
Transcription of Evaluation Form Responses 
Polygon Planning Exercise March 6, 2017 
 

 
 

page 1 

Transcription of Evaluation Form Responses (N=54) 

POLYGON PLANNING EXERCISE 

March 6, 2017 

 

 

1. The Information Presented at the meeting today was clear and easy to understand 

 

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Not Sure 

3 27 10 10  2  

 

Additional Comments: 

 Did not think the local new group should have been allowed to present without others 

having the same opportunity 

 The questions were all too long and complex and too many issues listed for a group of 

local residents to determine in a short time 

 Set agenda – particularly after listening to the last few people 

 Some of the terminology was too technical ie: density, zoning 

 More maps on table - definition of zones and terms 

 Well organized 

 The agenda the Municipality of North Cowichan was made clear to all.  They want to go 

ahead with the development they began in spite of what local residents have to say.  It 

was obvious 

 I would like to submit my concerns and comments from last night’s meeting via email as 

my opinion was not valued nor heard at the table I was sitting at.  I have some concern 

with the format of the beginning of the meeting I believe the tone was set that previous 

council made errors in the OCP and the current UCB and in zoning with in these areas.  I 

was a little offended by this.  I was also off put by the fact that 1 individual was allowed 

to speak for 16 minutes on her own personal opinions and agenda.  A lot of people in 

the room were put off by this.  I do understand she represents the Neighbourhood 

Association but I can tell you that not all opinions within that group were representative 

in her statements. 

 Would be helpful to be able to access printed material before the meeting (for context).  

Is it available on NCRD website? 

 Questions were leading – although discussion was good 

 More info on the UCB 

 There are levels of questioning we need to do more research and follow-up before 

feeling able to make the informed answers we want to contribute. 
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 Excellent presentation from Ms Palmer 

 The information was worded in such a way if you wanted it moved from UCB, we had to 

have a solution for you where to go 

 I thought the reason for the meeting was to discuss the plan for the polygon of land not 

for the save the lake group to have a venue 

 It was assumed everyone knew what a UCB was (the ramification of being in or out of the 

UCB) and had an understanding of Zoning Bylaws.  It was clear the majority in 

attendance did not.  Yet, these are the people you are asking to tell you where the UCB 

should go – offer feedback on density – why didn’t staff take the time to explain these 

things more? 

 Other than the poster boards that were supplied by the municipality the neighbourhood 

group did all the talking (A very narrow minded outlook). 

 At times, it appeared that the meeting was put on by the QLNA.  Was it put on by the 

Municipality or the QUNA?  No one explained what a UCB was or any of the new zoning 

bylaws. 

 Was pretty well laid out considering I am ignorant to the issues at hand 

 There was not enough information brought forward to cover all the facts about what this 

meeting was intended.  More information should have been spoken about 

 Not enough explanation regarding UCB, OCP, proposed bylaw changes, existing by-laws, 

application for by-law change and the polygon, then came save the lake 

 

2. Participating in the meeting today has been a good use of my time 

 

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Not Sure 

11 24 8  7 2 

 

Additional Comments: 

 Need to discuss the polygon in context of the regional plan. 

 Appreciate the opportunity to express my point of view and discuss with my neighbours.  

Interesting to hear different points of view 

 Have had dealings with council before and my experience has been that usually 

decisions have already been made.  Meetings like this are just lip service to make us feel 

as if our concerns might make a difference 

 I want to listen.  I want to think about all issues.  I want to have my say 

 Community residents should be included in the discussion process before making major 

decisions made by council 

 But only if the voices are heard 

 Meet others, hear other opinions 
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 Meeting too long.  Not enough info to make an informed decision 

 Interesting meeting but nothing will come of it.  Too many anti-development folks at this 

meeting 

 It depends on the outcome 

 Interesting to hear concerns from residents regarding water quality of Quamichan Lake 

 As a new resident of the properties, I would like to watch council that approved the golf 

course development on Tzouhalem 

 Nothing more important than participating in community planning and stewardship 

obligations, incumbent upon this generation as pressures mount.   Please know that 

decisions must be forward thinking and considering health and community longevity 

 Too many participants not at tables/groups 

 It’s important NC sees how the neighbourhood feels 

 At the table I was at, when I expressed support for development on the Donnay Drive 

proposal, I was told to leave the table as I did not have the same view as the others at 

the table 

 Unfortunately, it was a very one sided discussion.  If you did not have the same views as 

some wanting to halt everything then you were asked to leave the table, told you didn’t 

know what you were talking about or told we don’t care to what you have to say 

 It was a one sided meeting.  It appeared the opposition was the only one to state their 

case 

 Message was confusing.  Why is there not meetings being held everywhere that the UCB 

encompasses? 

