AGENDA
@1 For the Council Meeting to be Held
At the Saanich Municipal Hall,
770 Vernon Avenue
' MONDAY, MARCH 27, 2017

|  6:00 P.M., COMMITTEE ROOM NO. 2

Motion to close the meeting to the public in accordance with Section 90 (1) (a) of the Community Charter.
Il 7:30 P.M., COUNCIL CHAMBERS

A. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

1. Special Committee of the Whole meetings held February 28, March 1 and March 8, 2017
2. Special Council meeting held March 13, 2017
3. Council meeting held March 20, 2017
4. Committee of the Whole meeting held March 20, 2017
B. BYLAWS
Final Reading
1. PARKS AND RECREATION FEES AND CHARGES BYLAW
Final reading of “Parks and Recreation Fees and Charges Bylaw, 2017, No. 9418”. To set rates, fees and
charges in effect from April 1, 2017 to March 31, 2018.
First Reading (Subject to a Public Hearing)
2. OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT BYLAW
P.3 First reading of “Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9419.” To update
the appendices to include Appendix O Shelbourne Valley Action Plan, and make necessary housekeeping
amendments as outlined in the amendment bylaw.
C. PUBLIC INPUT (ON BUSINESS ITEMS D & E)
D. RESOLUTIONS FOR ADOPTION
1. CONTRACT EXTENSION FOR CONSULTING ENGINEERING AND CONTRACT ADMINISTRATION
FOR 2016 WATERWORKS CAPITAL PROJECTS
P.54 Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 14, 2017 recommending that Council confirm the
award of RFP 12/15 Consulting Engineering Services — Detailed Design 2016 Waterworks Capital
projects for a total of $280,000 (exclusive of taxes) subject to change orders with the approved budget.
2. AWARD OF TENDER 02/17 — SIDEWALK UPGRADES: LINWOOD AVENUE
P. 56 Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 17, 2017 recommending that Council award Tender
02/17 Sidewalk Upgrades: Linwood Avenue, and change orders within the project budget, to Don Mann
Excavating in the amount of $586,411 (excluding GST).
3. AWARD OF TENDER 03/17 — TRAFFIC CONTROL SERVICES
P. 58 Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 15, 2017 recommending that Council award Tender
03/17 Traffic Control Services to Western Traffic Ltd. in the amount of $93,225 (based on annual
estimated quantities and excluding GST).
4. AWARD OF TENDER 04/17 — OPEN CUT STORM AND SANITARY REPLACEMENT
P. 60 Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 17, 2017 recommending that Council award Tender
04/17 Open Cut Storm and Sanitary Replacement, plus change orders within budget, to Brunnell
Construction Ltd. in the amount of $1,748,957 (excluding GST).
5. AWARD OF TENDER 05/17 - WATERWORKS FITTINGS
P. 62 Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 17, 2017 recommending that Council award Tender

05/17 Waterworks Fittings for goods as and when ordered to three vendors as outlined in the report with
estimated annual values (based on estimated annual quantities and excluding taxes) as follows: Emco
Corporation Ltd. “Waterworks” for $232,130.90; Andrew Sheret Limited for $40, 968.53; and Fred
Surridge Ltd. for $61,552.03.
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P. 64

P. 66

P. 68

P.70

P.72

P. 88

P. 90

P. 101

10.

AWARD OF TENDER 06/17 — ASPHALT PAVING WORKS

Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 17, 2017 recommending that Council award Tender
06/17 Asphalt Paving Works to Island Asphalt Company (Division of O.K. Industries Ltd.) in the amount of
$1,705,138 (based on estimated quantities and excluding GST).

AWARD OF TENDER 07/17 — CONSTRUCTION OF CONCRETE WORKS

Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 17, 2017 recommending that Council award Tender
07/17 Construction of Concrete Works to Island Asphalt Company (Division of O.K. Industries Ltd.) in the
amount of $995,875 (based on estimated quantities and excluding GST).

AWARD OF TENDER 08/17 — COLD ASPHALT MILLING

Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 17, 2017 recommending that Council award Tender
08/17 Cold Asphalt Milling to Capital City Paving Ltd. in the amount of $631,600 (based on estimated
quantities and excluding GST).

