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UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

3.

Development Permit Review

Andrew Tucker brought copies of all Development Guidelines that staff need to
consider/refer to depending on the development permit application.

Bruce Anderson provided a ppt presentation respecting the Development Permit process
review and stated that a pre-application meeting may occur between staff, applicant and
consultants to identify issues and provide initial comment and feedback, prior to an
application being submitted.

Committee’s comments:

Applicant needs to receive as much information as early as possible in the
process; discuss the scope of the project.

Give staff the ability to tell an applicant that their project will not work and reject it
at the front counter.

Staff needs to advise an applicant immediately when they require assistance from
a professional (i.e. developer, planning consultant, Team Leader, etc.).

Decide what type of quality in architecture/design Nanaimo wants to inherit. It's
important to build something that we can all be proud of. The process should be
rigorous and a pre-application meeting should be mandatory.

Have an “initial meeting” that is mandatory and then a “pre-application meeting” a
week or so later to follow up, as staff may have further requirements. Minimum
two meetings with staff, prior to application submission.

Staff could divide the applicants into a “two-stream process” based on their
development experience or inexperience.

The initial meeting (inquiry) could be for staff to determine which stream the
applicant will fit into. Then a pre-application meeting could be held when the
applicant is in the correct stream.

Staff to bring other pertinent staff to the pre-application meeting (i.e. arborist,
technical staff, etc.) because those staff may identify issues that determine
whether the project will be viable.

Staff to immediately advise the applicant of historical information on a property,
which may affect viability of the project.

Staff may determine at a pre-application meeting that a “development team” is
necessary if the project is complex.

Staff to invite applicants or any interested party, to attend a Design Advisory Panel
(DAP) meeting for a better understanding of what staff is trying to accomplish with
a development permit process, design guidelines and design review.

Purchaser needs to do their due diligence before hand and not blame staff when
they are presented with issues about a property which makes it difficult /
impossible to develop.

Staff's comments:

Staff’s job is to review the application; not design the project.
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o Staff deal with a variety of sophistication in applicants. It takes a lot of time and
effort for staff to assist developers with their projects.

e Applicant needs to understand that more requirements may be required by staff
after staff reviews the application.

e Council to determine what level of scrutiny it expects from staff.

e There are various levels of applicants, which will need to be fit into the correct
stream process.

e Pre-application meetings could be mandatory for all processes (i.e. rezoning,
development permit, building permit, efc.).

e Applicant does not want to spend any money up front, so may not bring a civil
engineer into the process until later when it's realized he’s needed and then it
becomes an issue.

e Some applicants are aggressive and argue with staff over necessary requirements.

e There are standards in development that staff tries to achieve.

o Staff will advise the applicant when there is any negative history on a piece of
property.
e Agreed that experienced staff need to be in front counter positions.

Kevin Krastel, Chair, Design Advisory Panel, made the following comments:

e A pre-application meeting should be mandatory, especially if the applicant has
never developed a property before; a pre-application meeting will only improve the
process and what goes forward to the Design Panel.

e After an initial meeting, the applicant will be able to decide if the project is viable.

e DAP members would be willing to attend a pre-application meeting between staff
and the applicant (after an initial meeting), if this would be beneficial to the
process.

e Councillors are welcome to attend a DAP meeting to attain a better understanding
of the design process and prior to voting on a complex development.

o If DAP requests changes to a project, staff works with the applicant to make
revisions; some applications return to DAP two or three times with revisions until
DAP is able to support it.

Councillor Fred Pattje, Chair, Nanaimo Advisory Planning Committee (NAPC), stated that
he has learned a lot more about the development permit process just by attending today’s
meeting and he agreed with a previous comment about the importance of quality in
architecture/design in buildings.

Staff advised that NAPC is in the process in the beginning of a development (in the zoning
stage). If the zoning is correct, then NAPC does not review the application.