 It seemed that the vast majority of the people at the meeting were there to voice their 

opinion rather than listen to any other opinions 

 I felt a lot of confusion, and emotions running high with very little solid info to justify.  

Not productive 

 I left the meeting more confused than when I arrived 

 

3. The venue for today's meeting was appropriate 

 

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree Not Sure 

10 29 12 1  0 

 

Additional Comments: 

 Better acoustics needed 

 Need more table and chairs 

 Not enough seating 
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 Obviously an issue of great importance to a large number of us – set up could have been 

better 

 Need to allow for large crowds – need more chairs for this group 

 More chairs needed – A wonderful thing! So many people interested 

 Best available for the region 

 Not big enough 

 Close to area in question 

 Too small. A place that would be easier to cope with by disabled people would have 

been better.  All hock ramps _ _ _  uphill push with wheelchairs 

 Acoustics poor; capacity insufficient; AV insufficient for size and age of attendees 

 How will this info be used to review future developments? 

 As observed, a lot more people are concerned and affected by this plan and a larger 

venue will be required in the future and well publicized too. 

 You will get more people attending if it’s closer to home seniors.  Also don’t like to go 

out on dark, rainy, snowy nights 

 As for the gym use it was good but not everyone that was there got a place to sit 

 The venue was appropriate; however, the setup was not.  When more people showed up 

than anticipated there was no changing the format to ensure ALL felt inclusive.  Why 

didn’t staff and or Councillors each grab a group of people – make a group – this way 

you could’ve engaged with the folks on the outside instead they were left out and many 

just left.  A great turnout too bad it wasn’t a feeling of inclusiveness for those who didn’t 

get a seat at a table!  Maybe Council didn’t really want to listen to another side! 

 The venue was good.  The meeting format was terrible 

 But there was inadequate room to have the meeting inclusive for everyone in 

attendance.  Not enough tables, etc 

 Great venue 

 More seating required, but yes, enough space 

 Yes, enough space 

 

I live: 

Within the polygon 

area 

Within one or two 

blocks of the polygon 

area 

In the Properties 
Elsewhere in North 

Cowichan 

 11 7 11 22 
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5.  Do you have any additional input or feedback that was not captured in one of the 

roundtable discussions? 

 We need to maintain the rural character of North Cowichan so we can maintain a high 

level of biodiversity 

 We need at least a 3 meeting process – Too much to process in a single meeting 

 Lot of things! I will raise with the Quamichan Neighbourhood Group.  Quamichan Lake is 

at serious risk.  Needs to be taken seriously 

 Services – sewer – transit is not developed for increased density 

 I am concerned that decisions will be made regarding development(s) before the 

Quamichan Lake problem has been resolved.  Look at the watershed zone as a sensitive 

area so that development will not continue to damage Quamichan Lake 

 A better explanation of zoning 

 Density should be closer to town 

 Current traffic problems – speed especially must be addressed 

 Questions are too vague.  Not enough info to adequately answer them 

 Look after Quamichan Lake 

 When was the last time someone drank water from the Quamichan Lake 

 “Group” consists of builders, developers and business owners related to construction 

industry.  Group agrees the polygon is not an appropriate location for high density 

housing.   

 Location of UCB would better upland in the ‘Properties’ and closer to urban centres 

 The existing zoning is appropriate.  The Group feels the current planning department is 

not supporting responsible development.  There is obviously an agenda that is not 

consistent with the community as a whole.  Group does not understand what the urban 

containment boundary will mean to property owners within it.  This group requests an 

opportunity to meet with council to listen to our concerns 

 Has Council considered moving the area in question to somewhere that residents are not 

drastically affected?  i.e. North of Herd Road on east side of the highway 95 (close to 

proposed new hospital) or on the west side of Duncan. 

 I am a firm believer that all communities need growth which means development; I 

would prefer smart growth and smart planning.  The debate at last night’s events felt like 

an all or nothing question, there was alternative for a meeting of the minds halfway.  The 

remarks at my table (which was composed 6 out of 9 people that lived with the polygon) 

were that they had “no idea” that these lands could be developed.  I am a true believer 

that it is the purchaser’s responsibility to do their homework, so to speak, about the 

neighbourhood which they are moving into and what current zoning is.  I had a quick 

look – currently in the entire CVRD there are 41 serviced lots (roughly 100 more 

unserviced) that are listed for sale.  Ms. Palmer suggested that there are currently 700+.  

