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6410-20 / CV RGS Amendments
RGS 1C 17

From: Alana Mullaly
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 4:03 PM
To:
Subject: FW: Response required: Form submission from: Comox Valley Regional District

Thank you Sean for your feedback. 
Please note that on July 24, the CVRD Board voted to initiate a standard amendment to the Regional Growth Strategy in 
order to consider a proposal for a new “Settlement Node”  by 3L Developments Inc. 
The next step in the amendment process is for the Board to adopt a consultation plan that will provide opportunities for 
stakeholder consultation. Staff is planning to take options for consultation to the Board on August 14th. The Board will 
decide at that time whether they will direct staff to host any open house/information meetings as well as whether they 
will host a public hearing on the proposal. 
Please stay tuned to this decision. In the meantime, if you have any questions about the Regional Growth Strategy, the 
amendment process or 3L Development Inc’s proposal, please contact me. 

Kind regards, 
Alana 

Alana Mullaly 
Manager of Planning Services, Planning and Development Services Branch 
Comox Valley Regional District 
250.334.6051 

From: Comox Valley Regional District [mailto:no‐reply@cvrdwebsite.ca]  
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 8:03 PM 
To: administration <administration@comoxvalleyrd.ca> 
Subject: Form submission from: Comox Valley Regional District 

Submitted on Monday, July 30, 2018 - 20:03 

Submitted by anonymous user: 184.66.108.168 

Submitted values are: 

Name Sean Bryan  
Email   
Message  
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I am a concerned citizen among many others who are worried about development around 
the Stotam Falls River area. It is an unprecedented piece of natural beauty and should be 
preserved for generations to come! Any housing projects that could threaten that should 
be out of the question. Runoff from a neighborhood that size would spoil the river and 
damage precious salmon habitat. Allowing such a project to go through would be an 
embarrassment to the stewardship of this community 
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/2835/submission/1026 
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6410-20/RGS/Amendment RGS 1C 17

From: Teresa Warnes

Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:28 AM

To:

Subject: RE: Form submission from: Feedback

This confirms receipt of your correspondence which has been made available to the Comox Valley Regional District 
Board of Directors.  
 
Regards, 
Teresa Warnes 
Executive Assistant 
 
From: Comox Valley Regional District [mailto:no-reply@cvrdwebsite.ca] 
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 9:30 AM 
To: administration <administration@comoxvalleyrd.ca> 
Subject: Form submission from: Feedback 
 
Submitted on Thursday, July 26, 2018 - 09:30 Submitted by anonymous user: 24.244.23.252 Submitted values are: 
Provide your feedback in the space below:  
Lisa (Caroline) Christensen 
Resident of Courtenay 

 
  
   
To the Members of the CVRD Board, 
I want to start this letter off by saying I believe good leadership is shown by people who can think for themselves, 
ponder a situation deeply and not be scared to change their mind and actions if they feel they made an incorrect 
decision. 
Some examples of poor leadership would be someone who continously rambles off topic, a person willing to ignore a 
hard won bylaw because the wording didn't suit their purpose, and a person who might throw their fellow politicians 
under the proverbial bus after not getting their way. 
I was very disappointed in the behaviour shown by Mayor Jangula. Not only did he ramble on about voting for or 
against the development rather than the actual issue at hand, “Can this pass scrutiny as a minor amendment given the 
wording of the bylaw?” (no.) But to make matters worse, he then was quoted by a reporter as saying “Three of the 
people today switched their vote from a week ago on exactly the same thing.. I find that quite amazing, how a week 
ago they were fine, with going with minor, and now all of a sudden because some people came (the speakers) because 
of, I think the psychological pressure of all the opposed people, they changed their minds. That’s hardly good, strong 
leadership, in my opinion.” ( from the report by James Wood, July 24th 2018, My Comox Valley Now.com).  
Well, Mr Jangula, I believe that is exactly what strong leadership entails. They examined the issue at hand, realized 
they had been mistaken, and corrected their vote based off information they more thoroughly understood at the time. 
Minor amendments are meant to streamline the process on uncontentious, simple matters. The two thirds clause 
protects us from those who would seek to abuse the system and use the minor stream to ram a major amendment 
through without due process. 
This proposal could not ever have been seen to fit the wording of a minor amendment. This was the only question at 
hand and yet, the board for a while seemed quite intent on ignoring the wording of the bylaws for the sake of 
expediency. 
There was a great deal of confusion over what the actual vote was about. This was not a question of "should the 
development go ahead". The developer even suggesting that they would only go through with their ambitious 
development under a minor stream is a HUGE red flag. We have a process for a reason. If they have their bases 
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covered they have nothing to fear from a standard stream but a slightly longer timeline. You can not ignore the 
wording and definitions of bylaws just because it would suit you better at the time. (also, you will notice they were 
quick to rescind their statement, carrying on with plans and the potential park regardless of the standard amendment 
path. In fact they now claim that they have never been out to streamline the system ““Our company has had a three-
decade long successful history of creating sustainable communities that we want to create in the Comox Valley. Our 
commitment to this project began 11 years ago and over that period we have always followed the processes and never 
tried to expedite our project.” quote from the July 25th report by Justin Goulet, My Comox Valley Now.com) 
 
