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Subject: Bylaw P1430…Rezoning Application

To: Planning Department, Regional District of Alberni-Clayquot
I would like this correspondence to be considered at the public hearing
on October 4, 2021. Kindly confirm receipt.
I am not in favour of the rezoning application for the following reasons;
1)We are in essence being asked to consider this rezoning application
piecemeal. As the developer acknowledges, this is simply the first
rezoning application in relation to the property. In other words, a further
application will be made in the future. I
am very concerned that issues that need be considered with the
property as a whole will not be under consideration at this juncture.
2)I am very concerned about the extension of Taylor Arm Drive and the
apparent desire of staff to utilize the road for access to the Crown lands
and the private lands west of the subject property. I would suggest this
is well beyond the scope of this rezoning application and should not be
a consideration.
3)Why is it necessary to extend Taylor Arm Drive at all? Why couldn’t
the developer have a private strata road? TAD is poorly maintained as it
is and why would the Regional District want to potentially incur further
expenses that could more appropriately be borne by the developer?
Staff suggests that it is desirable to provide access to Crown lands and I
do not dispute that. However, that could easily be accomplished by
dedicated park space or a trail. Let us not forget that this area can
already be accessed by the trails in the area and from the Crown lands
themselves.

4)The developer is required to provide park land or cash-in-lieu of park
land. In my opinion it makes a tremendous difference to the application
which of these alternatives is chosen. This should be stated clearly at
the outset so that those affected have full disclosure and are fully
informed. Has there been any consideration to dedicated parkland,
walking trails or waterfront access?
5)When one looks to the neighbourhood map one can see many
waterfront access roads eg.Wolfe and Cook roads to name just
two….there is no mention of this in the application and it is imperative to
consider! It is of paramount importance to preserve Lake access to the
public.
6)The developer is simply fulfilling it’s legal requirements….nothing
more. The RD seems to be content with that. As a concerned citizen, I
am not. Should there not be some community amenities being
considered by both parties to make this rezoning application more
palatable to the public? As an example, consider the wonderful walking
trails along both Lakeshore and Faber roads. Alternatively, the
developer could consider dedicating some of the existing walking trails
in the subject property to the community.
7)There are many troubling issues in this rezoning application with the
potential to significantly alter, forever, the character of our
community….before we know it!
This rezoning application should not be allowed to do that!
Respectfully submitted, L. Wayne Smith
homeowner…10780 Taylor Arm Drive.

OCTOBER 3, 2021
SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING FOR BYLAW P1430 – LOT 45, TAYLOR ARM DRIVE
My wife and I have owned our property at 11148 Taylor Arm Drive since 1991. We are located four lots
away from the subject property, and therefore will be significantly impacted if this subdivision request is
granted.
We have never before been supporters of the NIMBY mindset. However, this proposal raises a number
of red flags for us that cause great concern, and that if successful, will forever negatively effect our
“back yard”.
Primarily, details that are missing from the proposal / information being shared by the ACRD. The
extension of Taylor Arm to “provide access to lands beyond” the subject property leads one to believe
that further waterfront development is in the plans. Mike Irg acknowledged that a community park is
planned, but is not evident on any of the renderings distributed related to this proposal. It is not a huge
stretch of the imagination to envision the large tract of waterfront property that was part of a failed
subdivision proposal several years ago may be the next piece of this puzzle. The increased residential
and construction traffic alone associated with such development is beyond what our poorly maintained
country lane could safely handle. Further, Asher Road between Wilson and Taylor Arm Drive is
maintained to third world standards, and would become impassible with the onslaught of a constant
regimen of heavy construction traffic.
Of additional concern is the total absence of information about the proposed sewage treatment facility
on a portion of the larger property, north of Taylor Arm Drive.
The lack of details of the required “property or cash in lieu” with this proposal complicate one’s ability to
make an informed assessment of this proposal.
If this proposal is approved, our “back yard” will forever be irreversibly damaged. We do not support
this proposal.
Doug and Pat Ferguson,
11148 Taylor Arm Drive