This is untrue.  To ensure that housing remains affordable in North Cowichan there 
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needs to be housing available to meet the demands, this is currently not the case.  I am 

afraid that we will be even at more of a disadvantage in the future if we continue to stifle 

or delay further developments.  I would truly like for my children to be able to purchase 

a home in NC if they so choose to and be able to afford to do so.  If demand outweighs 

supply this will not be the case.   

 To echo comments: Resolve the health of Quamichan Lake before increasing demands 

on its ability to cope with added homes.  Investigate solutions to prevent phosphorous 

from continuing to leach into the lake. 

 I/we really believe that special zoning for the water shed of the Quamichan Lake needs 

to be considered 

 There are 3 streams and ponds, including a 1.5 million gallon pond in polygon.  All Flow 

into Quamichan Lake 

 We have concerns about high traffic impact on Donnay through peaceful and attractive 

areas.  It is necessary to look at the impact of all the potential development in the Maple 

Bay Road corridor, Polygon, holly farm, the stone property, Quamichan Inn, in addition to 

the development on the top of Kingsview 

 I am concerned with the environmental impact (lake and otherwise) that will result from 

this, not to forget the increased traffic on Maple Bay Rd (which is already substantial) and 

other streets (ie Everest Way – people are driving faster and faster on those road and 

street even by the schools and parks) 

 The Polygon area should be removed from the Containment area.  The agreement of our 

group was that we are not against progress but the proposed development which is the 

main focus of the meeting should not be allowed as proposed, and any development in 

the area of the polygon should be done following the already developed area of app ½ 

acre per house/lot 

 People love the rural feel of the neighbourhood.  This area is a scenic drive for all 

residents of Duncan, NC and tourists.  This what’s also a reason movies are being filed on 

the island for scenery.  We need to save it 

 That the meeting was ran by the Mayor and North Cowichan Municipality as a 

smokescreen to make the local residents feel they’ve been listened to.  I’ve lived in this 

valley long enough to see that.  I listened to the developer at the end who admonished 

that he’d put a lot of money into this venture and it was going to go 

 I attended the Polygon review at Maple Bay School Monday evening.  I must say I was 

very impressed by the public turn out and the fact that people were willing to provide 

input freely.  The unfortunate part of the evening for me was the environment the review 

was conducted in.  Intentionally or not, a bias was very evident in the room which did not 

encourage an open discussion on the topic at hand.  The municipality provided a well 

laid out row of charts on easels which unfortunately were left to the public to try to make 

sense of without an understanding of what they were looking at.  The rest of the walls 
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were adorned with the propaganda from one position on the question at hand and a 

variety of other topics which were not directly related to the Polygon. This combined 

with a very nice speech on the position of the group set the tone for what was to be a 

very biased and mostly off topic input to the review itself.  The tone was set by the initial 

talk from a rather self-serving position. With wonderful pictures of the ALR not of course 

in the UCB and drawing of the density of development on the polygon, which in reality is 

not even close to what can be accomplish on this site.  The Municipality fell short by not 

explaining;  

o How the UCB came to be or why, when and how it was put in place in the first 

place.  

o What the role of the UCB is. 

o How the Polygon is related to the UCB.   

From this the topic of discussion went to a very easy place for this group to form ranks 

on and that was the Lake.  Without a proper explanation of the UCB at the beginning 

with things like the fact that the development area has been built out to a stage that is 

reaching its original potential, left the door open for the misconceptions that changings 

the boundaries will have an impact on the watershed as a whole. 

