discuss the core issues surrounding the Nanaimo Airport in the draft
Official Community Plan (OCP)

•

To consider options for how to advance the draft OCP and progress towards common
goals with respect to the Nanaimo Airport

Background
Over the last two years the Electoral Area 'A' OCP Review Citizen's Committee (EAAORC) and
other communtiy members have been actively involved in the creation of a new OCP for
Electoral Area 'A'. Throughout the process there have been numerous discussions regarding the
Nanaimo Airport.
The EAAORC is an advisory group with the task of providing non-binding recommendations to
the Regional Board on matters related to the Electoral Area 'A' OCP Review
Recently, in response to concerns over the airport section of the draft OCP, staff prepared a report
for the April 13, 2010 Committee of the Whole (COW). The report identified the communities
concerns and potential options for how to proceed with the draft OCP.
The COW endorsed a simplified version of the draft airport section attached as Appendix 1. The
amended airport section was presented to the EAAORC at its May 10th meeting. The draft was
not well received and there were extensive discussions regarding the Nanaimo Airport, the RDN's
jurisdiction on airport lands, the process used to draft the airport section, and the lack of direct
Committee input. It was felt that the hard work put in to the draft OCP could be jeopardized by
the issues surrounding the airport.
This report is being provided in response the following motion passed by the EAAORC at its
May 10th meeting:
"MOVED Ray Digby, SECONDED Jack Anderson that the Official Community Plan not go
to the public until we have a response back for the issue raised today.
CARRIED"
Core Issues
Following the May 10th EAAORC meeting it became clear that there were issues related to the
airport that needed to be addressed before moving forward with public consultation on the draft
OCP as summarized below. The following is by no means an exhaustive list, but represents the
core issues identified by the Committee.
Issue 1: Jurisdiction on airport lands
There is great interest amongst some EAAORC members and other communtiy members with
respect to jurisdiction over airport lands. Many Committee members and meeting attendees
disagree on who has jurisdiction over land use on airport lands. Some disagree with the RDN's
current understanding and position that it has no authority over airport lands. Some were also

5

concerned with jurisdictional issues between the NAC and the Agricultural Land Commission
(ALC).
Issue 2: Transparency
There appears to be a feeling of mistrust and disagreement based on the fact that the RDN has not
disclosed the contents of its legal opinion that form the basis for its position on airport lands.
Issue 3: Scope of the OCP review process
Although Area 'A' residents are in closest proximity to the Airport and likely the most affected,
the issues surrounding the airport go beyond Electoral Area 'A' and can not be affectively dealt
with in an appropriate manner within the Electoral Area 'A' OCP. The Nanaimo Airport is a
regional facility and therefore any discussion or deliberation requires input from stakeholders
who represent a cross section of regional interests.
Issue 4: Lack of direct community involvement in the creation of the draft airport section
Unlike other sections of the draft OCP where the community had ample opportunity to provide
direct input towards its creation, the drafting of the airport section did not provide for the same
level of community input. Some EAAORC members indicated that they want an opportunity to
provide direct input towards what is included in the airport section of the draft OCP. The RDN's
approach, in recognition of its jurisdictional limitations and inability to impose conditions on the
NAC in the draft OCP, was to develop a draft that would be acceptable to the NAC and the RDN
and then present it to the EAAORC for comment and review.
Discussion of Options
In recognition of the complexity and scope of the issues surrounding the airport lands it is neither
feasible nor practical to expect that these issues would be resolved neither in the Electoral Area
'A' OCP nor during the timeframe of its review. Notwithstanding the above, the Committee
identified two options at its last meeting which are described below. In addition an overview of
how each option would help address the core issues identified above is provided. It should be
noted that both options require additional staff time and resources which have not been allocated
in this years budget and work plan.
As an advisory group, the EAAORC's role is to provide a recommendation on which, if any, of
the options are acceptable within the context of the Electoral Area 'A' OCP review. The
EAAORC's recommendation will be presented to the Regional Board who is responsible for
making the final decision and providing staff with direction on how to proceed.
Option 1: Remove the Airport Section and potential Growth Containment Boundary expansion
on Airport lands from the draft OCP with the understanding that there are issues surrounding
the airport lands that are unresolved and that the OCP may be amended at a later date in
response to the outcome of a separate process.
In this option, the draft airport section and potential expansion of the Growth Containment
Boundary would be removed from the draft OCP. In its place, a notation would be included
indicating:
i.

