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April 14, 2014 Special Joint Meeting with North Cowichan
Amalgamation
C/W139‐14

A discussion period ensued regarding Councillor Woike's proposed motion to
amalgamate the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan and
the broader amalgamation of local government in the Cowichan Region.
After a lengthy debate, it was agreed that consideration of the broader
amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region was too complex to
pursue at this time and that the focus should be on the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan.
It was noted that there were too many unknowns at this time for the public to
make an informed decision on the motion proposed by Councillor Woike to
simply ask whether the public supports the amalgamation of the Municipality of
North Cowichan and City of Duncan without being fully aware of the options,
costs, and benefits associated with a possible amalgamation or a possible
boundary restructure.
It was highlighted that any question on a ballot would need to have a clear
objective of what is trying to be achieved. Essentially the first step would be to
put a question on the November ballot to seek the public's opinion on whether
they were in favour of expenditure to study the options, costs, and benefits for
restructuring or amalgamation between the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan. If the study proceeds, the findings would then be presented
to the public for consideration.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the following question be added to the November, 2014 municipal
election ballot:
Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs and benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
CARRIED

May 5, 2014 Special Council Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R‐161‐14
R‐162‐14
R‐163‐14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?

2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re‐alignment be referred to a Special
Committee of the Whole for further discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of amalgamation/boundary
restructuring in general be referred to a Special Committee of the Whole meeting
for further discussion and consideration.
CARRIED
May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
C/W‐165‐14
C/W‐166‐14
C/W‐167‐14

The following motion was tabled from the May 5, 2014 Special Council meeting
for consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:

1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That the motion be referred to the July 3, 2014 Committee of the Whole
meeting until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
The main motion was back on the floor for consideration:
It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of a non‐binding plebiscite question or questions to be
placed on the November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re‐
alignment, be deferred until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are
concluded.
CARRIED
Citizen Satisfaction Survey Results:
The following questions were asked to the 400 randomly selection City of Duncan residents:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%

3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do you
think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%

Excerpt from May 5, 2014 Special Council Meeting:
Reports of Staff
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R-161-14
R-162-14
R-163-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan
place the following two non-binding plebiscite questions on the
November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour
of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options,
costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re-alignment be
referred to a Special Committee of the Whole for further
discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour
of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options,
costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan
place the following two non-binding plebiscite questions on the
November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:

1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of
amalgamation/boundary restructuring in general be referred to a
Special Committee of the Whole meeting for further discussion
and consideration.
CARRIED
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Special Committee of the Whole Meeting
Thursday, May 15, 2014 @ 3:00 p.m.
Committee Room, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order
1.1

2.

Call to Order

Adoption of Agenda
2.1

Adoption of Agenda
That the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole agenda be
adopted, as circulated.

3.

Finance and Administration
3.1

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment

2-5

The following motion and the issue of amalgamation/boundary realignment
in general was referred from the May 5, 2014 Special Council meeting and
must be adopted, amended, or defeated:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place
the following two non-binding plebiscite questions on the November
15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment
of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
3.2

Citizen Satisfaction Survey Questions
That the Committee of the Whole determine which questions it
wishes to include in the Citizen Satisfaction Survey based on the list
included within the May 15, 2014 report by the Director of Corporate
Services.

4.

Question Period from the Public

5.

Adjournment
5.1

Adjourn
That the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at _______.

City of Duncan, Special Committee of the Whole Meeting - May 15, 2014

6 - 14
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

May 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/ Boundary Realignment question(s)

File No: 2370-01

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council request the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following two non-binding
plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Committee meeting held on April 14, 2014 between the Municipality of North Cowichan
and the City of Duncan, after a lengthy discussion, it appeared that all present had settled on the
following plebiscite question:
Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
However, the North Cowichan Council view of the resolution passed at the Joint Committee of the
Whole meeting was that the resolution was a “Duncan” resolution, and amended the resolution at their
April 16, 2014 meeting to remove the words “or restructuring” as their Council did not support the
inclusion. This would limit the study to amalgamation only, and not to alternative solutions to what is
perceived to be duplication within the greater Duncan area.
The CAO for North Cowichan, and I have had some discussions regarding the plebiscite question(s)
and agree that it is important that both jurisdictions ask the same question(s) and we have collaborated
on the wording of the above second question.
1. On the issue of how the study should be conducted, I believe that it is important that a separate
body be established to commission and direct the study to create some independence. As
stakeholders, City and North Cowichan staff would provide critical input and feedback, but should
not direct the study itself. The Consultant needs to be separated from staff and Council.
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Report – Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question(s) – May 5, 2014

2. I have stated that whether Boundary Realignment or Amalgamation are “the answer”, the new
entity(s) would look substantially different and would lose the City’s $545,530 Small Community
Grant from the Province, and policing would go from 70% to 90%, therefore costing an additional
$342,000 annually. In my view, with either Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, it is unlikely
there will be any net savings, and there will likely be higher taxes overall. Amalgamation and
Boundary Realignment should be considered for other reasons (planning, efficiencies, etc.), not for
lower taxes.
3. It appears both municipalities agree that the study(s) will hopefully provide more informed answers
on the pros and cons (financially, operationally, planning, etc.) and will be very dependent on
whether it is Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, or both, that is being considered.
4. At this time we have not determined how the study(s) would be cost shared.
Having two questions does not mean people have to choose now. They can select both, we just need
to know if people want to study one, both or nothing.
Attempts should be made to avoid any protectionist stances or mindsets, and let the study recommend
what is beneficial.
This is not about North Cowichan swallowing up Duncan, or Duncan carving off a chunk of North
Cowichan. It is not about Duncan staff, it is not about North Cowichan staff. This is about studying
possibilities and going from there. Although no one can look at the boundary where it is now and say
“oh that makes sense”, nothing will happen in the end if the study shows change isn’t desirable
(amalgamation or boundary realignment).
I do not believe we should complicate this discussion with inclusion of any Electoral Areas into this
study. That can be looked at in the future if desired.
Respectfully submitted,

Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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Excerpt from May 5, 2014 Special Council Meeting:
Reports of Staff
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R-161-14
R-162-14
R-163-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan
place the following two non-binding plebiscite questions on the
November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour
of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options,
costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re-alignment be
referred to a Special Committee of the Whole for further
discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour
of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options,
costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan
place the following two non-binding plebiscite questions on the
November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
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1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to
study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of
amalgamation/boundary restructuring in general be referred to a
Special Committee of the Whole meeting for further discussion
and consideration.
CARRIED
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Request for Decision
To:

Committee of the Whole

Date:

May 15. 2014

From:

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

Re:

Citizen Satisfaction Survey – RFP Update

File No:

1220-20

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council determine which questions it wishes to include in the Citizen Satisfaction Survey
based on the list included within the May 15, 2014 report by the Director of Corporate Services.

ANALYSIS:
Further to Council’s direction to proceed with the Citizen Satisfaction Survey, staff have provided a
sample of questions that have been previously used in other municipalities for their Citizen Satisfaction
Surveys.
Discovery Research’s quote provides for up to 40 questions which will be conducted by telephone with
400 random Duncan citizens. Details and the timeline is as follows:
May 22
May 23 - 25
May 25
May 26 – June 6
May 26 – June 6

June 9 – 27
July 7, 2014

Draft questions (based on Council direction) to be sent to Discovery Research.
Finalization of the questions and survey.
Press release to go out advising that the City will be conducting a Citizen
Satisfaction Survey. In that press release, the web address link will be provided
for citizens to participate on-line.
Telephone survey to be conducted by telephone with 400 random Duncan
citizens (ensuring demographics are met based on Canada’s census) .
The City will conduct a companion on-line survey during the same two week
period as the telephone survey whereby other residents can participate. The
results from the on-line survey would not be included as part of the statistically
valid component but would provide other citizens an opportunity to participate
and give input. The results from the on-line survey will appear as a separate
section in the comprehensive report.
Discovery Research will compile the data and develop its comprehensive report
based on the feedback received from the survey.
Presentation of comprehensive report and findings by Cale Lewis of Discovery
Research to the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole.
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Request for Decision – Citizen Satisfaction Survey – May 15, 2014

PROPOSED QUESTIONS:
Based on the attached surveys conducted in other municipalities questions have been selected based
on the following categories:
Top-of-mind local issues;
Quality of life;
Perceptions of staff and Council;
Satisfaction with municipal services;
Perceived value for taxes and preferred funding options;
Communication and information needs;
Customer service; and
Community safety.
Hello, my name is __________ and I am calling on behalf of the City of Duncan. We are
talking to Duncan residents to help the City guide strategic planning, set budget priorities
and improve services. Your responses will remain completely confidential.
1.

Just to confirm, are you over 18 years age and live within the boundary of the City of
Duncan? [If clarification needed: You pay property tax to the City of Duncan (not just water
bill?]
Yes
No
[Thank and terminate]

2.

On a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Poor and 10 equal to Excellent how would you rate…
Poor
Excellent
1……………………………….10

The overall quality of life in Duncan?
Duncan as a place to raise children?
Duncan as a place to retire?
3.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

On a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 equal to strongly disagree and 10 equal to strongly agree
please rate your level of agreement with the following statements…
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
1……………………………….10

I receive good value for the taxes I pay
The City of Duncan listens to Citizens and
encourages their involvement in making
decisions.
In general, I believe the City of Duncan is
doing a good job
4.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

How do you rate your overall satisfaction with the services and programs provided by the
City of Duncan? [Read list]
Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neutral
Somewhat dissatisfied
Not satisfied
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Request for Decision – Citizen Satisfaction Survey – May 15, 2014

5.