There are some realities that did not get dealt with: 

o Sanitary sewer is a contributing issue to the demise of the lake water quality 

within the water shed, this unfortunately for the side wanting to restrict land 

uses, would have been a hurdle that would have been hard to get over. With 

development, up to date engineering and environmental standards have to 

be met which far exceed those required in both R1 and ALR zoning. All of the 

lots in these zoning areas have septic fields mostly on shale that are aging 

within the properties currently in the polygon and are at the point or close to 

their life expectancies and are going to fail or have already failed and 

common sense and a plumber can tell you where it’s going.  Unfortunately 

septic field failures are not a good photo opportunity or a topic the group 

wanted to talk about as contributing to the problem 

o This of course is true throughout the area surrounding the lake 

o The second issue is the agricultural activity surrounding the lake is a major 

contributing factor “without doubt, period”. Again not a great discussion 

point when you have an agenda 

o The second is Storm water management or runoff. Again within subdivision 

development it is a requirement to meet the guidelines put in place by the 

municipality and provincial regulatory bodies to ensure that it is handled with 

attention to the environment. A perfect example of good practices is 
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Trumpeter Point. An example of uncontrolled land development is the 

moonscape at the top of Kingsview. But even with this example of how 

development should not occur the owners of the property have come to the 

table with a beautiful well thought out and comprehensive park/recreational 

area/storm water control system that will in fact facilitate erosion control 

throughout the property and downstream 

When the task force on the watershed looks at remedies for revitalization of the lake one 

of their recommendation will not be, “no development but instead well thought out and 

properly engineered developments.” I am very sure it will not be status quo for R1 and 

ALR with the drainage patterns and shale formation around the lake. 

 

The people I had a chance to have a discussion with at the meeting were totally unaware 

of any suggestion of this and were in fact of the belief that the only reason the lake is 

failing was because of development in any form. They are not totally wrong but just not 

provided with all of the facts. 

 

The other main misdirection I dealt with at the meeting was that most people were of 

the understanding of major development within the polygon as shown by one of the 

“fact” sheets displayed on the wall, which as in all the stations from this point of view 

were manned by someone who was there to help you believe what you were looking at. 

It did not take into account the subdivision already in place or show feasibility of lot 

development within each lot with regards to costs relating to sanitary and storm sewer 

system, lands set aside for park/recreational/landscaping requirements. It did not even 

come close to accurately depicting the proposed development on Donnay from which 

the whole issue came to a head. 

 

There was no mention of the fact that every subdivision is reviewed on its own merits 

and with the guidelines laid out decided on by and only by Council on an application to 

application basis. There is an ingrained belief that if the polygon was to remain the same 

it would be 1000’s of lots. Hard to believe, but I heard it from six different people at the 

meeting, and yes I kept track. 

 

Even though I took part in the discussions and was able to share some of the points 

above I believe that the Municipality failed in their attempt, I expect unwilling, to 

facilitate even the presence of an un-bias position. I watch as Councillors took part in the 

actual round tables discussions which was viewed by many as direct involvement with 

certain groups, that outcome was I am sure unintended and unfortunate. 
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 Yes, that UCB boundary is in the right place and across from a school is very much the 

right place for development 

 We need to infill housing as the services are there and paid for.  The OCP had input by 

the residents and now want to change.  No, No, Vote for new council 

 I was never a part of a round table discussion due to lack of seating 

 Our table reached no real conclusions and as a result wrote very little on our 

questionnaire.  The fact that I was in favour of the Donnay Development seemed to 

upset one couple who actually told me that because I didn’t agree with the points I 

should go to a table that wanted to hear my point of view 

 The one point I don’t remember hearing is that this particular area is absolutely perfect 

for building homes on.  There are already hundreds, if not thousands of homes in the 

area.  Many people seemed to think that more houses would ruin the “view” but that is 

exactly what is already there 

 I attended this meeting at Maple Bay school and have to say I was very confused as to 

what the real discussion was to be about:  Save the lake?  Or stopping high density city 

style housing?  Or changing urban growth patterns by moving the UCB  boundaries.  The 

only reason I even know what a UCB boundary is, is because I had to search for an 

answer from a municipality official.  I believe in order for the public to have a clear 

understanding of what this meeting was hoping to accomplish and EDUCATE us layman 

as to ALL the facts and acronyms would be very beneficial in making sound choices.  

There was way too much debate at the round table discussions as to fact or fiction, true 

or false.  E.g.  Was the proposed development really going to look like the projection 

slide (wall to wall duplexes) low income housing?  From what I figured out from the 

developer . . . .no not at all, so fact or fiction?  I am in favor of growth, especially in such 

an area across from an elementary school, it makes sense.  I did hear that the school was 

working under capacity but in order to keep it so over a 7 year period is to continue with 

an influx of families into the area.  Do I want to see the city style high density housing-

no, but I strongly suspect that the municipality and developer have no interest or zoning 

changes to do that.  I would have really appreciated an education on the different zoning 

and proposed zonings for the UCB and what the differences are.  One point that was 

brought up that impressed me was the lots that the developer of the Donnay site would 