The consensus of the Committee was to refer the Development Permit process back to
staff for review and to bring back a process that includes a pre-application meeting.

Mr. Krastel and Councillor Pattje were invited to attend the next Development Process
Review Committee meeting to continue discussion on this item. Mr. Krastel requested
that Ms. Renee Lussier, Landscape Architect, also be invited to participate in discussion
on the landscape component of the Development Permit process. Staff will invite
Ms. Renee Lussier to the Mar. 12 meeting.
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Mr. Krastel left the meeting at 12:45 p.m.

4. City Engineering Standards

Bob Prokopenko provided a ppt and discussed the proposed amendment item for review:
Appendix D — Minimum required statutory right-of-way and temporary working easement
widths for underground services through private property revised to include modifications
to the widths of the right-of-way (ROW).

Reasons to change the existing ROW are:
e To provide sufficient ROW to allow adequate access and operation of equipment

for maintenance and replacement of underground infrastructure.

o Houses are getting bigger and lot sizes smaller, which results in less flexibility for
infrastructure replacement.

¢ As the City has to upgrade more of the aging and undersized pipes in side and rear
yards, they are encountering difficulties completing the work in the existing ROW
widths.

Tools to help reduce ROW impacts and changes to the development process were
discussed.

Staff clarified that there are options for steeper, sloping properties under the Steep Slope
Guidelines. There is a one year in-stream status protection for all projects.

Rod Smith stated that he has circulated this information within the community and has
subsequently met several times with staff, which has resulted in the amended Appendix D.

This amendment will increase up-front time for some development approvals
(i.e. pre-design/supplemental reports in the planning stage), but may reduce re-design
costs and ensure concerns will be addressed earlier in the process (i.e. provides more
certainty for lot yield, through the project life).

Bob Prokopenko advised of the following timeline:

Feb 26 — DPRC final comment and endorsement

Mar 11 — Information Report to Council to provide notice of the upcoming MoESS Bylaw
Amendment

Mar 25 — Bylaw Amendment to Council

Apr 08 — Bylaw Adoption (60-day implementation)

Jun 07 — Implementation date of MOESS Edition No. 10

Staff advised that notification about this change will be provided to anyone who has a
Preliminary Layout Application (PLA) in stream now. There is a one year in-stream status
protection for all projects.

It was MOVED and SECONDED that the Committee recommend to Council to proceed
with the timeline and endorse the amendments made to the bylaw as indicated.

CARRIED
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Workplan 2013 — Proposed Amendments

Ted Swabey provided the following proposed additions to the 2013 Workplan:

e Duplex to Fourplex illegal conversions
e Toilet Rebates (to be handled by the Manager of Building Inspections)

Dale Lindsay advised that a Water Conservation Strategy was completed in 2008.
Subsequent to this, a Toilet Rebate Program was created in 2009 with $50,000/year put
towards replacing residential 13 litre toilets with a low-flow model. The program has
continued from 2009 to date with a budget of $50,000 per year. The Toilet Rebate
Program has been very successful with the funds being completely used in most years
and cumulative water saving of approximately of 200 million litres of water per year. A
consultant has been hired to review the 2008 Water Conservation Strategy for the City,
and it is recommended that the Toilet Rebate Program be included in this review.

The consensus of the Committee was to recommend expansion of the Toilet Rebate
Program to include commercial and multi-family properties.

It was MOVED and SECONDED that the Committee recommends to Council that the
Toilet Rebate Program be included in the current review of the 2008 Water Conservation
Strategy.

CARRIED

NEW BUSINESS:

Ted Swabey advised that Mr. Toby Gorman will be attending the next meeting on 2013-
Mar-12 to discuss infill development and developer/City/resident communication.

NEXT MEETING

The next meeting will be held on Tuesday, 2013-Mar-12, 11:30 a.m., SARC Board Room.

WX L

Bill Bestwick, Chair

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 1:20 p.m.
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