Compared to 5 years ago, how do you feel the quality of life for Duncan residents has
changed? [Read list]
Better
No change
Worse
Not sure [don’t read]
If “better” or “worse”: Why do you feel the quality of life is better/ worse?
___________________________________________________

6.

Compared to 5 years ago, do you feel Duncan is a safer place to live? [Read list]
Yes, safer
No, the same
No, less safe
Not sure [don’t read]

7.

In your opinion, what is the single most important issue facing the City of Duncan? [Do not
read, mark one only]
Traffic – too much
Population growth / Overcrowding / Urban Planning
Population decline
Road conditions
Aging infrastructure
Lack of Jobs/ poor economy
Climate / weather
Air quality
Crime / Safety of Citizens
None
Don’t Know
Other ____________________

8.

What is your favourite thing about living in Duncan? [Do not read, mark one only]
Relaxed lifestyle
Friendly people
Great place to raise a family
Climate/Weather
Community spirit
Access to outdoor recreation
Economy / Jobs
Safe community – low crime
Clean air
Clean water
Size of community
Other please specify: ___________________
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Request for Decision – Citizen Satisfaction Survey – May 15, 2014

9.

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how
satisfied are you with the following Recreation and Leisure Services?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

City Parks
City Playgrounds
City museum
City sports fields not including
schools
Overall satisfaction with recreation
services
10.

1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9

10
10
10
10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how
satisfied are you with the following City Utilities?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

Water supply
Sewage treatment
Garbage collection
Street lighting
Animal control
Recycling services
Availability of public washrooms
Overall satisfaction with utilities
11.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

Don’t
know

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how
satisfied are you with the following Community Safety issues?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

Police protection
Traffic violation enforcement
Fire protection
By-law enforcement
Overall satisfaction with protective
services
12.

Don’t
know

1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9

Don’t
know

10
10
10
10
10

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how
satisfied are you with the following Road and Transportation Services?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

Road maintenance and repair
Snow removal from roads
Public transit
Bicycle paths
Condition of city sidewalks
Downtown Parking
Overall satisfaction with roads and
transportation services

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9
9
9

Don’t
know

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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13.

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how
satisfied are you with the following Other City Services?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

City beautification
Citizen engagement
Land use planning
Economic Development
Air Quality
Street maintenance
Regulatory bylaws including
nuisance control, animal control,
open air burning, noise,
untidy/unsightly premises
Transit services
Sidewalks
14.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9
9
9

10
10
10
10
10
10
10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not important and 10 equal to Very important, how
important are the following issues for the City?
Not important
Very Important
1…………………………..……..10

City beautification
Citizen engagement
Land Use planning
Economic Development
Air Quality
Street Maintenance
Regulatory bylaws including
nuisance control, animal control,
open air burning, noise,
untidy/unsightly premises
Transit services
Sidewalks
15.

16.

Don’t
know

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

6
6
6
6
6
6
6

7
7
7
7
7
7
7

8
8
8
8
8
8
8

9
9
9
9
9
9
9

Don’t
know

10
10
10
10
10
10
10

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

If you had to make a choice regarding City service levels, what would your choice be?
[Read]
Maintain or increase existing services by increasing property tax rates
Maintain or increase existing services by increasing user fees for services
Reduce services in order to maintain current property tax rates
No opinion [Don’t read]
Which services would you like reduced – only if they responded to reducing services?

o Bylaw Enforcement
o Protective Services
o Garbage and recycling services
o No services- use money more efficiently
o All service
o Not Sure

Other – specify:_____________________
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17.

Are there any new City services you would like to see introduced or increased?
No
Not sure
Yes – please specify:_________________________________________________

18.

Have you had any personal contact either in-person, on the phone, by email or fax with a City
of Duncan employee over the last 12 months?

o
o
o
19.

No

skip to Q23

Not sure

skip to Q23

What method or methods did you use to contact the City of Duncan employee?
[DON’T READ, MARK ALL]

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
20.

Yes

In person at City Hall or Public Works office
In person in community (at home, on the street, at a community meeting, etc.)
Telephone
Mail
Fax
E-mail
Other _________________________________________

During your most recent contact with a City of Duncan employee, what type of service were
you seeking? [DO NOT READ]
1. Building Inspector – calling for an inspection
2. Building Permits
2. Planning (zoning, development permits)
3. Finance (payment of taxes, utilities)
5. Information related to Council meetings, agendas
6. Bylaws (parking, animal control)
7. Public works (snow removal, garbage collection, road repair)
8. Garbage, recycling
8. Other ______________________

21.

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to poor and 10 is equal to excellent please rate the
service provided by the City of Duncan employee during your most recent contact…
Poor
Excellent
1 … …
1
2
3
4
5

…

…

10

Friendliness
Level of knowledge
Competent
Treated you fairly
Staff went the extra mile to make sure I got what I
needed

Page 6 of 9
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22.

23.

24.

What do you think is the most important environmental concern for the City of Duncan?
[Don’t read, mark one only]
air quality
flood
water supply
water quality
wildlife
invasive plants
too many cars
improve public transit
Other ________________
How do you learn about local government issues? [Do not read, mark all]
Contact member of City staff
Community organization
Word of mouth: neighbours, friends
City website
TV
Radio
Local newspaper
Internet, Online
Other ___________________________________________________________
Don’t learn about government issues
Don’t know
Do you have access to the internet?
Yes
At home
At work
On a smart phone
No access

25.

Do you use e-mail?
Yes
No

26.

Which of the following social media do you use?
Facebook
Twitter
Linked In
Other

27.

Which of the following would you consider using to interact with the City of Duncan?
City Website
Facebook
Twitter

Page 7 of 9
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28.

Have you visited the City website?
Yes
No

29.

Have you reading the City Newsletter inserted into your utility bill?
Yes
No

30.

In general, how do you feel about the amount of information provided by the City?
Too much information provided
Adequate information provided
Too little information
Not sure

31.

If the following services were offered on the City of Duncan web page, would you use them?
[READ LIST]

o
o
o
o

Pay for a Building Permit
Pay utility fees
Pay property taxes
Buy a Dog License

Amalgamation/Boundary Restructure Question:
32.

Council would like to seek the community’s input on the issue related to amalgamation or
realignment of the boundaries between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan. Please select one of the following:
1. Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan; or
2. Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan; or
3. Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for both amalgamation and boundary realignment of the municipalities of North
Cowichan and Duncan; or
4. I am not in favour of amalgamation or boundary realignment of the municipalities of North
Cowichan and Duncan.

And just a few last questions about you….
33. How long have you lived in the City of Duncan? ________Years
34. Which of the following age groups do you fall into? [Read]
24 years or younger
25-34 years
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 years or older
Refused
Page 8 of 9
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35. Do you rent or own your home? If no, go to question 36.
Own
Rent
Refused
36. Do you rent or own your apartment/condo?
Own
Rent
Refused
37. What is your current employment status? [Read]
Employed full time
Employed part time
Self employed
Student
Retired
Homemaker
Unemployed
Other
Refused
38. What is your postal code?

V9L -__ __ __
Refused

39. Indicate Gender. [Don’t read]
Male
Female

Respectfully submitted,

Karen Robertson,
Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed by CAO
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Committee of the Whole Meeting
Tuesday, August 5, 2014 @ 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order

2.

Introduction of Late Items

3.

Adoption of Agenda
3.1

Adoption of Agenda
That the August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole agenda be
adopted, as circulated.

4.

Sustainable Development
4.1

DP-2014-09 - Application to Amend Development Permit - 439 TCH

3 - 22

That the Committee direct staff to forward the Application to
amend Development Permit No. DP-2014-09 for the proposed
redevelopment of the existing car dealership at 439 Trans-Canada
Highway (Lot A, Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan
44109) to Council for approval.
4.2

Applications for DP-2014-14 and Rezoning RZ-2014-03 - 15 Canada
Avenue (Mixed Use Development)

23 - 47

That the Committee receive the Information Report from the
Planner on the applications for Development Permit No. 2014-14
and Rezoning No. RZ-2014-03, for a mixed use development at 15
Canada Avenue, for information.
5.

Finance and Administration
5.1

Amalgamation/Boundary Re-Alignment

48 - 57

Council direction is sought.
5.2

Permissive Tax Exemption Policy
That the following recommendations be forwarded to Council for
approval:
That Council endorse the Permissive Tax Exemption Policy
attached to the August 5, 2014 report by the Director of Finance;
And That Council repeal the Property Tax Exemptions Policy of
September 8, 1997.