If the board members disagree with a bylaw, then procedure would be to register the complaint and move to 
investigate and change it asap. But during a current vote you are bound by those bylaws. You cannot pick and choose 
only the laws that suit you and blatantly ignore the wording of those that do not. 
 
This is an enormous change in a regionally significant area. Standard amendment material. Case closed.  
I am very proud of the board members who were able to put personal preference aside and honour laws and 
regulations, as well as hear the concerns of their people and carefully weigh out their decisions (and statements) It 
was very fair of the board to allow for the late delegations given the importance of the vote. I deeply appreciate the 
time I was given to voice my concerns. This could be a long process, but I rather hope that it will continue to be a 
fair one.  
To Mr Theos, Mr Grant, and Mr Jangula, please think deeply about what I have said regarding the voting process. 
To the entire board, my deepest thanks for your services and for the opportunity to contribute to the day. 
  
Lisa Christensen 
Full Name Lisa Christensen 

 
 

The results of this submission may be viewed at: 
https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/314/submission/1016 
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From: Jake Martens

Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:45 AM

To: Teresa Warnes

Cc: Christianne Wile

Subject: RE: Correspondence for Directors

Attachments: amendment-vote (1).docx

Teresa, 
 
Can you please post to the directors correspondence site. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Jake 
 
From: Christianne Wile  

Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:23 AM 

To: Jake Martens <jmartens@comoxvalleyrd.ca> 

Subject: Correspondence for Directors 

 

Hi Jake, 
 
This one came through FB this morning. We have responded that it will be provided to Directors. 
 
Christianne Wile 

Manager of Operational Communications 
Corporate Services Branch  
Comox Valley Regional District  
600 Comox Road, Courtenay, BC, V9N 3P6  
Tel: 1-250-334-6066 
Toll free: 1-800-331-6007 Fax: 250-334-4358 
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Response to the CVRD vote on the 3L’s Proposed RGS Amendment:   

I have been following the ongoing discussion about the possibility of further 

urbanization in the Puntledge Triangle with increasing concern. Along with several 

other generations I have had the good fortune to enjoy the pristine beauty of this 

unspoiled area over forty years and I had always hoped that it would remain this 

way for countless future generations to enjoy. Emotional aspects aside, the 

development of this area could have a severe impact on our local environment 

because of resulting changes in the surrounding watershed. Pollution from 

materials used in construction, fertilizers and pesticides, sewage leaks and  run- 

off of fuels from the  changed road surfaces are likely. Removal of soil changes 

water absorption which can be a potential for flooding issues. Further erosion of 

the banks of the river will cause an excess of turbidity which harms aquatic life, 

increases water treatments costs and makes water less useful for recreation. 

Sedimentation clogs drainage ditches, stream channels, waters intakes and 

destroys aquatic habitats.  All of this can severely impact our water drinking 

supplies and plant and animal diversity in this area. The Puntledge River supports 

a summer and fall run of salmon which is of significant importance  to our fish 

stocks. Studies have already shown significant changes from construction that has 

occurred downstream and closer to our town area and Fisheries and Oceans 

Canada considers the summer run of chinook salmon a population of high 

conservation concern. One wonders how further construction in this area fits into 

the action plan of the Fish and Wildlife Compensation Program which is a 

partnership between B.C. Hydro, the Province of B.C. Government, the Fisheries 

Department and First Nations and if these groups are being represented as a part 

of these far-reaching decisions? I strongly advise that further studies need to be 

done involving these groups before any further action will be taken. With all the 

possibilities of how this development could affect the Courtenay area, surely this 

is not the legacy you would wish to leave this area? 