there are unresolved issues surrounding the Nanaimo Airport that are of regional
significance which require input from stakeholders representing a cross section of
regional views;

6

ii. that the OCP support a separate process to identify and respond to the community's
concerns which includes opportunities for public input; and,
iii. that the OCP may be amended at a later date in response to the outcome of the external
process.
Option 1 is not consistent with the previous direction provided by the COW. Therefore, a staff
report would be presented to the COW outlining the rationale for why the previous approach was
not acceptable and providing new recommendations.
This option supports the draft OCP proceeding for further public consultation and includes a
separate process for discussion and debate on issues related to the airport. Please refer to the
diagram attached as Appendix 2 as an example of what such a process may look like.
In response to the Committee's concerns over jurisdiction on airport lands, the RDN would seek
an updated legal opinion on its role in regulating groundside uses. As shown on the attached
diagram the external process supported by this option would allow for a broad range of outcomes
depending on what issues have been identified and any new information received by the RDN.
Option 1 Implications
This option would help address the four core issue as follows:
Issue 1: Jurisdiction on Airport Lands:
The additional process supported by this option would include the RDN obtaining an updated
legal opinion with respect to jurisdiction on airport lands. Depending on the outcome of the
external process, there could be a number of different actions and outcomes as shown in the
diagram in Appendix 2.
Issue 2: Transparency
The community interest in local government jurisdiction over airport lands is significant. In light
of this interest, this option would provide an opportunity for community input and sharing of
information. This could include (subject to RDN Board approval) a summary of the legal aspects
of local government jurisdiction as presently established by the courts.
Issue 3: Scope of the OCP review process
This option recognizes that there are issues surrounding the Nanaimo Airport that go beyond the
scope of the Electoral Area 'A' OCP. This would be recognized in the OCP as well as support for
the RDN to undertake a separate process to address and discuss these issues.
Issue 4: Lack of direct community involvement in the creation of the draft airport section
Although this option would not provide opportunities for direct input in towards the creation of
an airport section for the draft OCP at this time, the proposed external process would provide
ample opportunity at a later date.
Option 2: Proceed to public consultation with the draft airport section of the OCP as is.
In this option, the Regional District of Nanaimo would seek an updated legal opinion clarifying
its jurisdiction on airport lands. Since this option was developed on the premise that the RDN has
no jurisdiction on land use on airport lands, if it is found otherwise, this option may become less
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desirable than option 1 as there may be more effective means of managing land use on airport
lands.
This option supports proceeding with the draft OCP as is with the simplified version of the airport
section attached as Appendix 1. The focus in the draft OCP would be to support the creation of an
accord between the RDN and the NAC through a process outside of the OCP review. The purpose
of the Accord would be to develop a common understanding and agreement on what should
happen on airport lands in the future and, among other things, a framework for public
consultation and dispute resolution.
This option is consistent with the direction provided by the COW, but does not address the issues
raised by the EAAORC at its last meeting.
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Appendix 1
Draft Airport Section

8.8

Nanaimo Airport

The Nanaimo Airport is located on approximately 211 ha of land situated in the south west corner
of Electoral Area 'A'. It is a regional facility, owned and operated by the Nanaimo Airport
Commission (NAC) with a primary catchment area extending from approximately Qualicum Bay
in Electoral Area 'H' to the north and the City of Duncan to the south.
Recent and ongoing upgrades including a runway extension, installation of navigational
equipment, and a major terminal upgrade are expected to improve airport reliability and create
opportunities for increased passenger service.
The RDN has no jurisdiction over uses which occur on Airport Lands, nor with respect to the
regulation of flight paths or other federally regulated aspects of aviation. This section is intended
to establish a framework for coordination and cooperation between the RDN and the NAC to help
define their relationship and address the needs and concerns of the community.
This section is consistent with the RDN Board's position on the Nanaimo Airport which is to
support the expansion of air travel options in the region.
Objectives and Policies
Section
8.8
Objective
8.8.1
Policy
8.8.1
Policy
8.8.2
Policy
8.8.3