October 4, 2021
Dear ACRD,
RE: Bylaw P1430
I am writing to you with my concerns of the proposed zoning changes of Bylaw P1430. This proposal is
presented as only a portion of the final zoning proposal for Lot 45 and it is unclear what the final intent of
the continuation of Taylor Arm Drive is. Without the complete details, which would include future changes
for development, I can not support the current proposed zoning changes.
The proposed five lots at the west end of Lot 45 represent approximately 10% of the total area of Lot 45.
The full development of the property should be presented to allow the neighbourhood community to have
input into any impact that would arise from the full proposal.
The extension of Taylor Arm Drive allows access to not only the five proposed lots, but properties beyond
Lot 45. The intent of taking Taylor Arm Drive to the North end of the lots rather than stop at the last proposed
lot raises questions of what other developments are being considered past Lot 45. For example, on map
#E6 there now appears to be a P2 district. This P2 was not shown on previous maps that I have reviewed
in the past. Also, P2 appears to be what was once part of Lot 503 which previously was not granted highway
access from Highway 4. It is unclear from the current proposal of any further extensions and developments
of Taylor Arm Drive. For example, is the future intent of Taylor Arm extension to provide not only access to
the five proposed lots, but to develop Lot 503 and/or other unknown uses of a P2 district?
I have been a property owner on Taylor Arm Drive for over 35 years. The main attribute for selecting this
area for residence was the fact there was no through road and with very little traffic. With an incomplete
proposal, it is unclear to myself and our neighbourhood of the impact in regards to traffic, noise and
development.
If Lot 45 was only developed with five waterfront lots without Taylor Arm Drive extending to the North end
of SL5 (see NOTE 1) and there were no other changes then I would not be opposed to the proposed zoning
change.
It is unreasonable for the Taylor Arm Drive residents, including myself, to support the proposal in its current
form without more detail and the transparency of future plans.
Thank you for the opportunity to put forward a submission RE: Bylaw P1430.
Sincerely yours,
Elmer Behn (see NOTE 2)
11132 Taylor Arm Drive
Port Alberni, BC
NOTE 1: Page 8 of 16 of document evID7132evattID1669.pdf evID7132evattID1669.pdf (acrd.bc.ca)
NOTE 2: The following neighbours have asked to have their names added onto this submission:
•

Jonathon Ronkai 11164 Taylor Arm Drive

•

Sue Comeau 10830 Taylor Arm Drive

•

The Zens 10636 Taylor Arm Drive

October 4, 2021

Dear ACRD Directors,
Re: ByLaw P1430 - Lot 45 Changes
As we have read and reread the proposal plus the letters from Doug & Pat Ferguson and Elmer
Behn and agree with much of their concern. We struggle to support this by-law change at this
point because of the lack of clarity on the bigger picture issues as follows:
1) the future development of Lot 503,
2) the Parkland dedication questions to be answered,
3) thinking (plans) regarding potential subdivision between the Proposal on the west side and
already approved 15.8 Acre subdivision on the east side (of Lot 45) near Clayoquot Road
4) the tra c pressure added from Highway 4 on Lakeshore especially from Tilly Road to the
end of Taylor Arm Drive. (More tra c-more danger)
The Ferguson’s letter refers to the poorly maintained road (with more than a few quasi-repaired
pot holes) but it should be noted also the narrow dangerous corner where Asher meets Taylor
Arm Drive. It is hard to see around it while travelling east and even more di cult in snowy
conditions.
We enjoy watching folks getting exercise by walking on Lakeshore but am increasingly
concerned for their safety especially from Tilly Road to Asher where there is a lack of walking
paths and the road is narrow and winding. We have witnessed many near misses over the
years and with new subdivisions, there will be more pressure on this tra c. We suggest some
ACRD focus on new paths or perhaps new roads (versus Lakeshore) to get from Highway 4 to
Taylor Arm Drive. In the meantime, we suggest changing the Speed Limit to 40 Kph from 50
from Highway 4 to Asher Road.
Thank you for asking us to comment on this Proposal.
Brad & Jan Minton
10894 Taylor Arm Drive
Port Alberni, BC
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Larry McMahon
Planning Shared
Public Hearing for Bylaw P1430 - Lot 45, Taylor Arm Drive- Dale Mykyte, Property Owner
September 30, 2021 10:57:06 AM