City of Duncan, Committee of the Whole Meeting - August 5, 2014

58 - 63
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5.3

City Hall Exterior Door Colour

64 - 71

That the Committee of the Whole authorize changing the colour of
the exterior doors of City Hall from blue to black.
And That staff be directed to draft an amendment to the OCP to
clarify that black is acceptable as a trim colour.
5.4

Living Wage

72 - 73

That the Committee of the Whole receive the Living Wage Policy
report for information.
5.5

2013 Provincial Flood Protection Program (FPP) Funding Agreements

74 - 83

That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council for
approval:
That the City of Duncan approve a contribution of up to $844,409 in
partnership with the District of North Cowichan, for the 2013
Provincial Flood Protection Program (FPP), based on 54.78% City/
45.22% NC for the Canada Ave. pump station, and based on the
lower watershed model for the rest of the proposed diking utilizing
Police Bridging Capital Funds.
That the City of Duncan approve a contribution of up to $270,664 in
partnership with the Cowichan Valley Regional District and
Cowichan Tribes, for the 2013 Provincial Flood Protection Program
(FPP), based on the lower watershed model for the proposed
diking west of the Trans-Canada Highway utilizing Police Bridging
Capital Funds.
And That staff be directed to amend the 2014-2019 Financial Plan
accordingly.
6.

Correspondence
6.1

7.

Letter from CVRD Re: Funding Sought for Drought Mitigation Measures
on the Cowichan River

New Business
7.1

Councillor Barker Re: Verbal Discussion - Legion Meeting Space

8.

Reports, Questions and Inquiries from members of Council (verbal)

9.

Question Period from the Public

10.

Adjournment
10.1

Adjourn
That the August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole be adjourned at
_____.

City of Duncan, Committee of the Whole Meeting - August 5, 2014
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Request for Decision
To:

Committee of the Whole

Date:

August 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
Council direction is sought.

BACKGROUND:
At the April 14, 2014 Special Joint Committee of the Whole meeting with North Cowichan a
discussion ensued regarding a motion North Cowichan Council proposed to be placed on its
November ballot related to the potential amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan and the broader amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region. At
that meeting the following question was recommended to be forwarded to both the North Cowichan
and Duncan Councils for approval:
“Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan.”
At North Cowichan’s subsequent Council meeting, Council put forward an amended motion to
remove the words “or restructuring.” They conveyed that they were not interested in any form of
potential boundary re-alignment of North Cowichan and that the only interest was in amalgamation of
North Cowichan and Duncan.
This new information was reviewed by the City of Duncan Council at its May 5th Special Council
meeting and the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole with no resolutions for potential
wording of the question confirmed (see copies attached). Council felt they needed additional
information and passed the following resolution in hopes to attain more information to assist them in
deciding what question or questions to potentially be placed on the November ballot:
“That consideration of a non-binding plebiscite question or questions to be placed on the
November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re-alignment, be deferred until the
results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.”
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole, the Citizen Satisfaction Survey final report was
presented to Council and the results on the questions related to amalgamation and boundary
realignment were as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
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Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do
you think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
Considerations:
1. Confirm whether to place a question and/or questions on the November ballot
Council should decide whether they wish to pursue putting a non-binding plebiscite question
or questions on the November ballot. Council could look to the survey results as an indicator
that the majority of citizens are in favour of a study related to amalgamation and/or boundary
re-alignment and thus the need to ask the question formally on the ballot would not be
required.
2. Process for moving forward:
The District of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils must agree on whether options
for amalgamation and/or boundary realignment are to be considered. Without agreement by
both Councils as to what would be studied, the issue could never be potentially considered by
the Ministry. Likewise, should a study be conducted and it is decided that a future referendum
is desired, it is legislated that the question would have to be the exact same question on both
ballots, passed by more than 50% of the electorate to be legally considered.
As North Cowichan has expressed it does not wish to entertain any form of potential
boundary re-alignment and the City of Duncan wishes to pursue a study on both the options
of amalgamation and the boundaries generally, a meeting with North Cowichan Council
should be set up to discuss the issue further. If both municipalities cannot agree, as noted
above, it is a moot point for North Cowichan to place the question on their ballot.
As the prospect of the study including any Electoral Areas at this time greatly complicates the
study and findings, it may be difficult to get agreement with North Cowichan on such a study,
let alone one that just includes realignment solely between North Cowichan and the City.
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3. Costs to Conduct a Study
Should North Cowichan and Duncan agree to a question and/or questions, the next step
would be to seek a cost sharing agreement to conduct the study?
Staff have been provided a very rough estimate to undertake the study from a firm that has
performed these studies in the past:
A phased approach is recommended, with a Phase 1 study looking at the overall picture of
service delivery, governance, and finance. It would broadly identify “who does what” and “what
could change” under various governance scenarios, which could include (increasing in order
of complexity and scope):
-

Amalgamation of the City of Duncan and District of North Cowichan into one municipality;
Realignment of the City of Duncan municipal boundaries (to include lands currently within
the DNC);
Larger governance restructure study which would include the City of Duncan, District of
North Cowichan, and adjacent lands within the Cowichan Valley Regional District.

A rough estimate of a Phase 1 study would be around $25,000 to $40,000. At the lower end of
the scale, the study would entail working directly with staff from both the City of Duncan and
District of North Cowichan, and then providing presentations to both councils (either separately
or as a group). If a committee were to be formed to guide the process, this would add about
$10,000 to the budget, and if public consultation were required within this phase, it would be at
the top end of the budget estimate.
Depending on the decision to proceed with further study (Phase 2) on the above scenarios,
the detailed technical and engagement process would vary widely in scope and budget,
between about $60,000 on the lower end, to $150,000 and above on the high end (depending
on the amount of technical information required, e.g. water and road condition assessment,
detailed cost estimates).
All of this work would need to be undertaken within the Ministry’s guidelines for boundary
extension / restructure, and there is potential for funding from the Ministry to undertake this
work.
Therefore it is estimated that:
- a study to consider amalgamation might cost approximately $100,000;
- a study that also considers boundary realignment might cost approximately $130,000
- to conduct a study that also considers the adjacent CVRD lands might cost approx
$200,000

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

There will likely be significant educational costs (est. $5,000) regardless of
whether there is a non-binding plebiscite question on the Duncan ballot or
not, if the District of North Cowichan goes ahead with a Ballot question.
This Educational messaging would likely focus, from the City’s
perspective, on what the study will entail and what studying Boundary
Realignment possibly means, and most people understand simple
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amalgamation.
Costs for the study itself can be incorporated into the 2015 budget.
Policy:

N/A

Strategic Priorities:

10.5

Sustainability:

N/A

Utilize Service Agreements to provide higher quality, more
affordable services/

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it has garnered
sufficient input from Duncan residents to initiate spending in 2015 on a joint study
with the District of North Cowichan to encompass the following:
a) To study both the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation and the
alternative options, costs, and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the
City of Duncan and the District of North Cowichan
b) The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be
paid for through the Citizen’s Assembly
c) The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly.
d) The recommendations of the Citizens’ Assembly would be non binding
e) Staff of both jurisdictions would be resources for the Assembly, but the assembly
would be led by the Consultant.
And That City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it is not prepared to
undertake a study that only contemplates Amalgamation as the only potential
consideration.
2. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the Committee of the Whole request a joint meeting with the District of North
Cowichan in September, to discuss the results of the Citizen Satisfaction survey
results regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.

Summary of Council and Committee meeting resolutions on Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment
May 5, 2014 - CAO report on Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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April 14, 2014 Special Joint Meeting with North Cowichan
Amalgamation
C/W139‐14

A discussion period ensued regarding Councillor Woike's proposed motion to
amalgamate the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan and
the broader amalgamation of local government in the Cowichan Region.
After a lengthy debate, it was agreed that consideration of the broader
amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region was too complex to
pursue at this time and that the focus should be on the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan.
It was noted that there were too many unknowns at this time for the public to
make an informed decision on the motion proposed by Councillor Woike to
simply ask whether the public supports the amalgamation of the Municipality of
North Cowichan and City of Duncan without being fully aware of the options,
costs, and benefits associated with a possible amalgamation or a possible
boundary restructure.
It was highlighted that any question on a ballot would need to have a clear
objective of what is trying to be achieved. Essentially the first step would be to
put a question on the November ballot to seek the public's opinion on whether
they were in favour of expenditure to study the options, costs, and benefits for
restructuring or amalgamation between the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan. If the study proceeds, the findings would then be presented
to the public for consideration.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the following question be added to the November, 2014 municipal
election ballot:
Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs and benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
CARRIED

May 5, 2014 Special Council Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R‐161‐14
R‐162‐14
R‐163‐14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
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2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re‐alignment be referred to a Special
Committee of the Whole for further discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of amalgamation/boundary
restructuring in general be referred to a Special Committee of the Whole meeting
for further discussion and consideration.
CARRIED
May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
C/W‐165‐14
C/W‐166‐14
C/W‐167‐14

The following motion was tabled from the May 5, 2014 Special Council meeting
for consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
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1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That the motion be referred to the July 3, 2014 Committee of the Whole
meeting until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
The main motion was back on the floor for consideration:
It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of a non‐binding plebiscite question or questions to be
placed on the November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re‐
alignment, be deferred until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are
concluded.
CARRIED
Citizen Satisfaction Survey Results:
The following questions were asked to the 400 randomly selection City of Duncan residents:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
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3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do you
think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

May 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/ Boundary Realignment question(s)