AWARD OF RFP 06/17 — PARKS AND RECREATION ENTERPRISE SYSTEM REPLACEMENT
PROJECT

Report of the Directors of Parks and Recreation and Corporate Services dated March 20, 2017
recommending that Council award RFP 06/17 Parks and Recreation Enterprise System Replacement
Project to ACTIVE Network, LLC, subject to successful contract negotiations and change orders within
approved budget, for an estimated cost of $772,850.45 for implementation and for the first three (3) years.

GOWARD HOUSE LEASE AGREEMENT

Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 15, 2017 recommending that Council authorize the
Director of Legislative Services to amend the Goward House Society’s lease to a facility-use agreement
as outlined in the report, and that Council instruct staff to include the increase in Capital and Operating
budgets for Facility Operations in the 2017 Financial Plan.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES

1.

PROTECTIVE SERVICES - PERSONNEL COSTS

Recommendation from the March 9, 2017 Personnel Standing Committee meeting that Council support
Councillor Haynes in creating a response to arbitrated cost of protective services and to include
consultation with Chief Constable Downie and Fire Chief Burgess and interested parties.

** x Adjournment * * *

AGENDA
For the Committee of the Whole Meeting
* IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING**
The Council Meeting in the Council Chambers

2893 SEA VIEW ROAD - REQUEST FOR REMOVAL FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA

From the November 14, 2016 Committee of the Whole meeting where a Public Hearing was called.
Supplemental report of the Director of Planning dated March 13, 2017 to provide a recommendation in
relation to including the existing 15m buffer as an option for this property.

4727, 4731, 4735, 4739, 4740 TREETOP HEIGHTS AND 4755, 4769 CORDOVA BAY ROAD -
REQUEST FOR REMOVAL FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA
Report of the Director of Planning dated February 15, 2017 recommending that Council support Option 3
to improve the accuracy of the mapping as outlined in the report.

** x Adjournment * * *

“‘IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO. 9419

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8940,
BEING THE "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008"

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows:

1) Bylaw No. 8940, being the "Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008" is hereby amended as
follows:

(a) By deleting the fourth Whereas clause from the introduction to the Bylaw and
substituting therefore the following:

AND WHEREAS an official community plan has been prepared for all areas of the
District of Saanich, attached hereto as Schedule “A” and comprising the following

appendices:
Appendix “A” General Plan
Appendix “B” Blenkinsop Local Area Plan
Appendix “C” Cadboro Bay Local Area Plan
Appendix “D” Carey Local Area Plan
Appendix “E” Cordova Bay Local Area Plan
Appendix “F” Gordon Head Local Area Plan
Appendix “G” North Quadra Local Area Plan
Appendix “H” Quadra Local Area Plan
Appendix “I” Royal Oak Local Area Plan
Appendix “J” Rural Saanich Local Area Plan
Appendix “K” Saanich Core Local Area Plan
Appendix “L” Shelbourne Local Area Plan
Appendix “M” Tillicum Local Area Plan
Appendix “N” Development Permit Areas,
Justification and Guidelines
Appendix “O” Shelbourne Valley Action Plan

(b) By deleting Section 1 of the Bylaw and substituting therefore the following:

“The official community plan attached hereto as Schedule “A” comprising appendices
“A” to “O” inclusive and made a part of this Bylaw is hereby designated as the Official
Community Plan for the District of Saanich.”
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(c) By adding the following text to Section “1.0 Background” of Appendix “F” - Gordon
Head Local Area Plan, Section “1.0 Introduction” of Appendix “H” - Quadra Local Area
Plan and Section “1.0 Background” of “Appendix “L” Shelbourne Local Area Plan:

“‘Companion Plans

Local Area Plans work in concert with a number of other policy documents to provide
guidance at the local level. Companion documents often overlap local area boundaries
and in some instances, can provide more current policy direction than what is included
in the Local Area Plan.