To: Alberni-Clayoqout Regional District, 3098 5th St., Port Alberni
We request that this email submission be considered at the captioned public hearing which we
plan on attending. Please confirm receipt.
Preamble & Summary Position
Since 1978 we have been resident owners on Taylor Arm Dr, across from the subject property
of this zoning application. We were aware of the existing zoning of Lot 45 and the
surrounding neighbourhood at the time we purchased. It was the primary reason for choosing
this location.
We do not support the rezoning application. We believe that if the ACRD approves this
rezoning application it will irreversibly change the nature of this neighbourhood from a quiet,
rural, residential area to a busy transient area.
Rationale
1. The current zoning of Lot 45 with 10 acre minimums for the majority of the west end of the
subject property along Taylor Arm Dr (approx 78 of 94 acres) is adequate to maintain the
current nature of the quiet neighbourhood, but also protect the riparian areas of the lake and
the wetlands on the northside of Taylor Arm Dr.
2. The proposed zoning and subdivision, while it would create 5 similar sized waterfront lots
as in the existing neighbourhood, also includes an extension of the Taylor Arm Dr road right
of way through the subject property to Crown lands to the north, and other privately owned
large properties to the west of the subject property. Taylor Arm Dr is a narrow, poorly
maintained public road which, if extended as planned, will potentially create a busy
thoroughfare to large crown owned and private lands. This could lead to unwanted socially
negative activities in the neighbourhood.
3. Under the developers proposal, it requires a dedication of parkland or cash in lieu to the
ACRD. At this stage, without an informed person knowing whether the ACRD will negotiate
land or cash, it is not possible to assess the positive or negative aspects of the parkland
requirement.
4. Without knowing the intentions of the developer and the District on the future rezoning and
development of the remaining parts of Lot 45, and what the parties might have in mind, makes
it extremely difficult for an informed person to make a reasonable judgment on supporting the
current application.
Yours respectfully,
Larry & Terry McMahon
11010 Taylor Arm Dr.
-Larry McMahon
250-217-3068
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Lee-Ann Anderson
Planning Shared
Penny Cote
Proposed Bylaw P1430 Part of Lot 45 DL 622 Plan 12452 ("Part Lot 45")
October 4, 2021 1:30:27 PM

We are writing to confirm that we are opposed to the proposed bylaw to rezone Part Lot 45 from A3
Forest Rural to RA3 Acreage Residential District.
Traffic concerns. The owner is proposing a Bare Land Strata consisting of 5 strata lots and
common property for sewage which could accommodate a 5 bedroom home plus a 2
bedroom secondary dwelling on each lot. If zoned RA3, each proposed strata lot that is 0.404
hectare or greater will be permitted a secondary dwelling in addition to the primary dwelling.
The proposed development is not similar in character with the surrounding area to the south
east where lot sizes are in general slightly less than 1 acre and are not permitted a secondary
dwelling. The existing access Taylor Arm Drive and utility infrastructure is in poor condition
and cannot be expected to support an increase of traffic that will be generated by this
development and any development to the “lands beyond”.
Diminishing rural nature. There is no benefit to the local residents in this area by allowing the
zoning change. The Sproat Lake OCP states that “Sproat Lake is essentially a rural area, and its
residents enjoy the rural nature and lifestyle that this entails”. By approving this rezoning
change it will be the thin edge of the wedge to further rezoning of the remainder of the
subject property to allow for higher density along Taylor Arm Drive, Asher Road and
Clayoquot Road.
Access and Trails. There appears to be no allowance for public lake access or trails. Also, the
Clayoquot Forest Road Loop trail is located on the remainder of the subject property. This trail
hooks up to other locally known trails such as the Teodoro Trail and the popular Sproat Lake
Lookout trail. The owner is well aware that residents have been accessing the existing trails
and lake access on the subject property and the remainder of Lot 45, and has not discouraged
it.
Thank you,
Brent & Lee-Ann Anderson
11046 Taylor Arm Drive
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nancy harvey
Planning Shared
ACRD File # RD21005
October 4, 2021 10:37:50 AM