Policy/Objective

Section
8.8
Objective
8.8.2
Policy
8.8.4

Policy/Objective

Support the Expansion of Air Travel Options in the Region
The Regional District of Nanaimo shall support the use of the airport lands for
airport and airport-related uses.
The RDN shall encourage the NAC to ensure that all future development activities
comply with all provisions of the appropriate Provincial and/or Federal Agency.
This Plan supports the provision of transit services to the Nanaimo Airport.

Encourage Cooperation and Communication
The RDN supports and encourages the creation of an Accord, or similar agreement
between the RDN and the NAC, developed in consultation with the community,
which should at minimum address the following:
i.
ii.
iii.

iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.

principles for land use planning and development on airport lands;
the general location and type of uses which could be established on
airport lands;
a mechanism whereby the RDN may engage in timely and
meaningful consultations with the NAC with respect to land use
planning matters affecting airport lands;
a mechanism for timely and meaningful public consultation;
development referral process;
community servicing opportunities;
dispute resolution framework;
development cost charges;
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Section
8.8

Policy/Objective
ix.
x.
xi.
xii.
xiii.
xiv.
xv.
xvi.

Policy
8.8.5

provincial building code application and administration;
role of Regional District bylaws on airport lands;
emergency response;
use of airport lands for community purposes;
transportation and public transit;
flight path protection;
implementation of the agreement; and,
environmental management (including aquifer protection) and
response.
The RDN may support a partnership with the NAC in providing community sewer
and water service to both the Nanaimo Airport and lands within the Cassidy GCB.
Implementation Actions

Timing
(Immediate, Short Term, Long
Term, Ongoing)

Approach the NAC to discuss the development of an
Accord, or similar agreement.
Explore servicing options with the NAC which look at
building additional capacity for community water and
community sewer in conjunction with future development
on Airport lands for the benefit of the NAC and the
community of Cassidy.
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Short Term

Immediate/Ongoing

Appendix 2:
Example of Airport Issue Identification and Resolution Process
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Area A OCP
Review

Clarification of Airside and Groundside Jurisdiction

Potential Stakeholders
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

OCP Review Process

•
•
•
•

Facilitated Process
Airport Planning
Examine Impacts
Expert opinions and
resources

•
•
•
•
•
•

Discuss and Inform

NAC

Determining Factor

Stakeholder Group

RDN Board
RDN staff
Community Groups
NAC Board
NAC Staff
Airport Users
General Public
Chamber of Commerce
Nav. Canada
MOTI, MOE, ALC

Env. Protection
Facilitated Process
Airport Planning
Examine Impacts
Land Use
Market analysis

RDN
Board

Outputs and
Recommendations

Actions

RDN

Inform
OCP

NAC

Accord

Master
Plans

Others

Services/
Agreements

?????

Potential Outcomes

?
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO

POLICY
SUBJECT:

POLICY NO:

Sustainable Community Builder Checklist

B1.14

CROSS REF.:
EFFECTIVE DATE:

October 31, 2006

APPROVED BY:

Board

PAGE:

1 of 6

REVISION DATE:
PURPOSE:

To establish the process, guidelines, and criteria for the Sustainable Community Builder Checklist.
POLICY:
1.