The Shelbourne Valley Action Plan, adopted in 2017, is a comprehensive plan that
incorporates portions of three local areas: Shelbourne, Gordon Head and Quadra. The
Shelbourne Valley Action Plan holistically addresses the Shelbourne Street Corridor
(and areas 500 metres on either side) from both a transportation and land use
perspective. In areas of overlap it is essential to also refer to the Shelbourne Valley
Action Plan to obtain current policy guidance.”

(d) By amending Appendix “F” Gordon Head Local Area Plan by deleting Map 5.2 Multi-
family Housing and substituting therefore a new Map 5.2 attached hereto as Schedule
“All.

(e) By amending Appendix “F” Gordon Head Local Area Plan by deleting Map 6.1
Commercial and substituting therefore a new Map 6.1 attached hereto as Schedule
“Bll.

() By amending Appendix “H” Quadra Local Area Plan by deleting Map 4.1 Multi-family
Housing and substituting therefore a new Map 4.1 attached hereto as Schedule “C”.

(g) By amending Appendix “L” Shelbourne Local Area Plan by deleting Map 6.2 Multi
Family Development Guidelines and substituting therefore a new Map 6.2 attached
hereto as Schedule “D”.

(h) By amending Appendix “L” Shelbourne Local Area Plan by deleting Map 9.1
Commercial Land Use and substituting therefore a new Map 9.1 attached hereto as
Schedule “E”.

(i) By adding the following text to Section “5.0 Housing” of Appendix “F” - Gordon Head
Local Area Plan, Section “4.0 Residential” of Appendix “H” - Quadra Local Area Plan
and Section“6.0 Housing” of “Appendix “L” Shelbourne Local Area Plan:

“The Shelbourne Valley Action Plan, adopted in 2017, supplements the direction in the
Local Area Plan and identifies a broader range of sites suitable for multi-family
housing. When evaluating land use proposals, the Shelbourne Valley Action Plan
should be consulted for current policy guidance.”

() By adding the following text to Section “6.0 Commercial” of Appendix “F” - Gordon
Head Local Area Plan and Section “9.0 Commercial” of “Appendix “L” Shelbourne
Local Area Plan:

“The Shelbourne Valley Action Plan, adopted in 2017, supplements the direction in the
Local Area Plan and should be referred to when assessing potential mixed-use or
commercial land use proposals.”

2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW,
2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9419".
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SCHEDULE E
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES November 14, 2016

1410-04
Report —
Planning

xref: 2860-25
Sea View Road

2893 SEA VIEW ROAD - REQUEST FOR REMOVAL FROM THE
ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA (EDPA)

Report of the Director of Planning dated October 27, 2016 recommending that
Council not support the request to remove the property from the Environmental
Development Permit Area (EDPA) for the reasons outlined in the report.

In response to questions from Council, the Director of Planning stated:

- Council can approve exclusion of the property from the EDPA, decline exclusion
of the property from the EDPA or make a motion to postpone consideration until
further information is received.

- Based on RS-16 zoning, construction of a house would need to be set back 11
metres from the rear property line determined by the high water mark;
construction of a studio or shed would need to be set back 7.5 metres from the
property line.

- Federal bird sanctuary legislation runs in parallel to the EDPA, but the EDPA is
not impacted by it.

- More information on the Federal bird sanctuary legislation and any protection of
the foreshore could be provided in a subsequent report if Council so wished.

- Staff have ground truthed the property and confirmed that a majority of the
property is manicured grass, garden beds and some invasive species on the
bank; the bank should be considered for future restoration.

- FErosion and potential storm events should be taken into account when
waterfront properties are being considered for removal from the EDPA and/or
restoration work is being undertaken.

In response to questions from Council, the Chief Administrative Officer stated:

- As per legislative requirements, there was significant public consultation done
over a two-year period when the EDPA Bylaw was being created.

- The request is to exclude the property from the bylaw; Council can choose to
exclude the property from the EDPA, refuse exclusion or postpone
consideration.

- As part of the EDPA review process, there may be changes to the EDPA bylaw
that could affect properties; Council would have to make decisions on how to
proceed should the EDPA bylaw change.