                    With respect 

                      Deborah Storey 

Page 200 of 251 Appendix E Page 200 of 251

warter
Typewritten Text



Page 201 of 251 Appendix E Page 201 of 251



2

Expansion Areas, and land owners within those areas are handcuffed with respect to 
subdividing. 
While I appreciate the economic benefits of such a proposal, and understand why many 
parties would be interested in pushing such a proposal forward, it doesn’t change the fact 
that the scale of the proposal is not minor with respect to the Comox Valley as a whole. It 
should be treated as a standard amendment if anything and I hope that those capable of 
voting on the matter will do so accordingly. Thank-You for taking the time to read this on 
such short notice.  

Regards, 

Daniel Scherr 
Owner at 4590 Marsden Road  
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/2835/submission/1005 
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The question before you is to consider whether 3L’s proposal to change the RGS would 
be a minor amendment or a standard amendment. I have read the RGS in its entirety and 
it seems unfathomable how the 3L proposal could fit the criteria of a minor amendment, 
particularly with regard to regional significance, scale, impacts, or precedence. The RGS 
does not allow for density on the North side of the Puntledge River. To include 
development in this area would be a major change to the RGS. In fact, one could argue 
allowing development in this area to be in contravention of a core tenet of the RGS.  
 
In particular, significant changes to the RGS policy areas of Housing; Ecosystems, Natural 
Areas & Parks; Transportation; Infrastructure; and Public Health & Safety would be 
necessary to allow for development in this area.  
 
Regarding the policy area of Housing, the RGS states, “development must be directed in a 
manner that creates a sustainable long-term development pattern that uses both land and 
infrastructure in the most efficient manner.” There is no infrastructure currently in this area, 
and the proposed creation of an infrastructure impacts the entire Comox Valley, and 
potentially beyond. Another key supporting policy of the RGS is that settlement nodes “are 
to be developed with centres that are walkable and limited to local services.” Yet another 
policy states “Increase housing opportunities in existing residential areas in Core 
Settlement Areas by encouraging multi-family conversions, secondary suites, and small lot 
Infill.” Your own steering committee report says that existing core settlement areas and 
new settlement nodes are not even close to capacity for development. So what is the 
rationale to set up a new settlement node in this area, and significantly change the RGS? 
 
Regarding the policy area of Ecosystems, Natural Areas & Parks, conservation and 
ecosystem protection are prominent components. The Stotan Falls area is not a Stanley 
Park. It is not an appropriate location for an urban park with commercial services as 
proposed. It is a wilderness area with a heavy wildlife presence, including cougars, bears 
and wolves. Where do these predators go if 750+ homes go there? What happens to 
eagle nesting areas and to other displaced wildlife? I have lived in the Powerhouse/Arden 
Road area for much of my 55 years. Thankfully my childhood neighbours Ruth Masters 
and the Tarling family donated their land to remain undeveloped so some of this wildlife 
could have habitat. The RGS also identifies this area as a critical watershed and that it is 
vitally important for watersheds to be protected. Water consumption is another major 
component of the RGS. According to the RGS, the Comox Valley has a poor record 
compared to the rest of the province regarding water conservation. Aside from the impact 
of development itself, there would be sustained impact over time with thousands of people 
living in this area. A sewage treatment plant would be required, with the outflow going in to 
the watershed. Treated or not, the RGS does not allow for sewage entering the currently 
pristine and highly sensitive watershed. Sewage management has been an ongoing 
challenge for years in the Comox Valley. Is it prudent to introduce another system in such 
a sensitive ecosystem and watershed? 
 
Regarding the policy areas of Transportation; Infrastructure; and Public Health & Safety, 
again the RGS currently does not allow for this development proposal. There is currently 
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no public transportation plan in this area, and no proposed roads and thoroughfares to 
allow for thousands more cars in this area. Any proposed infrastructure would be the 
equivalent of a completely new community – not in the RGS. The proposed infrastructure 
creation would be subject to adherence to policies of several planning bodies and 
committees, and in coordination with Regional Water Supply Strategy, the Regional Sewer 
Strategy, the Sustainability Strategy, and the Regional Conservation Framework Concept 
Map No. 4. Under Public Health & Safety, the area of fire protection would be yet another 
impact on the RGS. It is noted in the RGS that development bordering forest land 
increases risk for wildfires and creates additional stress on existing fire protection 
services. 
 
I haven’t touched on the RGS policy area of Climate Change, but suffice to say that is 
another area that would be impacted by a change to the RGS, particularly in the area of 
Global Greenhouse Gas emissions created by deforestation. 
 