all be tied into city sewer, and build settling ponds for overflow water.  This would 

alleviate possible contaminates into the lake through sewer and runoff.  I think this needs 

to be incorporated in any and or all of future development proposals.  There was also 

talk about fear of changing the look of Maple Bay Rd.  The proposed Donnay subdivision 

doesn’t even enter from Maple Bay Road.  There were concerns with future proposal 

developments along Maple Bay Road which I’m sure through application and planning 

would be looked at for esthetics point of view (case by case). 
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 a)  The meeting got totally away from talking about the polygon; b) The mayor in his 

opening remarks kept referring to the new proposed bylaw change.  This was so 

confusing, as it conflicted with the bylaw change application before the council now, (I 

think).  The proposed new bylaw had no place at this meeting.  It confused me and two 

elderly couples sitting at our table 

 

6.  What is the one thing you want your elected officials to take away from this meeting? 

 

 Keep the rural character of the Municipality 

 Keep density together so folks can walk or ride bikes/scooters to services 

 Include the “folks” more often 

 Reduce urban sprawl – not increase it 

 High density development should not go ahead in the Quamichan watershed area 

 Urban Border Containment does not belong in the Quamichan Lake watershed.  Urban 

development of the increased density proposed now and for the future will kill the lake 

 Take care of our lake! 

 Make sure a complete plan has been proposed on the Maple Bay Corridor regarding the 

infrastructure – sewer, water, roads and traffic density 

 We only have one access to downtown Duncan from the Properties.  We need council to 

get Donnay Road completed 

 Revisit the OCP 

 If you put up meeting signs – people attend.  People didn’t know about Cliff’s meeting 

 Community participation in planning is important 

 We don’t want high density on the polygon land 

 That this neighbourhood cares deeply about its character and do not want to ruin a 

beautiful place 

 Listen to the electorate – all of them.  Preserve neighbourhood character as much as 

possible.  Some things are irreplaceable.  Developers are not showing respect for the 

land 

 The mood of the table was to reconsider the location of the UCB to exclude the ‘tongue’ 

 Concern for the lake and for retaining the rural nature of the area 

 Top Properties.  What else are you going to do with it – leave it as a broom field? 

 Has been zoned for housing already.  What is the issue?  Not useable land for anything 

else 

 Listen to the people who live in the locality area.  Try to do what they would like you to 

do.  I heard enough people speak to give you that message 

 They were elected by the citizens of North Cowichan.  Not by a bunch of developers and 

administrative office 
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 It is not appropriate to continue to encourage and approve high density urban sprawl in 

the area.  The R1 zoning should stay in place with development using a larger lot size, 

preservation of mature trees.  People are willing to pay higher prices to live in our area of 

natural beauty, serenity.  This area is not close to or in a city.  It is not appropriate.  The 

Quamichan Lake watershed must be protected.  Also, the beauty of Maple Bay.  Donnay 

should be protected – not turned into a high traffic area 

 Disrupting a whole community to increase housing density is not a sensible solution. 

Maple Bay Road has become a nightmare and Quamichan Lake is almost past the point 

of no return.  The Quamichan watershed should take top priority and also maintain the 

peace and tranquility of the area 

 To answer the question from last night’s event – I believe the UCB should stay where it 

currently is, but I also believe the density that was presented previous for the Donnay 

Drive development was too high in keeping with that rural nature of the area.  I propose 

a happy medium 

 Make thoughtful measured decisions based on sound economic growth (historical and 

projected) so that density proposed is in keeping with the needs of a primarily rural 

community.  Despite what your planners believe, Donnay is not a transit corridor that 

warrants density of 450 m2.  The transit system is not yet present and won’t be until 

growth beyond 1%/year occurs in terms of jobs, new and expanded employment 

opportunities, and de3veloping amenities and services within a walkable distance.  Just 

because you want to build it, does not mean ‘they’ (retirees, young families, developers) 

will come.  Explore a community concept of ‘aging in place’ and market that 

 Move the Polygon outside the UCB.  Look after Quamichan Lake.  Follow the CAEP page 

63 recommendations 

 That the needs of any community will change with the economy and with global 

warming.  OCP’s are not etched in stone; they should be revisited every 15-20 years.  You 

were elected by the community to make decisions with the help of well-educated staff.  