APPLICANT:

T. Luchies and T. Lea on behalf of the owners, presented to Council and

highlighted:

- A Registered Professional Biologist's report was provided as part of the
application; staff attended the property and confirmed that there are no native
species on the portion of the property that the applicants are requesting to be
removed from the EDPA.

- The applicants agree that Area “A” is an environmentally sensitive area that
ought to remain in the EDPA.

- The area that the applicant wishes to remove from the EDPA contains
ornamental rock work, grass, a retaining wall and slope that includes invasive
species; the EDPA is not appropriate for this part of the property.

- Itis unknown how long the review of the EDPA process would take.

- The EDPA results in a restriction on the applicants’ property which is not
appropriate.

- The 30 metre buffer zone encompasses the house; there is no environmental or
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES November 14, 2016

scientific justification for a buffer on the property.

The objective of the EDPA bylaw is to protect the areas of highest biodiversity.
Area “A” meets the bylaw description of a marine backshore and should remain
in the EDPA, field verification has shown that the rest of the property is not an
area of highest diversity therefore it should be removed from the EDPA.

There may be a need for buffers on properties that contain wetlands.

PUBLIC INPUT:
M. Mitchell, Kentwood Terrace, stated:

The applicants have completed the requirements to apply for a removal of their
property from the EDPA; the possibility of future applications requesting removal
from the EDPA should not hinder a decision on this application.

. Kushner, Tudor Avenue, stated:

The application is based on good science; Council is encouraged to approve the
request to remove the property from the EDPA.

. Ball, Cordova Bay Road, stated:

Saanich residents have been looking to Council for a transparent decision on
the EDPA, the science and mapping; although a review is being undertaken, it
is unknown how long the review will take and it is unclear if the review will
address concerns.

This is a reasonable and well substantiated application based on sound and
substantiated material.

. Barrand, Treetop Heights, stated:

The delay for reviewing applications for removal is frustrating; the EDPA is a
covenant on a property that is not appropriate.
The biologist's report shows that the EDPA bylaw should not apply on the

property.

. Sawatsky, Miramontes Drive, stated:

The applicant has followed Saanich’s process for removal of the property from
the EDPA.

At other meetings, Council had indicated that if the professional evidence
showed that the property should not be in the EDPA, it would be removed.

W. Pugh, Prospect Lake Road, stated:

Protection of the marine backshore is supportable; the EDPA permits mowing
lawns and moving lawn furniture.

The absence of Garry oak trees on the property is not the only criteria for
exclusion from the EDPA; there may be a lack of understanding of the EDPA
bylaw and the processes required.

Removal of waterfront properties could threaten the marine backshore and
riparian areas; no decisions for removal of properties from the EDPA should be
made until after the review is completed and the recommendations analyzed.

K. Harper, Bonair Place, stated:

The request to remove the portion of the property from the EDPA bylaw is
supportable; the owners have followed the process as set out in the bylaw.

Council made a commitment to hear applications and make decisions on a
case-by-case basis; Council also has the responsibility of enforcing the bylaw

96



COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES November 14, 2016

as written.
The fact that more applications may come forward is irrelevant to this
application.

M. Beauchamp, San Marino Crescent, stated:

A Suzuki Foundation publication mentions Saanich’s Environmentally Sensitive
Area (ESA) Atlas as an example for other communities; the activities listed as
concerns by the owner are exempted from the bylaw.

The application for removal should be rejected at this time; there is no proposed
development for the property.

With sea level rise expected, the biggest challenges that Saanich will face are
beyond the lifetime of current home owners; Saanich is the only stakeholder
today that can reliably be expected to be interested in these matters in 50 years.

. Haddon, James Heights, stated:

There is reasonable and flexible criteria through the EDPA bylaw to preserve
environmentally sensitive areas when development is proposed; the owner is
not intending to develop their property at this time.

Property values have not been impacted by EDPA designation; the proposed
activities are permitted under the bylaw.

Removal of the property from the EDPA bylaw is not justified; Council is
encourage to wait for the review to be completed before considering removal of
properties from the EDPA.

B. Morrison, Woodhall Drive, stated:

The applicants have complied with the requirements of the application process;
a report from a Registered Professional Biologist has been submitted.