Section 4.4 of the RGS pertains to Growth Management Principles. Again, the proposal 
before you is incongruent with many of these principles. In particular, number 8 states, 
“Limit the number of existing and planned Settlement Nodes outside of the Municipal 
Areas and ensure that such nodes are developed in a compact and transit-supportive 
manner. “ As the steering committee concludes in its report and recommendations, the 
RGS designation of the lands in question from “Rural Settlement Area” and “Settlement 
Expansion Area” to “Settlement Node” does not meet the criteria for a minor amendment. 
In recent meetings I have heard some RD directors say they are choosing the minor 
amendment process to save time and/or to prevent consultation with other regional areas, 
as they don’t feel other areas should have a say in this decision. The decision that is 
before you is to determine whether this proposal meets the criteria of a minor amendment, 
which it clearly does not – as outlined in the steering committee’s report and in the 
numerous examples given here. Expediency is not part of the criteria and should not take 
precedence in consideration of this important decision. 
 
Respectfully, I implore you to scrutinize the RGS and criteria for amendments and to 
honour the time, energy, consultation, and solid expertise it took to create it. Please follow 
your own steering committee and staff’s recommendation to treat this proposed 
amendment as standard, if considered at all. Your decision will impact many beyond this 
land, and a vigorous, thorough consultation process is vital. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Wendy Morin 
Courtenay, B.C. 
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The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/2837/submission/1001 
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I was shocked to learn that the Regional District was thinking about changing the Regional 
Growth Strategy to allow for the 3L Development at Stotan Falls to proceed through a 
minor amendment process. As you are probably aware the Comox Valley will continue to 
grow over the next decade. It is important that any growth is planned in detail, with proper 
and full consultation from all impacted stakeholders. Given the magnitude of the 
development in question, this amendment should proceed through the standard and 
normal process, instead of being changed to a so-called “minor” amendment. My 
understanding is that our Regional district is the only one that allows for this minor 
amendment process. Please inform me if there are other Regional Districts which allow for 
a shorter process on such large decisions. 
 
From outside your chambers at city and regional halls this process appears extremely 
suspicious. Why would the board change its vote? Why does it seem like some members 
of the board are interested in changing the regional strategy at any cost? The more that 
people have learned about what has happened and what could happen as a result your 
decisions, the more we begin to distrust the process and the people responsible for 
managing growth in the Comox Valley, who should be making sure that said growth 
happens sustainably (at a financial, environmental, and social level). Your board is 
responsible to plan strategically and with a view of the long-term. This change in the 
standard process is short-sighted and not thoroughly planned. 
 
I worry that the housing affordability crisis that is happening in the lower mainland and 
Victoria will come here to the Comox Valley. Reckless development will destroy the 
beautiful place we call home, and the environment which has drawn us to come here and 
or/stay here. Poor management of the new infrastructure that is required for such rapid 
growth will devastating and long-lasting impacts on our community. 
 
Obviously, this is a desirable place to live and it is necessary to facilitate increased 
housing, especially considering that we already have a housing shortage (particularly 
affordable rental housing). This project, however, does not address these needs. Instead 
of supporting the people of the Comox Valley to stay here and have the wonderful quality 
of life that we all deserve, this project will only cater to folks who have ample money to buy 
homes, and many of whom are coming from away without a connection yet to this 
community. This will continue to increase the market value of property, further pushing out 
low-income families and young people. 
 
Why does the board not want to follow the Regional Growth Strategy that is already in 
place? My understanding is that the growth nodes in the Comox Valley, Union Bay, Mount 
Washington and Saratoga Beach have not reached capacity for growth. It would be wiser 
to make sure growth happens near or close to existing infrastructure, with a slow, well-
planned and community-minded densification strategy. This should happen in those areas 
which have already been marked as having the capacity for greater growth. Our schools, 
hospitals, roads, water and sewer systems will not be able to sustain reckless and 
unplanned development such as that proposed between the Puntledge and Browns rivers 
by 3L Development. 
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You must not rush to change a process and strategy which was created with the whole 
regions growth in mind. If it’s time to create a new regional growth strategy, take the time 
to do that instead of ignoring the plan that is already established. Understand that issues 
of affordable, sustainable housing matter to the people of the Comox Valley. We will not 
ignore irresponsible choices made by elected officials. 
 
Thank you 
 
Concerned citizens 
 
Peatr Lorian and Fiona Lorian 
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/2837/submission/1004 
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only one or two members of the COW. He was corrected by the chair as far as, according 
to regulations, only a vote by the entire committee can lead to the passing or failing of an 
amendment. 

One member cannot make and keep promises that bind the entire board, who are honour 
bound to vote to the best of their ability, on behalf of the people they were elected to 
represent. The matter has twice been shown contentious enough to falter in the minor 
amendment track, given the two instances where the COW failed to pass the amendment 
on the minor track and the results were only altered by pleas of the 3L representatives to 
change the rules of the game from provincial to local, and then out of an abundance of 
caution, to save the two thirds majority clause for the council in its entirety. 