On the whole, the bulk of the community have little understanding of infrastructure and 

geology and the care taken to take advantage of both in the best interest of the 

community 

 Be careful and thoughtful about designating a blanket zone (GCR) to all areas contained 

with the UCB – watershed area requires a special zone.  More understanding of lake 

health.  More understanding of traffic 

 More study is needed prior to building 

 The importance of community involvement in decision making 

 Consider the pros’s and con’s, look at what is happening in and around Victoria; also if 

you do go ahead with the plan make the developer more accountable; it is too easy for 

them to get away with doing as little as possible and be gone when problems arises in 

the future.  Make them invest in improving the roads (Maple Bay) and providing 
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amenities (shops, grocery store, drugstore and clinic) which would go a long way in 

reducing traffic to and from Duncan; basically for our elected officials to keep in mind 

that the “social conscience” isn’t trumped by business ventures and the overall tax base 

expansion 

 You asked.  We SPOKE LOUDLY and our numbers are growing.  Do not let your legacy be 

the destruction of this beautiful area.  Let your legacy be the destruction of this beautiful 

area.  Let your legacy be that you were a part of saving this beautiful area.  It cannot be 

reproduced.  The only people opposed to removing us from the UCB are people with an 

interest to profit.  Most people live here because they chose a home with land and trees, 

peace & quiet, room for kids to play.  We bought in an area because we liked the homes 

and lot sizes.  We enjoy the nature around us.  Respect OUR investment in our homes.  

Don’t’ allow rezoning.  Stay R1.  Protect the landscape – every action has a reaction!  

Reserve our heritage.  Preserve our land and trees.  Remove the polygon from the UCB.  

We shouldn’t be in there 

 I hope that council will see that there is a strong support for development in this area 

and if they decide to open the OCP for review and decide to move a UCB boundary that 

is in place, they are basically saying MNC is not open for business.  Development is what 

builds communities.  It does not destroy them as the nay sayers seem to think.  And in 

no way will development on Donnay Drive destroy Maple Bay Road 

 Don’t listen to the nimbys.  If you don’t want neighbours, move to the top of Vancouver 

Island 

 That it is apparent that they do not keep an unbiased outlook and that their lack of 

knowledge is a detriment to our public welfare and positive future for all Municipal tax 

payers.  I myself have lost all faith in our Council and Mayor and would like to see new 

blood in the seats 

 After attending both the meeting put on at the Moose and this meeting, I have come to 

see the leaders of the QLNA are looking out for their own interests.  When I’ve asked 

them specific questions discrediting their points of view they become deflective and 

evasive.  I have also realized that short of a handful of members almost all of the main 

proponents of this new QLNA have moved to this area from primarily the lower mainland 

and the last 2-5 years.  They have moved into our community and now want nothing to 

change.  They haven’t lived here for the past 20 or 30 years and seen how our area has 

been constantly changing and evolving.  The Donnay property is a vacant lot that sits 

across from an elementary school.  Why wouldn’t more homes be a logical choice in this 

area?  Why also did this same group that now says they are so concerned about the 

health of Quamichan Lake form to stop the Donnay Development and then and only 

then being to bring up the Health of the lake.  Shouldn’t they have been concerned 

about the lake all along? 
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 Maybe the “round table” type meeting isn’t the best approach.  A few people I spoke 

with felt bullied if their opinions didn’t match the majority of the table.  It may be more 

time consuming, but people like myself, who don’t have the time to spend on the “three” 

questions, could definably submit opinions with a form just like this. 

 I think responsible growth is extremely important in our community.  I also believe that 

educating the public in a way that is easy to understand should be up-front and center 

before it reaches a public debate of fact or fiction.  I also believe that all measures should 

be met to protect the environment and the current, as well as future residents of the 

community with proper growth planning 

 a)  I attended the meeting at the moose hall a few weeks ago but had to leave, this 

meeting was a total QLNA love in.  Seems to me we have engineers and biologists 

smarter than us lay people we should have save the lake. b)  Your polygon planning 

exercise turned into the same format.   c)  I want to assure you I’m 100% in favor of 

improving the quality of the Quamichan Lake water, I have read the Quamichan 

Watershed Management Plan; it refers to contributing factors for the deterioration of the 

lake water.  Among them are septic system failures, to this I support expanding sewer 

service and supporting any developments that can be serviced by sewer, either by 

gravity or pump stations.  I believe the venue for the meeting as a planning tool could 

have been a success if there would have been a clear mandate.  Ie: Where do you want 

growth?  I support leaving the Polygon as is, with no changes. 

 