Purpose of the Sustainable Community Builder Checklist

The purpose of the Sustainable Community Builder Checklist (Checklist) is to get people thinking about
how to develop in a more sustainable manner. The Checklist includes a series of questions designed to
encourage applicants to think about new design options and concepts that may not be commonly known
to the development community. It is hoped that requiring applicants to consider these design issues and
options during the initial design stage of their development(s), and while seeking RDN approvals, will
result in a greater incorporation of sustainable design elements into the project. This will also facilitate
staff working with the applicants to encourage new ideas and to incorporate sustainable design features
into their development proposal.
It is important to note that the questions in the Sustainable Community Builder Checklist are designed
primarily to educate the community about sustainable development practices, and to initiate the
incorporation of those practices into the development proposal. The Checklist is not designed to be used
to evaluate the appropriateness of the land use for the property; the compliance of the land use to the
applicable Official Community Plan and the Regional Growth Strategy; or, whether the proposed
development complies with the applicable development permit area guidelines. Evaluation of this nature
forms part of the standard planning review process.
Process
Development applications including: subdivision, land use bylaw amendment, land use contract, and
development permit applications shall be required to complete the Sustainable Community Builder
Checklist, as follows:
a) Self-Scoring – Please read and answer each question in the Checklist with a “Yes” or “No”
answer, to achieve the score at the end of the Checklist:
Total the number of “Yes” responses;
Divide by 45 (the total number of questions); and
Multiply by 100 to achieve a percentage.
Example:
Total Number of “Yes” Responses
45 X 100 = Score __%
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Policy No. B1.14
Page 2

b) Supplementary Information - Provide any additional description, or information regarding how
the proposed development incorporates sustainable development practices.
Please read the information provided that explain the Triple Bottom Line approach and
Leadership in Energy and Environment Design (LEED) certification.
c) Submit Application – Submit the completed Sustainable Community Builder Checklist, and any
supplementary information along with the development application.
d) Cooperative Consultation – Staff will review the submission, and may consult with the
applicant to discuss ways to include sustainable practices into the development.
There is no pass or fail score associated with the checklist.
2. Fees
There shall be no fees associated with this service.
3. The Sustainable Community Builder Checklist
Please see the following pages to review the Sustainable Community Builder Checklist guidelines and
criteria.
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The Sustainable Community
Builder Checklist
Yes
Environmental Protection and
Enhancement
Please explain how the development protects
and/or enhances the natural environment. For
example does your development:
 conserve, restore, or improve native habitat?
 remove invasive species?
 involve innovative ways to reduce waste, and
protect the air quality?
 use innovative ways to reduce construction
waste directed to the landfill
 include an ecological inventory?
Please explain how the development contributes to
the more efficient use of energy. For example does
your development:
 use climate sensitive design features (passive
solar, minimize the impact of wind, and rain,
etc)?
 provide onsite renewable energy generation
such as solar energy or geo-thermal heating?
 propose buildings constructed in accordance
with LEED, and the accepted green building
standards?
Please explain how the development facilitates
good environmentally friendly practices. For
example does your development:
 provide onsite composting facilities?
 provide an area for a community garden?
 include a car free zone?
 include a car share program?
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No

Explanation

Policy No. B1.14
Page 4

Yes
Please explain how the development contributes to
the more efficient use of water. For example does
your development:

use drought tolerant plants?

use rocks and other materials in the
landscaping design that are not water
dependant?
 recycle water and wastewater?
 provide for zero stormwater run-off?
 utilize natural systems for sewage disposal and
storm water?
 use low flush toilets?
Please explain how the development protects,
enhances, or minimizes its impact on the local
natural environment. For example does your
development:
 provide conservation measures for sensitive
lands beyond those mandated by legislation?
 cluster the housing to save remaining land from
development and disturbance?
 protect groundwater from contamination?

Community Character and Design
Does the development proposal provide for a more
"complete community" within a designated Village
Centre? For example does your development:

improve the mix of compatible uses within an
area?

provide services, or an amenity in close
proximity to a residential area?
 provide a variety of housing in close proximity
to a public amenity, transit, or commercial
area?
Please explain how the development increases the
mix of housing types and options in the community.
For example does your development:
 provide a housing type other than single family
dwellings?
 include rental housing?
 include seniors housing?
 include cooperative housing?
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No

Explanation

Policy No. B1.14
Page 5

Yes
Please explain how the development makes for a
safe place to live. For example does your
development:
 have fire protection, or include fire prevention
measures such as removal of dead fall, onsite
pumps, etc?
 help prevent crime through the site design?
 slow traffic through the design of the road?
Please explain how the development facilitates and
promotes pedestrian movement. For example does
your development:
 create greenspaces, or strong connections to
adjacent natural features, parks, and open
spaces?
 promote, or improve trails and pedestrian
amenities?
 link to amenities such as school, beach & trails,
grocery store, public transit, etc? (provide
distance & type)

Please explain how the development facilitates
community social interaction and promotes
community values. For example does your
development:





incorporate community social gathering places?
(village square, halls, youth and senior facilities,
bulletin board, wharf, or pier)
use colour and public art to add vibrancy and
promote community values?
preserve heritage features?