A minor amendment should be, by definition, minor. Something that all of the board could 
feasibly agree apon. Something all the of the board could feel confident the people who 
elected them would agree apon. Something that needed very little further consult or 
vetting. 

There is no way that this amendement could possibly considered as minor, by the very 
definition of matter given in RGS. 

Amendments to the RGS. 

Regarding minor amendments: 

3.a) where a land use or development proposal is inconsistent with the RGS, and, in the
opinion of the CRVD board:

is NOT to be of regional significance in terms of scale, impacts, or precedence 

contributes to achieving the goals and objectives set out in Part 3; and 

contributes to achieving the general principles contained in the growth management 
strategy 
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Further, MG policy 1B-4 could offer some clarification as it states “Should minor 
adjustments to existing settlement node boundaries be identified through a local area 
planning process, such boundary adjustments shall be permitted subject to a minor 
amendment to the RGS” Whereas MG policy 1B3 on new settlement nodes, immediately 
preceding, states that “designation of any new settlement node will recquire an 
amendment to the regional growth strategy. 

It does not specifically disallow a minor amendment in that case but it definitely does not 
recommend one as it does in dealing with a 'minor change' to an existing node. New 
settlement nodes are by definition far from minor. They tend to be (particularly so in this 
case) regionally significant in terms of scale and impact, inconsistent with the land use 
already zoned for, and fail to achieve the general principles contained in the growth 
management strategy. 

The steering committee is comprised of specialists and paid to research the issue. The 
committee report advised against the amendment being considered minor. Before 
developing further afield the policies of the RGS state to first “increase housing 
opportunities in existing residential areas in Core Settlement Areas by encouraging multi 
family conversions, secondary suites and small lot infill. The steering committee report 
found that existing core settlement areas and existing nodes area not even close to 
capacity for development. 

Many of you are very focused on the potential of the donated parkland. We should not be 
so focused on the park that we forget the bigger picture. More important than the 
recreational area is the protection of the wildlife corridor and the watershed. A change 
from rural 2 homes per 20h (40 homes) up to a density of up to 1000 homes in the same 
area (the number on paper was 740 but Mr Kabal was quoted at 1000 during questioning 
at the first meeting I attended.) could in no way be construed as a minor change to the 
RGS. This would involve changes to multiple policy areas such as housing, ecosystems, 
natural areas and parks, transportation, infrastructure, and public health and safety. 

The park itself, while an intriguing idea to the public at first glance, would be better served 
left in its current form. Our valley has few enough natural places left. To encourage further 
exploitation of this delicate watershed and wildlife corridor is to invite conflict down the 
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line. The RGS was created to protect the integrity of our natural areas. It identifies this 
area as a critical watershed and we have spent so much money repairing damage other 
developments have done we would do well to examine the impacts of this one in depth 
before allowing drastic changes to be made. 

There is already a lot of traffic to the river. Adding 740+ (again, remember that Kabal was 
quoted at 1000 homes during questioning at the COW meeting) homes complete with 
families and guests will add a lot of toxic run off from vehicles, lawn products, and 
sunscreen (a recent article in the July 5th Vancouver Sun “Is sunscreen killing BC's 
Cowichan River?” goes into the details of how detrimental this can be, “In the US 
researchers discovered that 1200 swimmers would go through 76.8 kilograms of 
sunscreen a day and that the mist from aerosolized sunscreen carries for 450 metres.) 
Without further info we can only guess as to the impacts of sewage treatment – where will 
the resulting products go? 

The changing of a rural zone to one of high density urban nature would definitely affect the 
long term health of our climate. I recently attended a public info and planning session on 
our Urban Forest Strategy, hosted by Diamond Head Consulting on behalf of the City of 
Courtenay. According to the city's website “Communities around the province are adopting 
urban forest strategies to address environmental protection, stormwater management, 
climate change, habitat protection, and liveability.” 

I was personally unaware that trees and green spaces actually hold a monetary value in 
regards to their ability to sequester carbon and this is but one thing the city is interested in 
with their investigation into the health of our urban forest. For example, a 50 year old oak 
forest could sequester 30,000 pounds of carbon dioxide per square acre, emitting 22000 
pounds of oxygen in a year. This does a great deal, passively, to mitigate the pollution of 
our busy city. 