File No: 2370-01

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council request the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following two non-binding
plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Committee meeting held on April 14, 2014 between the Municipality of North Cowichan
and the City of Duncan, after a lengthy discussion, it appeared that all present had settled on the
following plebiscite question:
Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
However, the North Cowichan Council view of the resolution passed at the Joint Committee of the
Whole meeting was that the resolution was a “Duncan” resolution, and amended the resolution at their
April 16, 2014 meeting to remove the words “or restructuring” as their Council did not support the
inclusion. This would limit the study to amalgamation only, and not to alternative solutions to what is
perceived to be duplication within the greater Duncan area.
The CAO for North Cowichan, and I have had some discussions regarding the plebiscite question(s)
and agree that it is important that both jurisdictions ask the same question(s) and we have collaborated
on the wording of the above second question.
1. On the issue of how the study should be conducted, I believe that it is important that a separate
body be established to commission and direct the study to create some independence. As
stakeholders, City and North Cowichan staff would provide critical input and feedback, but should
not direct the study itself. The Consultant needs to be separated from staff and Council.
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2. I have stated that whether Boundary Realignment or Amalgamation are “the answer”, the new
entity(s) would look substantially different and would lose the City’s $545,530 Small Community
Grant from the Province, and policing would go from 70% to 90%, therefore costing an additional
$342,000 annually. In my view, with either Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, it is unlikely
there will be any net savings, and there will likely be higher taxes overall. Amalgamation and
Boundary Realignment should be considered for other reasons (planning, efficiencies, etc.), not for
lower taxes.
3. It appears both municipalities agree that the study(s) will hopefully provide more informed answers
on the pros and cons (financially, operationally, planning, etc.) and will be very dependent on
whether it is Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, or both, that is being considered.
4. At this time we have not determined how the study(s) would be cost shared.
Having two questions does not mean people have to choose now. They can select both, we just need
to know if people want to study one, both or nothing.
Attempts should be made to avoid any protectionist stances or mindsets, and let the study recommend
what is beneficial.
This is not about North Cowichan swallowing up Duncan, or Duncan carving off a chunk of North
Cowichan. It is not about Duncan staff, it is not about North Cowichan staff. This is about studying
possibilities and going from there. Although no one can look at the boundary where it is now and say
“oh that makes sense”, nothing will happen in the end if the study shows change isn’t desirable
(amalgamation or boundary realignment).
I do not believe we should complicate this discussion with inclusion of any Electoral Areas into this
study. That can be looked at in the future if desired.
Respectfully submitted,

Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Regular Council Meeting
Monday, August 18, 2014 @ 7:00 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order

2.

Introduction of Late Items

3.

Approval of Agenda
3.1.

Approval of Agenda
That the August 18, 2014 Council agenda be adopted, as circulated.

4.

Adoption of Minutes
4.1.

July 21, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes

5-6

That Council adopt the July 21, 2014 Special Committee of the
Whole minutes, as presented.
4.2.

August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole Minutes

7 - 10

That Council adopt the August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole
minutes, as presented.
4.3.

July 21, 2014 Council Minutes

11 - 15

That Council adopt the July 21, 2014 Council minutes, as
presented.
5.

Report of the Chief Administrative Officer
5.1.

6.

CAO Report

Reports of Committees
6.1.

August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole Recommendations
6.1.1. Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question
That Council advise the Municipality of North Cowichan that
it has garnered sufficient input from Duncan residents
through the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results to initiate
placing the following non-binding plebiscite question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot:
Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to
study both the options, costs and benefits for
amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and
benefits for the re-alignment of the boundaries of the City
of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan?
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And That should the non-binding question receive over 50%
approval to the question in each jurisdiction, the joint study
with the Municipality of North Cowichan encompass the
following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizen's Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizen's
Assembly;
The recommendation of the Citizens' Assembly would be
non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizen's Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
And That a joint meeting be scheduled with North Cowichan
in September to discuss the Citizen Satisfaction Survey
results regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment.
6.1.2. Development Permit Amendment (DP-2014-09) - 439 TransCanada Highway

27 - 47

That Council approve the amendment to Development Permit
No. DP-2014-09 for the proposed redevelopment of the
existing car dealership at 439 Trans-Canada Highway (Lot A,
Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 44109) as
attached to the August 18, 2014 agenda.
6.1.3. Permissive Tax Exemption Policy

48 - 53

That Council endorse the Permissive Tax Exemption Policy
attached to the August 5, 2014 report by the Director of
Finance;
And That Council repeal the Property Tax Exemptions Policy
of September 8, 1997.
6.1.4. 2013 Provincial Flood Protection Program (FPP) Funding
Agreements
That the City of Duncan approve a contribution of up to
$844,409 in partnership with the District of North Cowichan,
for the 2013 Provincial Flood Protection Program (FPP),
based on 54.78% City/ 45.22% NC for the Canada Ave. pump
station, and based on the lower watershed model for the rest
of the proposed diking utilizing Police Bridging Capital
Funds.

That the City of Duncan approve a contribution of up to
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$270,664 in partnership with the Cowichan Valley Regional
District and Cowichan Tribes, for the 2013 Provincial Flood
Protection Program (FPP), based on the lower watershed
model for the proposed diking west of the Trans-Canada
Highway utilizing Police Bridging Capital Funds.
And That staff be directed to amend the 2014-2019 Financial
Plan accordingly.
6.2.

August 12, 2014 Tourism Committee Recommendation
6.2.1. Tourism Vancouver Island (Vancouver Island Trails Strategy)

57 - 85

That Council support the expenditure of $1,000, from the
Tourism Committee budget, to Tourism Vancouver Island,
for the purposes of implementing the first phase of a threephase trails project that will result in the development and
implementation of a Vancouver Island and Sunshine Coast
Trails Strategy.
7.

Reports of Staff
7.1.

Political Signage on Public Property Policy

86 - 88

That Council approve the “Political Signage on Public Property”
Council policy as attached to the August 18, 2014 report by the
Planner.
7.2.

HVAC at Public Works

89 - 126

That Council approve the purchase and installation of a multi-split
heat pump system for the Public Works administration building;
And That Council award the contract for the Public Works HVAC
System to Essential Air for the quoted price of $30,969 plus tax.
7.3.

Licence of Occupation - Coffee on the Moon
That Council approve the License of Occupation by Coffee on the
Moon Café Inc., to operate a food and beverage service at the
Cowichan Aquatic Centre for a five year term ending September 30,
2019, as attached to the August 18, 2014 report by the Director of
Finance, subject to approval by the Municipality of North
Cowichan;
And That Council authorize the Mayor and Director of Corporate
Services to sign the License of Occupation on behalf of the City.
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8.

Bylaws
8.1.

Bylaw 3127 - Zoning Amendment Bylaw (Housekeeping) - (Third and
Adopt)

137 - 148

That "Zoning Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 3127, 2014" be given
third reading and adoption.
8.2.

Bylaw 3128 - Unsightly Premises Amendment Bylaw (Adopt)

149

That "Unsightly Premises Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No. 3128,
2014" be adopted.
8.3.

Bylaw 3113.01 - Financial Plan Bylaw Amendment
That Council give first three readings to Financial Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 3113.01, 2014.

9.

Reports of Mayor and Council
9.1.

Mayor Kent

9.2.

Councillors

10.

Question Period

11.

Questions from the Press

12.

Resolve to go into Closed Meeting
12.1. Closed Session
That this meeting be closed to the public under the following
section of the Community Charter:
Section 90(1)(i) - the receipt of advice that is subject to solicitorclient privilege, including communications necessary for that
purpose

13.

Adjournment
13.1. Adjournment
That the August 18, 2014 Council meeting adjourn at ___?
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4. 4.1.

City of Duncan
Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Special Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room, City
Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, at 6:02 pm on Monday, July 21, 2014.
Present

Councillor Sharon Jackson, Chair
Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Martin Barker

Absent W/Notice

Councillor Michelle Staples

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Abbas Farahbakhsh, Director of Public Works
Tricia Mayea, Corporate Services Coordinator

Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Tom Duncan
Councillor Joe Thorne

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Chair called the July 21, 2014 Special Committee of the
Whole meeting to order at 6:02 p.m.
Adoption of Agenda

Adoption of Agenda
C/W-211-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the July 21, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole
meeting agenda be adopted, as circulated.
CARRIED
Delegations

Nadine King,
Transportation
Engineer,
Boulevard
Transportation Re:
Canada
Avenue/Ingram
Street Upgrade

Ms. King gave a PowerPoint presentation outlining objectives,
concerns and options associated with the Canada
Avenue/Ingram Street Upgrade and Transportation Review. A
copy of the PowerPoint presentation is on file at City Hall.