Economic Development
Does the development proposal infill an existing
developed area, as opposed to opening up a new
area to development? For example does your
development:
 fill in pre-existing vacant parcels of land?
 utilize pre-existing roads and services?
 revitalize a previously contaminated area?
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No

Explanation

Policy No. B1.14
Page 6

Yes

No

Explanation

Please explain how the development strengthens the
local economy. For example does your
development:
 create permanent employment opportunities?
 promote diversification of the local economy
via business type and size appropriate for the
area?
 increase community opportunities for training,
education, entertainment, or recreation?
 use local materials and labour?
 improve opportunities for new and existing
businesses?

Please explain if there is something unique or
innovative about your project that has not been
addressed?

Total Number of “Yes”

/45

TRIPLE BOTTOM LINE SCORE

%

Disclaimer: Please note that staff rely on the information provided by the applicant to complete the sustainability
checklist analysis. The Regional District of Nanaimo does not guarantee that development will occur in this manner.

NEED MORE INFORMATION?
Come visit the Development Services Department!
We are located at the RDN Main Office at 6300 Hammond Bay Road, Nanaimo, BC.
Call us at: (250) 390-6510 or 954-3798 (District 69)
or toll free in BC: 1-877-607-4111
Fax: (250) 390 7511
Visit our website at: www.rdn.bc.ca
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Attachment 2
Evaluation of the Sustainable Community Builder Checklist
The following evaluation of the Sustainable Community Builder Checklist (The Checklist) has been
conducted in relation to how well it is meeting its original objectives as outlined below:
Objectives
1. To increase knowledge of sustainable development practices resulting in greater incorporation of
these into developments.
2. To facilitate cooperative relationships between developers and RDN staff that allow for the
development of ‘new ideas’ and lead to increasing the level of sustainable development practices
incorporated into developments.
Format & Content
The Checklist follows a ‘Triple Bottom Line” approach with questions divided into three sections
reflecting the ‘three pillars’ approach to sustainability (environmental, social and economic). The
Applicants self-score by answering 45 equally weighted questions (1 point each). While the scoring
process is simple, weighting each question equally does not give applicants any indication of the level of
impact or priority that one action has over another.
The Checklist addresses a broad range of issues that relate to RDN Goals as expressed in the RGS and
reflects indicators that the RDN would like to see improved. At just under four pages with a dozen open
ended questions, the checklist is not lengthy. Examples are provided to show how each question can be
addressed. While these examples are solid, using them as 45 closed questions with a yes/no response
worth one point each causes confusion.
The Checklist allows for great flexibility in the approaches used to improve sustainability because there is
no requirement to complete any specific action. The Checklist can provide staff with information that can
be used in Staff reports on development applications.
Application
Completions of the Checklist is required as part of four development processes in RDN Electoral Areas:



Subdivision Applications
Zoning Amendments




Development Permit Applications
Land Use Contract Amendments

The Checklist is applied to all scales of development within this context, resulting in confusion and
frustration for smaller projects to which many of the questions do not apply. Additionally, there are
questions that duplicate information required on the Community & Site Impact Review form. This form
may be required for certain development applications where an OCP designates a Development Approval
Information Area or specifies the circumstances in which development approval information is required.
The Checklist is not required for Official Community Plan amendments, Development Variance Permit or
Building Permit Applications thereby missing opportunities to influence development at these stages.
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Impact / Effectiveness
There is no mechanism to record and measure the impact of the Checklist, making it difficult to assess its
effect on raising awareness about sustainable development practices. Additionally, it is impossible to
establish the impact of the checklist on development as there is no verification that applicants follow
through on actions. It is anticipated that only relatively easy, low cost actions such as installing low flow
toilets are undertaken. It should be noted that applicants might likely undertake these ‘easier’ actions
irrespective of using the Checklist.
While it could be argued that the process of completing the Checklist is inherently educational (by
requiring applicants to read through and respond to a series of questions), staff indicate that the Checklist
is typically given ‘cursory’ attention and is of limited value in helping facilitate discussion to increase the
application of sustainable practices in developments. Reasons for this include:


Checklist scores and responses have no bearing on the approval of applications, nor are they tied
to any other meaningful penalties or incentives. Undertaking any actions indicated on the
Checklist or taking measures to improve scores is voluntary and there is no verification that
actions are taken. These factors give staff limited ability to persuade applicants to ‘voluntarily’ go
well beyond meeting minimum requirements.



Limited staff resources to educate developers on the potential benefits and methods for achieving
higher levels of sustainability.



Staff focus efforts on ensuring applicants meet ‘required’ criteria as outlined in RDN policy
documents including OCPs and DPAs.
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REGIONAL DISTRICT OF NANAIMO
MINUTES OF THE SUSTAINABILITY SELECT COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 2010
IN THE RDN COMMITTEE ROOM

Present:
Director J. Stanhope
Director J. Burnett
Director M. Young
Director D. Bartram
Director E. Mayne
Director C. Haime
Director B. Holdom
Director J. Kipp
Director T. Westbroek

Chairperson
Electoral Area A
Electoral Area C
Electoral Area H
City of Parksville
District of Lantzville
City of Nanaimo
City of Nanaimo
Town of Qualicum Beach

Also in Attendance:
C. Mason
P. Thorkelsson
Chris Midgley
Dale Lindsay
Lisa Bhopalsingh
Karen Sanders

Chief Administrative Officer
General Manager of Development Services
Sustainability Coordinator
Manager of Current Planning
Senior Planner
Recording Secretary

CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 pm by the Chair.
MINUTES
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Bartram that the minutes of the Sustainability Select
Committee meeting held on September 19, 2009, be adopted.
CARRIED
REPORTS
Climate Action Team
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Kipp, that the Board direct staff to give a more
detailed consideration to establishing a Climate Action Team upon conclusion of the public consultation
planned for the Community Energy and Emission Plan.
CARRIED
Yellow Cedar Project
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Mayne, that the Board receive this report and direct
staff to maintain dialogue with the Yellow Cedar Project proponents.
CARRIED
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MOVED Director Burnett, SECONDED Director Stanhope, that staff send a letter to Mid-Island
Sustainability Stewardship Initiative president Mr. Laurie Gourlay summarizing the motions concerning
the Climate Action Team and the Yellow Cedar Project.
CARRIED
Energy Manager Quarterly Update
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Kipp, that this report be received for information
purposes.
CARRIED
LEED Policy Package
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Kipp, that the Board adopt the Plug-in Hybrid
Electric Vehicle Policy and the Green Housekeeping Policy proposed for LEED certified RDN facilities.
CARRIED
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Kipp, that staff investigate the implications of
including all RDN facilities in the Green Housekeeping Policy.
CARRIED
MOVED Director Stanhope, SECONDED Director Mayne, that staff revise portions of Plug-in Hybrid
Electric Vehicle Policy to ensure consistency with present conditions for RDN staff.
CARRIED
Overcoming Barriers to Green Building in the RDN – Research Results
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Bartram, that the Board direct staff to update the
Green Building Action Plan to incorporate suggested actions contained in the final report: Overcoming
Barriers to Green Building in the RDN.
CARRIED
Sustainability Checklist and Green Building Incentive Program
MOVED Director Bartram, SECONDED Director Mayne, that the Board direct staff to revise the
Sustainable Community Builder Checklist and proceed with the proposed phased approach for
implementing the revised checklist and green building incentive program.
CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
MOVED Director Westbroek, SECONDED Director Bartram, that this meeting be adjourned.
CARRIED
Time: 4:25 pm

CHAIRPERSON
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