The City of Courtenay has hired Diamond Head Consulting to conduct a survey and 
collect data on the state of our urban forest and how it contributes to issues such as flood 
mitigation and air quality. “An Urban Forest Strategy is a planning tool that identifies 
opportunities and challenges for trees and forest stands on public and private land. The 
City’s strategy is expected to set a canopy cover target for the community as a whole, and 
for specific areas and land uses. The canopy cover target will inform which areas should 
be a priority for tree protection, and in which areas replanting would be beneficial.” 
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When the city is just beginning this very important study it would be folly to rush into a 
development in one of our most vital watersheds and wildlife corridors. Better to prevent 
damage than to have to spend the money to fix the effects down the line. 

The settlement can not be seen as a minor amendment no matter how you look at it, and 
there should be no such thing as masquerading a major amendment as a minor for 'the 
sake of expediency', such a folly would be a dangerous precedent as well as uncover 
some major unseen flaws if the process was not as fullsome as it needs to be. The blame 
would lie on the directors if the minor process overlooked any major issues. 

If the amendment is corrected to be viewed as a major one, as it clearly is, then all sides 
of the story will be more completely exposed. More thorough investigations will be done. 

Any delays to the development are not the fault of the board. They are part of the due 
process needed to make such major changes to the RGS. Changes that should not be 
taken lightly or rushed because a developer is concerned about his timing. The upcoming 
election has been stated as a reason to rush this along. This concerns me deeply. It 
should not matter who is elected to our board, they will use their competence to govern 
wisely based off the information given. Expediency is no excuse for ignoring the very 
definition of what 'minor' means and rushing through drastic alterations to our hard won 
RGS. 

This amendment to the RGS will indeed affect all of the surrounding areas, Cumberland, 
Courtenay, Comox, Royston. There likely should be involvement with the people of the 
First Nations, as well as plenty of public input and environmental study. The changes to 
infrastructure are immense and deserve a fullsome investigation and time to completely 
pursue the potential fallout and what will be done to mitigate it. 

Thank you for considering my input. 
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Lisa (Caroline) Christensen 

Full Name Lisa Christensen  
Email Address   
Phone Number   
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/314/submission/1002 
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decisions. This development will affect many species of flora and fauna in a very delicate 
wildlife corridor, and a watershed that is extremely important to our city and surrounding 
area. 
 
The Regional Growth Strategy is a comprehensive process involving public citizens 
(voters), the Provincial Government, the surrounding Regional Districts, the CV Regional 
District, local Municipalities and 7 First Nations. 
 
Growth must be planned for in a responsible and respectful way for all involved parties. 
 
Please do not classify 3L's proposal as a minor amendment. It clearly is not. The RGS 
was created for a reason and is not the be altered without deep thought for repercussions 
in the future. We have not even completed the (likely very costly) studies on the impact of 
urban forest the city has begun. The costs associated with restoring the delicate habitats 
we have already impacted in ways that cause issues with flooding and water supply 
should be considered before we brazenly destroy another of our rapidly fading local 
treasures. 
 
The developer purchased their land knowing what it was and was not zoned for. If they 
have to wait for due process in order to make changes to that allowable usage than so be 
it. Do not rush into a decision that should not be taken lightly. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lisa Christensen 
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/2835/submission/931 
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6410-20 / Amendments
RGS 1C 17

Subject: Form submission from: Feedback

From: Comox Valley Regional District [mailto:no‐reply@cvrdwebsite.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 10:18 AM 
To: administration <administration@comoxvalleyrd.ca> 
Subject: Form submission from: Feedback 

Submitted on Tuesday, July 10, 2018 - 10:18 

Submitted by anonymous user: 173.180.10.216 

Submitted values are: 

Provide your feedback in the space below:  
Please do NOT allow development near Stotan Falls. Say no to the Puntledge Triangle . 
We can not afford to have that many more homes in an area that should be preserved. 
Also who allowed all that land to be sold? 
Full Name Lori Ball  
Email Address   
Phone Number   
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/314/submission/929 

Dir Correspondence
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6410-20 / Amendments
RGS 1C 17

Subject: Form submission from: Feedback

From: Comox Valley Regional District [mailto:no‐reply@cvrdwebsite.ca]  
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 8:26 PM 
To: administration <administration@comoxvalleyrd.ca> 
Subject: Form submission from: Feedback 

Submitted on Monday, July 9, 2018 - 20:26 

Submitted by anonymous user: 96.54.222.126 

Submitted values are: 