Public Works & Engineering
Canada Avenue &
Ingram Street
Intersection
Upgrade
Transportation
Options Review
C/W-212-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the following feedback from Council on the options
presented for the Canada Avenue and Ingram Street
Intersection Upgrade, as attached to the July 21, 2014
Special Committee of the Whole agenda, be forwarded
to Boulevard Transportation:
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Option 1, as outlined on page 12 of the July 15, 2014
Transportation Review provided by Boulevard
Transportation, is the preferred option (create 4 dedicated
left turn lanes at Ingram/Canada)
Explore the addition of a right turn pork chop from
Queens Road onto Duncan Street
Retain the right turn pork chop from Queens Road onto
Duncan Street
Explore eliminating the westerly crosswalk at Queens
Road and Duncan Street to reduce traffic congestion
Reversal of traffic flow in the Train Station parking lot
Explore the addition of a four way stop and a four way
yield at Queens Road and Duncan Street intersection with
the option to convert to a three way stop in the event of
traffic congestion
Do NOT explore the Kenneth and Station Streets one way
couplets at this time;
And That Council direct staff to further review the option of
providing a designated right hand turning lane eastbound
onto Duncan Street.
CARRIED
Adjournment
Adjourn
C/W-213-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the Special Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at 6:59 p.m.
CARRIED

Councillor Sharon Jackson

Tricia Mayea, Corporate Services
Coordinator
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City of Duncan
Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room, City Hall,
200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, at 6:06 pm on Tuesday, August 5, 2014.
Present

Councillor Michelle Staples, Chair
Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Martin Barker (6:15 pm)

Absent W/Notice

Councillor Joe Thorne

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Abbas Farahbakhsh, Director of Public Works
Michelle Geneau, City Planner

Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Tom Duncan
Councillor Sharon Jackson

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Chair called the meeting to order at 6:06 pm.
Introduction of Late Items

Late Items

Friendship Trail Update (to be considered under New Business Item 7.2)
Election Signage - Designated Areas (to be considered under New
Business - Item 7.3)
Adoption of Agenda

Adoption of Agenda
C/W214-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole agenda be
adopted, as amended, to include the late items.
CARRIED
Sustainable Development

DP-2014-09 Application to
Amend
Development Permit
- 439 TCH
C/W215-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee direct staff to forward the Application to
amend Development Permit No. DP-2014-09 for the proposed
redevelopment of the existing car dealership at 439 TransCanada Highway (Lot A, Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan
District, Plan 44109) to Council for approval.
CARRIED
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DP-2014-14 and
Rezoning RZ-201403 - 15 Canada
Avenue (Mixed Use
Development)
C/W216-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee receive the Information Report from the
Planner on the applications for Development Permit No. 201414 and Rezoning No. RZ-2014-03, for a mixed use development
at 15 Canada Avenue, for information.
CARRIED
Finance and Administration

Amalgamation/Bou
ndary Re-Alignment
C/W217-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for adoption:
That the City Council advise the Municipality of North
Cowichan that it has garnered sufficient input from Duncan
residents through the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results to
initiate placing the following non-binding plebiscite question
on the November 15, 2014 ballot:
Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to
study both the options, costs and benefits for
amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and
benefits for the re-alignment of the boundaries of the City of
Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan?
And That should the non-binding question receive over 50%
approval to the question in each jurisdiction, the joint study
with the Municipality of North Cowichan encompass the
following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizen's Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizen's
Assembly;
The recommendation of the Citizens' Assembly would be
non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Assembly, but the assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
And That a joint meeting be scheduled with North Cowichan in
September to discuss the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results
regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Re-alignment.
CARRIED

Permissive Tax
Exemption Policy
C/W218-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendations be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That Council endorse the Permissive Tax Exemption Policy
attached to the August 5, 2014 report by the Director of
Finance;
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And That Council repeal the Property Tax Exemptions Policy of
September 8, 1997.
CARRIED
City Hall Exterior
Door Colour
C/W219-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole authorize changing the
colour of the exterior doors of City Hall from blue to black.
And That staff be directed to draft an amendment to the OCP to
clarify that black is acceptable as a trim colour.
CARRIED

Living Wage
C/W220-14

2013 Provincial
Flood Protection
Program (FPP)
Funding
Agreements
C/W221-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole receive the Living Wage
Policy report for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That the City of Duncan approve a contribution of up to
$844,409 in partnership with the District of North Cowichan, for
the 2013 Provincial Flood Protection Program (FPP), based on
54.78% City/ 45.22% NC for the Canada Ave. pump station, and
based on the lower watershed model for the rest of the
proposed diking utilizing Police Bridging Capital Funds.
That the City of Duncan approve a contribution of up to
$270,664 in partnership with the Cowichan Valley Regional
District and Cowichan Tribes, for the 2013 Provincial Flood
Protection Program (FPP), based on the lower watershed
model for the proposed diking west of the Trans-Canada
Highway utilizing Police Bridging Capital Funds.
And That staff be directed to amend the 2014-2019 Financial
Plan accordingly.
CARRIED
Correspondence

Letter from CVRD
Re: Funding Sought
for Drought
Mitigation Measures
on the Cowichan
River
C/W222-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the City of Duncan write to the Cowichan Valley Regional
District stating that it would be prepared to look at
participating in a cost sharing solution to mitigate the
Cowichan River drought conditions, subject to further details
being provided on the measures proposed and identifying who
the funding partners would be.
CARRIED
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New Business
Royal Canadian
Legion Meeting
Space
C/W223-14

Friendship Trail
Update
C/W224-14

Election Signage Designated Areas

It was moved and seconded:
That the Director of Corporate Services be directed to contact
the Royal Canadian Legion in Duncan to apprise them of
various organizations such as the Valley Seniors, Duncan
United Church, and Cowichan Green community, that may
offer free meeting space for them to host their meetings.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the CAO be directed to follow up with the District of North
Cowichan to request an update on the status of the Friendship
Trail completion.
CARRIED
It was noted that the Duncan Sign Bylaw states that election
signage can only be erected in designated public property areas
which have yet to be identified. In order to ensure those areas are
designated through policy, prior to the nomination period, it was
recommended that a policy be developed for the August 18, 2014
Council meeting for Council's consideration.
Adjournment

Adjourn
C/W225-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at 8:40 pm.
CARRIED

Councillor Michelle Staples, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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City of Duncan
Regular Council Minutes
The Regular Meeting of City Council was held in the Council Chambers, City Hall,
200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, at 7:06 pm on Monday, July 21, 2014.
Present

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair
Councillor Martin Barker
Councillor Michelle Bell

Absent W/Notice

Councillor Michelle Staples

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Abbas Farahbakhsh, Director of Public Works
Tricia Mayea, Corporate Services Coordinator

Councillor Tom Duncan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Joe Thorne

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Chair called the July 21, 2014 Regular Council meeting to
order at 7:06 p.m.
Approval of Agenda

Approval of Agenda
R-236-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the July 21, 2014 Council meeting agenda be adopted,
as circulated.
CARRIED
Adoption of Minutes

June 16, 2014
Council Minutes
R-237-14

July 7, 2014 Special
Council Minutes
R-238-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the June 16, 2014 Council meeting minutes be adopted,
as presented.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the July 7, 2014 Special Council meeting minutes be
adopted, as presented.
CARRIED

City of Duncan, Regular Council Minutes - July 21, 2014
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July 7, 2014
Committee of the
Whole Minutes
R-239-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole meeting
minutes be adopted, as presented.
CARRIED
Delegations

Mark Crisp, Senior
Urban Planner,
Stantec Consulting
Re: University
Village Local Area
Plan

Mark Crisp, the Senior Urban Planner with Stantec Consulting
gave a PowerPoint presentation on the University Village Local
Area Plan. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation is available at
City Hall.
Report of the Chief Administrative Officer

CAO Report

The CAO presented his July 21, 2014 report to Council. A copy
of the report is on file at City Hall.
Reports of Committees
(July 7, 2014) Committee of the Whole Recommendations

Citizen Satisfaction
Survey Results
R-240-14

Shaw Go WiFi
R-241-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive the Citizen Satisfaction Survey final
report for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve a Facilities Attachment Licence
Agreement with Shaw Communications, substantially in the
form attached to the July 3, 2014 report by the Director of
Corporate Services, which will provide for free WIFI access
for all users to approximately 10 indoor and 2 outdoor sites
within the City of Duncan;
And That the Mayor and Director of Corporate Services be
authorized to sign the Agreement on behalf of the City of
Duncan.
CARRIED
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Peace Pole Project
Budget Allocation
R-242-14

Repealing of Annual
Vacations Administrative
Personnel &
Employment
Policies

It was moved and seconded:
That the December 31, 2013 deadline for providing up to
$5,000 from the Public Arts Reserve Fund for the proposed
Peace Pole, passed by resolution on August 20, 2012, be
extended to August 30, 2014.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the "Annual Vacations - Administrative Personnel" and
"Employment" Council policies be repealed.
CARRIED

R-243-14

Dogwood Avenue
Watermain Upgrade
R-244-14

Duncan/North
Cowichan
Emergency Water
Supply Study
R-245-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council award the construction contract for the
Dogwood Avenue Watermain Upgrade to Brunell
Construction Ltd. for the tendered amount of $138,378.92,
including taxes and contingent items.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan
allocate a total of $50,000 shared 50/50 to undertake an
emergency water supply study.
CARRIED
Reports of Staff

Building Statistics
Report - June 2014
R-246-14

Tender Award
Residential Water
Metering Program,
Phase 1
R-247-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive the building statistics/summary of
building permits for the month of June, 2014 for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council award the Supply and Install of Phase 1 of the
Residential Water Metering Program to Corix Utilities Inc. for
the revised tender amount of $1,458,342.00 taxes included;
And That Council confirm the award of Phase 2 and Phase 3
of the Water Metering Program to Corix Utilities Inc. upon the
satisfactory and successful completion of Phase 1;
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And That the six year capital expenditure plan be amended
to reflect the tendered prices.
CARRIED
Bylaws
Bylaw 3126 General Local
Government
Election Bylaw
R-248-14

Bylaw 3127 - Zoning
Amendment Bylaw
(Housekeeping) &
Bylaw 3128 Unsightly Premises
Amendment Bylaw
R-249-14

It was moved and seconded:
That "General Local Government Election Bylaw No. 3126,
2014" - a bylaw to provide for the determination of various
procedures for the conduct of local government elections
and other voting be adopted.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That “Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 3127, 2014” – a bylaw to
address housekeeping amendments be given first two
readings and forwarded to the August 18, 2014 Public
Hearing;
And That “Unsightly Premises Amendment Bylaw No. 3128,
2014” – a bylaw to amend the definitions sections to include
“wrecked vehicles” be given first three readings.
CARRIED
Reports of Mayor and Council

Mayor Kent

The Mayor gave a verbal report on events and meetings he had
attended over the past month.