C. Phillips, Gordon Head Road, stated:

Council is to be commended for honouring their pledge to review applications
for removal on a case-by-case basis; it is important that residents see that
Saanich is abiding by its own bylaw.

He supports the removal of the property based on the Registered Professional
Biologist’s report.

. Von Schulmann, NFA, stated:

There is concern with the application as it goes against good planning and
governance; by removing properties from the EDPA, the future ability to decide
what is an appropriate development in this area is lost.

The EDPA does not impact property values and does not impact what an owner
can do on their property on a day-by-day basis; the intent of the inclusion of the
marine backshore in the EDPA is to restore what is already there.

The EDPA does not limit development; property owners would work with
Saanich staff to ensure that development is appropriate.

. Husted, Cyril Owen Place, stated:

The EDPA ensures development is done responsibly and respects the
environment; other municipalities request that Registered Professional
Biologists have coastal experience and be active in that area.

It may be appropriate to have the Department of Oceans and Fisheries consult
on changes to the marine backshore.

Saanich needs to consider sea level rise; decisions to remove properties from
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Motion:

the EDPA should be postponed until after the review is completed.

MOVED by Councillor Derman and Seconded by Councillor Sanders: “That
the meeting continue past 11:00 p.m.”
CARRIED

A. Wortmann, Phyllis Street, stated:
- The applicants have met the requirements of the EDPA bylaw and provided a
Registered Professional Biologist's report.

G. Morrison, McAnally Road, stated:
- The application is supportable.

W. Wright, Sea View Road, stated:

- It is reasonable to assume that there are some properties that do not contain
sensitive ecosystems; the bylaw was derived by photos taken from the air;
properties should be ground truthed.

- New development does allow for removal of significant and protected trees; the
property does not contain sensitive ecosystems.

- Decisions on removing properties from the EDPA should include consultation of
the property owners.

A. Bull, Wilkinson Road, stated:

- Council previously adopted a motion to hear applications on a case-by-case
basis; the applicants have met the requirements of the bylaw.

- Two Registered Professional Biologists have been to the property and provided
reports; there is no requirement for the Environment and Natural Areas Advisory
Committee to review the application.

- There is no scientific or technical justification to protect all but a small piece of
shorefront on this property.

- Property owners should be encouraged to protect sensitive ecosystems.

COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS:

In response to questions from Council, the Director of Planning stated:

- Another property owner recently applied for removal from the EDPA, the
property had two environmentally sensitive areas; coastal bluff and marine
backshore. The marine backshore portion was retained in the EDPA.

- The municipality has confirmed its legal authority to include restoration and
buffers in the EDPA.

MOVED by Councillor Derman and Seconded by Councillor Sanders: “That it
be recommended that Council not support the request to partially remove
the property at 2893 Sea View Road from the Environmental Development
Permit Area.”

Councillor Derman stated:
- Moving lawn furniture and mowing grass is permitted under the EDPA and
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therefore removal is not required.

- There are parts of the property where there appears to be no sensitive
ecosystem; restoration and buffers are also part of the bylaw.

- The larger goals need to be considered when reviewing applications for removal
from the EDPA.

Councillor Brice stated:

- A review process is being undertaken to see if the EDPA can be improved;
Council committed to reviewing applications for removal on a case-by-case
basis.

- The property owner wants some peace of mind; the services of a Registered
Professional Biologist was obtained.

- The owner met the requirements of the EDPA bylaw.

Councillor Wergeland stated:
- Reports from Registered Professional Biologists should be accepted; the
applicant has met the requirements of the EDPA process.

Councillor Haynes stated:

- The Registered Professional Biologists have ground truthed the property; it may
be appropriate to leave the existing ivy on the slope to protect against sea level
rise.

Councillor Sanders stated:

- She would like to see the results of the review of the EDPA bylaw before
consideration is given to removing properties; sea level rise is a serious
consideration for this property.

- The reasons why the applicant wants the property removed are not defensible.

Councillor Murdock stated:

- The EDPA was created to protect sensitive ecosystems during development; it
may be possible to have a more defined boundary with a buffer that may give
the owner peace of mind while still protecting the marine backshore.