In regards to the application for rezoning of Lot 45, Taylor Arm Drive - Dale Mykyte, Property Owner:
The APC recommendations included responses to ii) Services c) Fire Protection, d) Access, iii) Existing Planning
policies 1) Park Land
ii) c) Fire protection: The specified property is outside the current SLVFD response area.   Has the applicant
satisfied the recommendation or will approval be conditional to SLVFD area expansion?   If not supported by the SL
will a fire break be required to protect existing properties adjacent to the proposed subdivision?
ii) d) Access. Is a covenant being included as a condition of the rezoning approval to secure public access through
road dedication as proposed on the conceptual site plan?
iii) 1) Park Land dedication: Has the dedication of Park Land or Cash-in-Lieu been determined?   If not, what notice
will be given in advance of approval to the Sproat Lake neighbourhood?
Thank you for the opportunity to respond,
Nancy Harvey
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Jacqueline Windh
Planning Shared
Lot 45, Taylor Arm Drive rezoning application - input
October 3, 2021 11:55:55 AM

Hello I am writing to provide my input on the rezoning application for Lot 45, Taylor Arm Drive. I am
an owner of the property and home at 10878 Taylor Arm Drive.
I have two concerns about the development of this entire property - so both regarding the
current rezoning application for the west end of the property, but also about thinking of the
big picture and the long-term plan for the property as a whole. (Even if the actual
development of the property is to be undertaken in stages, over time, it is extremely
important that we all look at and consider the overall big-picture plan for this property, and
not only at each individual stage as it comes up).
My two main concerns are about proposed density, and about the issue of the developer
dedicating actual parkland versus cash-in-lieu.
Regarding density:
The proposal to zone each of these new lots for TWO residences (a five-bedroom home which is a very large home! much larger than most families today need - and then PLUS an
additional two-bedroom residence?) seems to me much more of a cash-grab move to
maximize profit on the part of the developer.
Planning for TWO homes, one of them very large, on what are actually not very large lots (at
least one of them not even an acre) - especially considering limited buildable area on each lot
(accounting for waterfront setbacks and driveway space, not to mention challenges of
irregular and rocky terrain) - is not in keeping with zoning designated "Acreage" Residential,
and it is not in keeping with the current character of the neighborhood. That is very high
density.
This proposed density is especially worrisome considering that this development requires onsite sewage disposal (and drawing water from the lake), which is a tenuous system and prone
to failure. The development philosophy should not be "what is the maximum number of
bedroom-units we can build and support with our permitted sewage system" but rather
should be a philosophy of building well inside what those maximum limits would be.
I am not opposed to developing these lots, but I am opposed to developing them in this way,
maximizing dwellings (and profit) on lots that are, actually, quite small for two residences (but