Councillors

Councillors Barker and Duncan gave verbal reports on events
and meetings they attended over the past month.
Question Period from the Public

Joyce Behnsen,
North Cowichan
Resident

Joyce Behnsen, a resident of North Cowichan, had questions
about the Cowichan floodplain and the underground water
aquifer.
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Resolve to go into Closed Meeting
Closed Session
R-250-14

It was moved and seconded:
That this meeting be closed to the public under the following
section of the Community Charter:
Section 90(1)(c) - labour relations or other employee
relations.
CARRIED
Adjournment

Adjourn
R-251-14

It was moved and seconded:
That the July 21, 2014 Council meeting be adjourned at 8:45
p.m.
CARRIED

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair

Tricia Mayea, Corporate Services Coordinator
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6.1. 6.1.1.

Request for Decision
To:

Committee of the Whole

Date:

August 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
Council direction is sought.

BACKGROUND:
At the April 14, 2014 Special Joint Committee of the Whole meeting with North Cowichan a
discussion ensued regarding a motion North Cowichan Council proposed to be placed on its
November ballot related to the potential amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan and the broader amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region. At
that meeting the following question was recommended to be forwarded to both the North Cowichan
and Duncan Councils for approval:
“Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan.”
At North Cowichan’s subsequent Council meeting, Council put forward an amended motion to
remove the words “or restructuring.” They conveyed that they were not interested in any form of
potential boundary re-alignment of North Cowichan and that the only interest was in amalgamation of
North Cowichan and Duncan.
This new information was reviewed by the City of Duncan Council at its May 5th Special Council
meeting and the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole with no resolutions for potential
wording of the question confirmed (see copies attached). Council felt they needed additional
information and passed the following resolution in hopes to attain more information to assist them in
deciding what question or questions to potentially be placed on the November ballot:
“That consideration of a non-binding plebiscite question or questions to be placed on the
November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re-alignment, be deferred until the
results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.”
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole, the Citizen Satisfaction Survey final report was
presented to Council and the results on the questions related to amalgamation and boundary
realignment were as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
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Request for Decision – Amalgamation/Boundary Restructure Question – August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole

Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do
you think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
Considerations:
1. Confirm whether to place a question and/or questions on the November ballot
Council should decide whether they wish to pursue putting a non-binding plebiscite question
or questions on the November ballot. Council could look to the survey results as an indicator
that the majority of citizens are in favour of a study related to amalgamation and/or boundary
re-alignment and thus the need to ask the question formally on the ballot would not be
required.
2. Process for moving forward:
The District of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils must agree on whether options
for amalgamation and/or boundary realignment are to be considered. Without agreement by
both Councils as to what would be studied, the issue could never be potentially considered by
the Ministry. Likewise, should a study be conducted and it is decided that a future referendum
is desired, it is legislated that the question would have to be the exact same question on both
ballots, passed by more than 50% of the electorate to be legally considered.
As North Cowichan has expressed it does not wish to entertain any form of potential
boundary re-alignment and the City of Duncan wishes to pursue a study on both the options
of amalgamation and the boundaries generally, a meeting with North Cowichan Council
should be set up to discuss the issue further. If both municipalities cannot agree, as noted
above, it is a moot point for North Cowichan to place the question on their ballot.
As the prospect of the study including any Electoral Areas at this time greatly complicates the
study and findings, it may be difficult to get agreement with North Cowichan on such a study,
let alone one that just includes realignment solely between North Cowichan and the City.
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3. Costs to Conduct a Study
Should North Cowichan and Duncan agree to a question and/or questions, the next step
would be to seek a cost sharing agreement to conduct the study?
Staff have been provided a very rough estimate to undertake the study from a firm that has
performed these studies in the past:
A phased approach is recommended, with a Phase 1 study looking at the overall picture of
service delivery, governance, and finance. It would broadly identify “who does what” and “what
could change” under various governance scenarios, which could include (increasing in order
of complexity and scope):
-

Amalgamation of the City of Duncan and District of North Cowichan into one municipality;
Realignment of the City of Duncan municipal boundaries (to include lands currently within
the DNC);
Larger governance restructure study which would include the City of Duncan, District of
North Cowichan, and adjacent lands within the Cowichan Valley Regional District.

A rough estimate of a Phase 1 study would be around $25,000 to $40,000. At the lower end of
the scale, the study would entail working directly with staff from both the City of Duncan and
District of North Cowichan, and then providing presentations to both councils (either separately
or as a group). If a committee were to be formed to guide the process, this would add about
$10,000 to the budget, and if public consultation were required within this phase, it would be at
the top end of the budget estimate.
Depending on the decision to proceed with further study (Phase 2) on the above scenarios,
the detailed technical and engagement process would vary widely in scope and budget,
between about $60,000 on the lower end, to $150,000 and above on the high end (depending
on the amount of technical information required, e.g. water and road condition assessment,
detailed cost estimates).
All of this work would need to be undertaken within the Ministry’s guidelines for boundary
extension / restructure, and there is potential for funding from the Ministry to undertake this
work.
Therefore it is estimated that:
- a study to consider amalgamation might cost approximately $100,000;
- a study that also considers boundary realignment might cost approximately $130,000
- to conduct a study that also considers the adjacent CVRD lands might cost approx
$200,000

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

There will likely be significant educational costs (est. $5,000) regardless of
whether there is a non-binding plebiscite question on the Duncan ballot or
not, if the District of North Cowichan goes ahead with a Ballot question.
This Educational messaging would likely focus, from the City’s
perspective, on what the study will entail and what studying Boundary
Realignment possibly means, and most people understand simple
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amalgamation.
Costs for the study itself can be incorporated into the 2015 budget.
Policy:

N/A

Strategic Priorities:

10.5

Sustainability:

N/A

Utilize Service Agreements to provide higher quality, more
affordable services/

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it has garnered
sufficient input from Duncan residents to initiate spending in 2015 on a joint study
with the District of North Cowichan to encompass the following:
a) To study both the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation and the
alternative options, costs, and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the
City of Duncan and the District of North Cowichan
b) The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be
paid for through the Citizen’s Assembly
c) The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly.
d) The recommendations of the Citizens’ Assembly would be non binding
e) Staff of both jurisdictions would be resources for the Assembly, but the assembly
would be led by the Consultant.
And That City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it is not prepared to
undertake a study that only contemplates Amalgamation as the only potential
consideration.
2. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the Committee of the Whole request a joint meeting with the District of North
Cowichan in September, to discuss the results of the Citizen Satisfaction survey
results regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.

Summary of Council and Committee meeting resolutions on Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment
May 5, 2014 - CAO report on Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

May 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/ Boundary Realignment question(s)

File No: 2370-01

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council request the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following two non-binding
plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Committee meeting held on April 14, 2014 between the Municipality of North Cowichan
and the City of Duncan, after a lengthy discussion, it appeared that all present had settled on the
following plebiscite question:
Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
However, the North Cowichan Council view of the resolution passed at the Joint Committee of the
Whole meeting was that the resolution was a “Duncan” resolution, and amended the resolution at their
April 16, 2014 meeting to remove the words “or restructuring” as their Council did not support the
inclusion. This would limit the study to amalgamation only, and not to alternative solutions to what is
perceived to be duplication within the greater Duncan area.
The CAO for North Cowichan, and I have had some discussions regarding the plebiscite question(s)
and agree that it is important that both jurisdictions ask the same question(s) and we have collaborated
on the wording of the above second question.
1. On the issue of how the study should be conducted, I believe that it is important that a separate
body be established to commission and direct the study to create some independence. As
stakeholders, City and North Cowichan staff would provide critical input and feedback, but should
not direct the study itself. The Consultant needs to be separated from staff and Council.
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2. I have stated that whether Boundary Realignment or Amalgamation are “the answer”, the new
entity(s) would look substantially different and would lose the City’s $545,530 Small Community
Grant from the Province, and policing would go from 70% to 90%, therefore costing an additional
$342,000 annually. In my view, with either Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, it is unlikely
there will be any net savings, and there will likely be higher taxes overall. Amalgamation and
Boundary Realignment should be considered for other reasons (planning, efficiencies, etc.), not for
lower taxes.
3. It appears both municipalities agree that the study(s) will hopefully provide more informed answers
on the pros and cons (financially, operationally, planning, etc.) and will be very dependent on
whether it is Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, or both, that is being considered.
4. At this time we have not determined how the study(s) would be cost shared.
Having two questions does not mean people have to choose now. They can select both, we just need
to know if people want to study one, both or nothing.
Attempts should be made to avoid any protectionist stances or mindsets, and let the study recommend
what is beneficial.
This is not about North Cowichan swallowing up Duncan, or Duncan carving off a chunk of North
Cowichan. It is not about Duncan staff, it is not about North Cowichan staff. This is about studying
possibilities and going from there. Although no one can look at the boundary where it is now and say
“oh that makes sense”, nothing will happen in the end if the study shows change isn’t desirable
(amalgamation or boundary realignment).
I do not believe we should complicate this discussion with inclusion of any Electoral Areas into this
study. That can be looked at in the future if desired.
Respectfully submitted,

Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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April 14, 2014 Special Joint Meeting with North Cowichan
Amalgamation
C/W139‐14

A discussion period ensued regarding Councillor Woike's proposed motion to
amalgamate the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan and
the broader amalgamation of local government in the Cowichan Region.
After a lengthy debate, it was agreed that consideration of the broader
amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region was too complex to
pursue at this time and that the focus should be on the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan.
It was noted that there were too many unknowns at this time for the public to
make an informed decision on the motion proposed by Councillor Woike to
simply ask whether the public supports the amalgamation of the Municipality of
North Cowichan and City of Duncan without being fully aware of the options,
costs, and benefits associated with a possible amalgamation or a possible
boundary restructure.
It was highlighted that any question on a ballot would need to have a clear
objective of what is trying to be achieved. Essentially the first step would be to
put a question on the November ballot to seek the public's opinion on whether
they were in favour of expenditure to study the options, costs, and benefits for
restructuring or amalgamation between the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan. If the study proceeds, the findings would then be presented
to the public for consideration.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the following question be added to the November, 2014 municipal
election ballot:
Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs and benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
CARRIED

May 5, 2014 Special Council Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R‐161‐14
R‐162‐14
R‐163‐14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?

Page 23 of 160

6.1. 6.1.1.

2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re‐alignment be referred to a Special
Committee of the Whole for further discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of amalgamation/boundary
restructuring in general be referred to a Special Committee of the Whole meeting
for further discussion and consideration.
CARRIED
May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
C/W‐165‐14
C/W‐166‐14
C/W‐167‐14

The following motion was tabled from the May 5, 2014 Special Council meeting
for consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
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1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That the motion be referred to the July 3, 2014 Committee of the Whole
meeting until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
The main motion was back on the floor for consideration:
It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of a non‐binding plebiscite question or questions to be
placed on the November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re‐
alignment, be deferred until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are
concluded.
CARRIED
Citizen Satisfaction Survey Results:
The following questions were asked to the 400 randomly selection City of Duncan residents:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
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3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do you
think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%

6.1. 6.1.1.
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Special Council Meeting
Monday, September 29, 2014 @ 6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order

2.

Approval of Agenda
2.1.

Approval of Agenda
That the September 29, 2014 Special Council meeting agenda be
adopted, as circulated.

3.

Reports of Staff
3.1.

Amalgamation/Boundary Re-alignment Ballot Question
That Council select one of the following options:
1. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding
community opinion question on the November 15, 2014
ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter and as
adopted by Council at its August 18, 2014 meeting:
“Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to
study both the options, costs and benefits for amalgamation
and the alternative options, costs and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the City of Duncan and the
Municipality of North Cowichan?”
OR:
2. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding
community opinion question on the November 15, 2014
ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter as
adopted by the Municipality of North Cowichan at its
September 17, 2014 Council meeting:
“Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the
costs and benefits of amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
OR:

City of Duncan, Special Council Meeting - September 29, 2014
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3. That Council direct staff to place the following two nonbinding community opinion questions on the November 15,
2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
“Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North
Cowichan and Duncan?”
“Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and
benefits of realignment of the existing boundaries of the City
of Duncan, either separately, or together with an
amalgamation study?”
OR:
4. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding
community opinion question on the November 15, 2014
ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
“Are you in favour of studying the governance of the City of
Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan?”
OR:
5. That Council provide direction to staff as to an alternate
question/s to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot as
per Section 83 of the Community Charter.
3.2.

Contract Award for Demolition of Building at 85 Station Street
That Council award the contract for demolition of the building at 85
Station Street to Brod Demolition for the quoted price of $143,800,
plus taxes, plus the cost of asbestos removal.

4.

Question Period

5.

Adjournment
5.1.

Adjourn
That the September 29, 2014 Special Council meeting be adjourned
at _____.

City of Duncan, Special Council Meeting - September 29, 2014
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

September 29, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question for Ballot

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council select one of the following options:
1. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter and as adopted by
Council at its August 18, 2014 meeting:
“Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to study both the options, costs
and benefits for amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan?”
OR:
2. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter as adopted by the
Municipality of North Cowichan at its September 17, 2014 Council meeting:
“Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
OR:
3. That Council direct staff to place the following two non-binding community opinion questions
on the November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the
existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with an
amalgamation study?
OR:
4. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
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“Are you in favour of studying the governance of the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan?”
OR:
5. That Council provide direction to staff as to an alternate question/s to be placed on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter.

BACKGROUND:
At the August 18, 2014 Council meeting, Council passed the following resolution:
Amalgamation/Boundary
Realignment Question
R-256-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council advise the Municipality of North Cowichan that it
has garnered sufficient input from Duncan residents through
the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results to initiate placing the
following non-binding plebiscite question on the November
15, 2014 ballot:
Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to
study both the options, costs and benefits for
amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and
benefits for the re-alignment of the boundaries of the City
of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan?
And That should the non-binding question receive over 50%
approval to the question in each jurisdiction, the joint study
with the Municipality of North Cowichan encompass the
following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizen's Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizen's
Assembly;
The recommendation of the Citizen's Assembly would be
non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizen's Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
And That a joint meeting be scheduled with North Cowichan in
September to discuss the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results
regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Re-alignment.
CARRIED