Provide your feedback in the space below:  
I would like to state my opposition to the 3L development higher density proposal. It is 
against the regional strategy and is the wrong development for the area. I moved to this 
valley for it's nature and wildlife. This development will directly impact wildlife and traffic in 
the area. I appeal to all members of the regional district to do the right thing and vote 
against this proposal as presented. The future of our valley lies in your hands. Please 
show us that our district is forward thinking and moving ahead with innovative innitiatives, 
and not not old school "log it, burn it, pave it" mentality.  
Full Name Mary Mitchell  
Email Address   
Phone Number   
The results of this submission may be viewed at: 

https://www.comoxvalleyrd.ca/node/314/submission/926 

Directors Web
A. Mullaly
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PETITION: 1AR 0.1
f(i L7LE

We, the undersigned, call upon the Directors of the Comox-Strathcôna Regional
District to deny the application of 3L Developments for their proposed rezoning of JYf
the land straddling the Puntledge River adjacent to Stotan Falls- the ‘Riverwood’
proposal.

We cite three primary objections to this rezoning;
1/ This is forest land and should remain so. Our community needs a resource base
underpinning its economy and sustainable forestry has been and should continue to
be an important contributor to our economic well being.
2/ This land is adjacent to a very important watercourse that supports large
populations of a number of species of salmonids. Fisheries are another sustainable
source of jobs and of food and are vital to our community. We should not be densely
developing anywhere near fish bearing streams and rivers. In addition, a wide
variety of other wildlife depend upon the Puntledge River corridor and it should
remain intact.
3/ Finally, it is inimical to democracy and to credible and responsible planning
processes to let a developer end run the will of the citizenry and the work of elected
officials and planning professionals by up-zoning properties such as the one in
question purely for profit. We must not reward behavior that runs against well
established and community supported planning processes and make it clear to all
that development will take place within the context of the Official Community Plan,
or not at all.
Respectfully,
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ic rL- L
CQ

1Vatve CCvwaM o At4AQfCt1AAAQ

I 29 pt/ 7;’7

&a[v

S a v

iAl 1! I 25 ul —-----

V I VV ( N
‘I

61ce?
(rl

(3Ovi 4cøc2j(____

1 ‘c__i I I I

Page 230 of 251 Appendix E Page 230 of 251



j

becC

.SiO1\p,qnj

dQiLThtQ

9AoW7

z
(‘o-s\YD7C(YsY

r”jJi-wv

t7
q

fl(T)VJi\(

LAZWakW7

‘:

:?ç\çj

Nbt\‘)\k1\)cJ’

ô—’

c$tJA16)

t2Y27g
7L1/4.

3rc,1ZzL

1’()-c7

-

-4$ooh
O1ki4OJ,

3—i,7,42-l)v_O/i,W
“/iViriv-’ig±!QO-/I)-?Jy9

DksAc_t__
bO10

,
-#,72’24z 4DV090)4bzZ)Y2]

(__,VZ\

1L1’7-2JS

Page 231 of 251 Appendix E Page 231 of 251



Cc1r’ Viy RegiOfl DstflCt

RECE’JED
PETITION:

FIe: 2t

We, the undersigned, call upon the Directors of the Comox-Strathcona Regiona1 9 2018
District to deny the application of 3L Developments for their proposed rezoning of
the land straddling the Puntledge River adjacent to Stotan Falls- the ‘Riverwood’ :
proposal.

We cite three primary objections to this rezoning;
1/ This is forest land and should remain so. Our community needs a resource base
underpinning its economy and sustainable forestry has been and should continue to
be an important contributor to our economic well being.
2/ This land is adjacent to a very important watercourse that supports large
populations of a number of species of salmonids. Fisheries are another sustainable
source of jobs and of food and are vital to our community. We should not be densely
developing anywhere near fish bearing streams and rivers. In addition, a wide
variety of other wildlife depend upon the Puntledge River corridor and it should
remain intact.
3/ Finally, it is inimical to democracy and to credible and responsible planning
processes to let a developer end run the will of the citizenry and the work of elected
officials and planning professionals by up-zoning properties such as the one in
question purely for profit. We must not reward behavior that runs against well
established and community supported planning processes and make it clear to all
that development will take place within the context of the Official Community Plan,
or not at all.
Respectfully,

Name Address Signature
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PETITION:
COrflOX10,

Ditr

We, the undersigned, call upon the Directors of the Comox-Strathcona
District to deny the application of 3L Developments for their proposed rezoning of
the land straddling the Puntledge River adjacent to Stotan Falls- the ‘Riverwood’ JAN 05
proposal.