Councillor Brownoff stated:

- There may need to review the buffer as it goes through the house; the review of
the EDPA bylaw may result in incentives being provided for properties in the
EDPA.

- The mapping done by the Capital Regional District in relation to sea level rise is
a concern.

Councillor Plant stated:
- Defining hardship is subjective; there may be other laws that would protect the
marine backshore.

Mayor Atwell stated:
- There is a process in place to review applications for removal from the EDPA.
- The applicant has provided a report by a Registered Professional Biologist.

The Motion was then Put and DEFEATED

With Mayor Atwell and Councillors Brice, Haynes, Murdock, Plant and
Wergeland OPPOSED
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MOVED by Councillor Brice and Seconded by Councillor Haynes: “That a
Public Hearing be called to consider the request to remove the
Environmental Development Permit Area from the property at Lot 2, Section
44, Victoria District, Plan 6197 (2893 Sea View Road) from the Environmental
Development Permit Area Atlas, except Area “A” as outlined in the report of
T. Lea, Registered Professional Biologist.”

In response to questions from Council, the Director of Planning stated:

- Clarification in relation to the buffer would likely be needed before a Public
Hearing is advertised; a buffer would not be added to the property unless
Council directed staff to do so.

- The portion of the property that the owner is requesting be removed from the
EDPA bylaw is Area “B”, outlined in the report of the Registered Professional
Biologist, Mr. Ted Lea, dated September 24, 2016.

In response to questions from Council, the Chief Administrative Officer stated:

- When the item comes to Council for First Reading of the bylaw, further
information, including for a buffer, could be provided to Council; the
recommendation for the buffer could be modified at the Public Hearing if need
be.

Councillor Plant stated:
- If a buffer is not placed on this property, it will be the only property in the EDPA
that does not have a buffer.

MOVED by Councillor Plant and Seconded by Councillor Derman: “That the
motion be amended to include: that staff be directed to prepare a
recommendation for Council’s consideration in relation to including the
existing 15 metre buffer as an option for this property.”

In response to questions from Council, the Director of Planning stated:
- A supplemental report could be provided in regard to options related to
provision of a buffer along with a staff recommendation.
Mayor Atwell stated:
- When the recommendation for a buffer is deliberated, the effect on other
properties needs to be considered.
The Amendment to the Motion was then Put and CARRIED

The Main Motion was then Put and CARRIED
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To: Mayor and Councll

From: Rosalie and Stephen Davis (4731 Treetop Heights, Victoria BC V8Y-1E3)
Date: March 22, 2017

Re: EDPA

Dear Mayor and Council,

We reside at 4731 Treetop Heights and have done so since 1980. Thank you for hearing our
request to remove our property from the EDPA. As we cannot make the meeting, | have asked
our neighbor, John Barrand to be our eyes and ears and speak on our behalf.

We strongly believe that our property has no “Environmental Sensitive Areas” and have been
doing our best to keep back “Invasive Species”. We had a Registered Biologist (Ted Lea) walk
our property and his report clearly stated that there is NO Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relative
natural state on our property.

We both enjoy our property and home very much. We have no plans to develop our property,
but are asking to have our property removed from the EDPA, for it should not be in the EDPA,
which by what we have seen on current mapping, goes thru the center of our home. As we both
are aging, there will be a time when we both have to relocate/sell to better accommodate our
needs. Thus, the EDPA could decrease the value of our property. Retirement and funds will be
based on the value of the home when the time comes to sell it.

Thank you for taking time, to consider removing us from the EDPA and correcting the mapping
error.

Respectfully,

R and S Davis
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	Tender 06-17 - Asphalt Paving Works
	Tender 07-17 - Construction of Concrete Works
	Tender 08-17 - Cold Asphalt Milling
	RFP 06/17 - Parks and Recreation Enterprise System Replacement Project

	Goward House Lease Agreement
	Protective Services - Personnel Costs
	2893 Sea View Road - Request for Removal from the EDPA

	4727, 4731, 4735, 4739, 4740 Treetop Heights and 4755, 4769 Cordova Bay Road -- Request for Removal from the EDPA