appropriate for one residence).
I suggest that the zoning designation be approved, but not for the requested amount of
bedroom-units (e.g., approve it for four rather than five properties as proposed, with a 5br
and 2br home but a minimum lot size of 1.5 acre - OR approve it for the five lots as requested
but for only one 5br residence per lot, not two residences).
Reducing the total bedroom-units for the development like this would allow the development
to go ahead, but keep the density more in keeping with what is currently here, and without
putting the community at risk by implementing a sewage treatment system that is designed to
operate at the maximum that the property can possibly sustain. This high density really
appears to be a cash-grab, and seeing what you can get away with: there is plenty of profit to
be made (like many millions) for this developer even with only one 5br home on each of these
waterfront lots!!
Regarding designated parkland:
I am very concerned about the developer potentially being allowed to pay cash-in-lieu of
designating parkland. This area is currently very rural and very forested: that is the history of
the area and the character of the region that we all have chosen to have our homes in, and
the forest also represents important wildlife habitat and corridors.
I very strongly advocate that the developed be required to dedicate a portion of this property
as designated parkland, in order to retain the character of the neighborhood - and NOT be
allowed to pay cash-in-lieu. And I also warn of not permitting any "loopholes" that may allow
the environmental setback around the wetlands to be designated as park: the swamp is not a
park, and its environmental setback must not be confused with or construed as park. The park
must be separate from the swamp and its environmental setback: the swamp has been there
all along and it presents no surprise to the developer and their planner.
As for a proposed park location, which would provide some value to the community to
compensate for our loss as our peaceful forest areas become developed into noisy
construction zones (for years) and then housing:
There are two community trails that lead from Taylor Arm Drive, going roughly from its
junction with Asher Road, and connecting with the extensive network of the "Teodoro" trail
system across the highway. (See my sketch map, with trails indicated in red, and map of the
Teodoro System, attached).
These trails are well used by hikers, cyclists, dirt-bikers and runners - and they represent the
only connection for residents of Taylor Arm Drive to access the Teodoro Trail system (a worldclass network of around - if those trails are developed, it will be a huge loss to our community

as we would then have to drive back back to Sproat Landing then drive back along the highway
(a distance of around 3.5 km) and then find a place to park in order to access the Teodoro
system.
These existing trails which run through the developers property are, therefore, the most
sensible and obvious part of the property to designate them as the parkland. There is history
and precedent for extensive use by residents using these trails for years or decades, and
cutting them off via development would be a substantial loss to the community.
This is why, even though the current proposal is only to develop a small portion of the
property, we need to think of the long-term plan, and its consequences, as a whole. I totally
understand the developer's wish to develop this property, and I am in support of them doing
so - PROVIDED that the greater good and well-being of the 45 or so owners of properties
along Taylor Arm Drive is not completely overlooked for the same of this one developer
maximizing their profit by developing everything to the absolute maximum that they can get
away with. (Their property is very large - they are going to make many millions of dollars from
it no matter what).
In summary:
I approve of this development plan provided that:
(1) The density of this current proposal be decreased, e.g. to four lots instead of five. or by
allowing only one home rather than two per lot
(2) The developer be required to dedicate parkland (rather than cash-in-lieu) and that that
parkland not be construed as the swamp, which is an environmental issue but not a park, and
that the existing trail system used by residents to access the Teodoro Trail system across the
highway be considered as that parkland,
(3) Development issues (including which areas to designate as park) take into account the
long-term development plan for this property, rather than a piecemeal approach as each
portion of it is developed in stages.
This especially pertains to the designation the parkland: there will be far less value to the
community if the developer continues to develop their property in small stages (like this
current 7.9 acre proposal - out of their entire 93.5 acre holding) and so small "parks" such as
playground or a little area with some shrubs and a bench are designated each time (each
providing little benefit to the community - both existing community and future homeowners) compared to acknowledging now that this developer will continue to develop the property
over time, and looking at how we can designate an appropriate, connected and contiguous

park area that will actually provide benefit to the community (such as my proposal of
designating the existing trail system).
In addition - the developer themself would probably benefit financially from designating this
existing trail system as the park, as the proximity to these and the Teodoro Trails would be a
huge selling point for the lots. There are actually very few hiking trails around Sproat Lake the Teodoro System and these access routes are very unique.
I hope you will take my views and my input and ideas into account - and I hope that you will
also realize that many or most current residents of Taylor Arm Drive would be in complete
accordance with these views, even if they cannot find the time to write in such a
comprehensive analysis.
Kind regards,
Jacqueline Windh
Jacqueline Windh MFA PhD FRCGS
tel +1-250-726-8946
www.jacquelinewindh.com