ThL t7eZ

We cite three primary objections to this rezoning;
1/ This is forest land and should remain so. Our community needs a resource base
underpinning its economy and sustainable forestry has been and should continue to
be an important contributor to our economic well being.
2/ This land is adjacent to a very important watercourse that supports large
populations of a number of species of salmonids. Fisheries are another sustainable
source of jobs and of food and are vital to our community. We should not be densely
developing anywhere near fish bearing streams and rivers. In addition, a wide
variety of other wildlife depend upon the Puntledge River corridor and it should
remain intact.
3/ Finally, it is inimical to democracy and to credible and responsible planning
processes to let a developer end run the will of the citizenry and the work of elected
officials and planning professionals by up-zoning properties such as the one in
question purely for profit. We must not reward behavior that runs against well
established and community supported planning processes and make it clear to all
that development will take place within the context of the Official Community Plan,
or not at all.
Respectfully,

Name Address
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RECEIVED
PETITION:

We, the undersigned, call upon the Directors of the Comox-Strathcona Regiona 22 2017
District to deny the application of 3L Developments for their proposed rezoning of
the land straddling the Puntledge River adjacent to Stotan Falls- the ‘River*ood’
proposal.

We cite three primary objections to this rezoning;
1/ This is forest land and should remain so. Our community needs a resource base
underpinning its economy and sustainable forestry has been and should continue to
be an important contributor to our economic well being.
2/ This land is adjacent to a very important watercourse that supports large
populations of a number of species of salmonids. Fisheries are another sustainable
source of jobs and of food and are vital to our community. We should not be densely
developing anywhere near fish bearing streams and rivers. In addition, a wide
variety of other wildlife depend upon the Puntledge River corridor and it should
remain intact.
3/ Finally, it is inimical to democracy and to credible and responsible planning
processes to let a developer end run the will of the citizenry and the work of elected
officials and planning professionals by up-zoning properties such as the one in
question purely for profit. We must not reward behavior that runs against well
established and community supported planning processes and make it clear to all
that development will take place within the context of the Official Community Plan,
or not at all.
Respectfully,
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3220-20 / 3L

From: Sylvia Stephens
Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 4:35 PM
To:
Subject: RE: Feedback: Planning

Good afternoon Ingrid. 

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential development near Duncan Bay Main. 

We will add your comments to our correspondence for this file. 

Sincerely, 

Sylvia Stephens 

Sylvia Stephens  
Branch Assistant  
Comox Valley Regional District  
600 Comox Road  
Courtenay, BC V9N 3P6  
Tel: 250-334-6043 

From: no‐reply@comoxvalleyrd.com [mailto:no‐reply@comoxvalleyrd.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 6, 2017 9:12 AM 
To: planningdevelopment@comoxvalleyrd.ca 
Subject: Feedback: Planning 

Topic: 
Planning 

Name: 
Ingrid Watermann 

Email: 
 

Phone: 
 

Address: 
5261 Mystic Rise 

Message: 
Hello,  

I am not sure which department to pass on feedback regarding the potential development along Duncan Bay 
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Main logging road.  
After the Forbidden Plateau Association Meeting this was brought up.  
Me and my husband Richard Mravik are not in favor of a high density development of a potential 700 homes , 
we moved into the regional district to live in a lower density area.  
 
Thank you Ingrid  
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3220-20 / 3L Stotan Falls

From: The Mechanic 
Sent: Thursday, April 6, 2017 9:04 AM
To: planningdevelopment@comoxvalleyrd.ca
Subject: Re- 3L owner David Dutcyvich and the Comox Valley Regional District.

Dear CVRD, 
I applaud you in sticking to your guns, do not let a massive development such as the proposed 3L subdivision 
ruin our valley forever. 

So the owner has put up a toll gate, in hope that the public will apply pressure to you.   My response is that there 
are many other places to enjoy, and I do not intend to visit this area under these conditions. 

Hold the course and keep our valley (regional) natural please! 

Thanks for your time, 

Gerry J Bolda 
Comox BC 
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3220-20 / 3L Stotan Falls

From: Landry, Jordan 
Sent: Wednesday, April 5, 2017 8:32 PM
To: planningdevelopment@comoxvalleyrd.ca
Subject: stoten falls

I am saddened to hear that a land owner can and does actually own a river bed. Does that not concern the CVRD. 3L 
properties apparently owns Stoten falls. Is this true? And now he has decided to close the area to the public, which I 
guess is within his rights. What is the purpose of this? Please do not allow the area to be developed. It is a truly beautiful 
place and one of the defining natural features of the Comox valley. It should be available for everyone to enjoy just like 
Nymph falls is now.  
Sincerely, Jordan Landry, Area C resident  

Page 251 of 251 Appendix E Page 251 of 251