On September 8, 2014, a Joint meeting between North Cowichan and Duncan Councils was held to
discuss the amalgamation/boundary re-alignment issue. No consensus was reached at that meeting
on a question to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot by both jurisdictions.
On September 15, 2015, North Cowichan Council passed the following motion:
“That Council place the following question on the upcoming election ballot: “Are you in favour
of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
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As the question that North Cowichan will be placing on its ballot differs from the question that Duncan
is considering for its ballot, staff is seeking final direction from Council as to the non-binding question
or questions to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot.
Under all the options below, press releases and explanatory materials would be produced by City
staff to educate the citizens of Duncan, and the general public on the issues, and the ballot question
or questions.
What is Boundary Realignment?
A great deal of discussion has revolved around perceived confusion regarding 1) what boundary
realignment is; 2) whether the costs suggested in my previous report were accurate; 3) whether it would
be too difficult to study; and 4) that studying boundary realignment is only in the City's interests. I will
address each of these points as follows:
1. Boundary realignment is the moving of the border between two municipalities. It is done quite
commonly in BC on a smaller scale when the boundaries no longer make sense, and the two
municipalities agree to move the border. There is a recent example in Sidney where the
border was moved so that Sidney could address storm drainage issues. As with
Amalgamation, Boundary Realignment can only occur with the agreement of both municipal
councils, and the approval of the Province.
2. In order to determine approximate costs for conducting a study, staff corresponded with a
reputable company who does this type of work. The company provided estimates of what this
type of study would entail. This included utilizing a citizen’s assembly to commission and guide
the work, so that there was no perceived political interference.
3. As touched on in my previous report, the study could/should take two phases as suggested by
the consulting firm staff spoke with. The first phase identifies the issues, who does what, what
could change under the two scenarios, and would allow the assembly to also discuss the
potential realigned borders that they think would make sense. This is not about where the tax
base is; it is about community identity. Some have suggested the boundary used by Duncan
Junior Baseball just north of Mays Road. Some suggest Herd Road, or the sewer service area.
Once a few scenarios are settled on, phase 2 would proceed, where amalgamation is studied
and to evaluate cost savings, increases, and the positive and negative aspects of
amalgamation. To add the calculations of cost and benefit for a few boundary realignments is
a mathematical exercise based on assessments, road costs, administration costs, etc. There
are not innumerable scenarios that would make sense from a community identity perspective.
4. The notion that studying boundary realignment is only in the City’s interests is truly the most
important misrepresentation or misunderstanding to dispel. What is being proposed is a study.
It is not a proposed land grab by the City of Duncan, nor by North Cowichan. It would be a
study of the costs and benefits of both concepts - a study of changing the way governance
works in Duncan. To be frank, to ignore boundary realignment in the study is ignoring a viable
alternative.
This is a comparative example: When staff provide a report to Council, they provide Council
with all available options on an issue and provide the pros and cons for each option so Council
can make the most informed decision possible for its taxpayers. Staff wouldn’t provide a report
to Council recommending it sole source a contract to one construction company when staff is
aware of another company in town and not bother to investigate their availability and suitability.
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The 1978 amalgamation vote was rejected soundly in Chemainus, Crofton, and Duncan, yet
the vote passed or was close in the south end voting locations. While much has changed since
1978, much is still the same: Chemainus and Crofton see themselves as separate from the
Duncan area, and the South end of Duncan wishes we were all one area. So perhaps we are
asking the wrong question if we only talk about amalgamation. Is amalgamation better for
Chemainus than a boundary realignment? We won't know unless we study it. Lastly, no one
area needs to be left "holding the bag." The Province ensures this when electoral area
boundaries change, and IF realignment proceeded, or amalgamation proceeded, it would only
be if it was beneficial to the residents of Chemainus, Crofton, the South end, Duncan, and
Maple Bay. As noted, neither Amalgamation nor Boundary Realignment would occur without
the approval of both councils, and the approval of the Province, likely with conditions, and
almost certainly with a referendum in both jurisdictions.
OPTION 1:
Should Council choose option 1, it would be confirming the motion it passed at the August 18, 2014
Council meeting.
That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter and as adopted by Council at
its August 18, 2014 meeting:
“Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to study both the options, costs
and benefits for amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan?”
Advantages to Option 1:
For approximately $100,000, a consultant could study the options, costs and benefits for possible
amalgamation. For an additional $30,000 (if studied simultaneously) a study could also be conducted
related to the options, costs and benefits of possible boundary re-alignment to look at where it makes
most sense to have the boundaries between the two municipalities. Some suggestions related to the
boundary re-alignment question have included: having the boundaries aligned with the water service
boundary; having the boundaries aligned with the sewer system boundary; or having the boundary be
defined at Herd Road.
Disadvantages to Option 1:
If there was a desire to study both options and they were done independently of one another, the cost
savings would not be realized. Also by not asking the same question as North Cowichan, it will be
difficult to interpret the results and accurately ascertain public preference.
OPTION 2:
That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter and as adopted by the
Municipality of North Cowichan at its September 17, 2014 Council meeting:
“Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
Page 4 of 6
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Advantages to Option 2:
The question would be the same as the question North Cowichan would be placing on its ballot. This
would provide clarity as it relates to the topic of simple amalgamation.
Disadvantages to Option 2:
By not exploring possible boundary re-alignment, Council could never realize whether other options
existed that may make more sense other than simple amalgamation. The topic of simple amalgamation
has failed in the past and typically when expending funds for a study, one looks at available options.
From there, the all-encompassing information would be available for the public to make an informed
decision as to what option makes the most sense for all North Cowichan and Duncan residents.
OPTION 3:
That Council direct staff to place the following two non-binding community opinion questions on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
“Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation
of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
“Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the
existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with an
amalgamation study?”
Advantages to Option 3:
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole meeting, the following results were presented regarding
amalgamation and boundary re-alignment. In both cases, the majority of those surveyed answered
yes to both questions as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
By asking two separate questions, clear direction can be provided to Council as to whether support is
given by the public to study amalgamation or boundary re-alignment, both, or none. It would provide
clarity on question one related to simple amalgamation as it would mimic North Cowichan’s ballot
question. It would also provide under question two, the option of exploring what options are
associated with boundary re-alignment.
Disadvantages to Option 3:
Should the majority of Duncan residents vote in favour of exploring the boundary realignment option, the costs associated with conducting this may be borne solely by the City
of Duncan residents if North Cowichan does not agree realignment in the study.
Page 5 of 6
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OPTION 4:
That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
“Are you in favour of studying the governance of the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan?”
Advantages to Option 4:
Choosing option 4 allows the possibility of introducing realignment into the study with North Cowichan
and undertaking an analysis of what would be most beneficial to the residents of Chemainus, Crofton,
the South end, Duncan, and Maple Bay through one question on the ballot.
Disadvantages to Option 4:
It may be perceived by North Cowichan as not a strong enough mandate by North Cowichan to
introduce the concept of boundary realignment, when compared to the certainty of the question in
Option 3. This option could potentially require a higher level of explanation.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

2014-08-25 North Cowichan Staff Report – Proposed Question
2014-08-05 Amalgamation-Boundary Restructure Update – Staff Report
2014-08-05 Boundary Restructure – Amalgamation Minutes History
2014-05-05 Amalgamation Question – Staff Report
1978 Article in NewsLeader Re: Amalgamation Results

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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Request for Decision
To:

Committee of the Whole

Date:

August 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
Council direction is sought.

BACKGROUND:
At the April 14, 2014 Special Joint Committee of the Whole meeting with North Cowichan a
discussion ensued regarding a motion North Cowichan Council proposed to be placed on its
November ballot related to the potential amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan and the broader amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region. At
that meeting the following question was recommended to be forwarded to both the North Cowichan
and Duncan Councils for approval:
“Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan.”
At North Cowichan’s subsequent Council meeting, Council put forward an amended motion to
remove the words “or restructuring.” They conveyed that they were not interested in any form of
potential boundary re-alignment of North Cowichan and that the only interest was in amalgamation of
North Cowichan and Duncan.
This new information was reviewed by the City of Duncan Council at its May 5th Special Council
meeting and the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole with no resolutions for potential
wording of the question confirmed (see copies attached). Council felt they needed additional
information and passed the following resolution in hopes to attain more information to assist them in
deciding what question or questions to potentially be placed on the November ballot:
“That consideration of a non-binding plebiscite question or questions to be placed on the
November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re-alignment, be deferred until the
results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.”
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole, the Citizen Satisfaction Survey final report was
presented to Council and the results on the questions related to amalgamation and boundary
realignment were as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
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Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do
you think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
Considerations:
1. Confirm whether to place a question and/or questions on the November ballot
Council should decide whether they wish to pursue putting a non-binding plebiscite question
or questions on the November ballot. Council could look to the survey results as an indicator
that the majority of citizens are in favour of a study related to amalgamation and/or boundary
re-alignment and thus the need to ask the question formally on the ballot would not be
required.
2. Process for moving forward:
The District of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils must agree on whether options
for amalgamation and/or boundary realignment are to be considered. Without agreement by
both Councils as to what would be studied, the issue could never be potentially considered by
the Ministry. Likewise, should a study be conducted and it is decided that a future referendum
is desired, it is legislated that the question would have to be the exact same question on both
ballots, passed by more than 50% of the electorate to be legally considered.
As North Cowichan has expressed it does not wish to entertain any form of potential
boundary re-alignment and the City of Duncan wishes to pursue a study on both the options
of amalgamation and the boundaries generally, a meeting with North Cowichan Council
should be set up to discuss the issue further. If both municipalities cannot agree, as noted
above, it is a moot point for North Cowichan to place the question on their ballot.
As the prospect of the study including any Electoral Areas at this time greatly complicates the
study and findings, it may be difficult to get agreement with North Cowichan on such a study,
let alone one that just includes realignment solely between North Cowichan and the City.
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3. Costs to Conduct a Study
Should North Cowichan and Duncan agree to a question and/or questions, the next step
would be to seek a cost sharing agreement to conduct the study?
Staff have been provided a very rough estimate to undertake the study from a firm that has
performed these studies in the past:
A phased approach is recommended, with a Phase 1 study looking at the overall picture of
service delivery, governance, and finance. It would broadly identify “who does what” and “what
could change” under various governance scenarios, which could include (increasing in order
of complexity and scope):
-

Amalgamation of the City of Duncan and District of North Cowichan into one municipality;
Realignment of the City of Duncan municipal boundaries (to include lands currently within
the DNC);
Larger governance restructure study which would include the City of Duncan, District of
North Cowichan, and adjacent lands within the Cowichan Valley Regional District.

A rough estimate of a Phase 1 study would be around $25,000 to $40,000. At the lower end of
the scale, the study would entail working directly with staff from both the City of Duncan and
District of North Cowichan, and then providing presentations to both councils (either separately
or as a group). If a committee were to be formed to guide the process, this would add about
$10,000 to the budget, and if public consultation were required within this phase, it would be at
the top end of the budget estimate.
Depending on the decision to proceed with further study (Phase 2) on the above scenarios,
the detailed technical and engagement process would vary widely in scope and budget,
between about $60,000 on the lower end, to $150,000 and above on the high end (depending
on the amount of technical information required, e.g. water and road condition assessment,
detailed cost estimates).
All of this work would need to be undertaken within the Ministry’s guidelines for boundary
extension / restructure, and there is potential for funding from the Ministry to undertake this
work.
Therefore it is estimated that:
- a study to consider amalgamation might cost approximately $100,000;
- a study that also considers boundary realignment might cost approximately $130,000
- to conduct a study that also considers the adjacent CVRD lands might cost approx
$200,000

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

There will likely be significant educational costs (est. $5,000) regardless of
whether there is a non-binding plebiscite question on the Duncan ballot or
not, if the District of North Cowichan goes ahead with a Ballot question.
This Educational messaging would likely focus, from the City’s
perspective, on what the study will entail and what studying Boundary
Realignment possibly means, and most people understand simple
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amalgamation.
Costs for the study itself can be incorporated into the 2015 budget.
Policy:

N/A

Strategic Priorities:

10.5

Sustainability:

N/A

Utilize Service Agreements to provide higher quality, more
affordable services/

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it has garnered
sufficient input from Duncan residents to initiate spending in 2015 on a joint study
with the District of North Cowichan to encompass the following:
a) To study both the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation and the
alternative options, costs, and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the
City of Duncan and the District of North Cowichan
b) The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be
paid for through the Citizen’s Assembly
c) The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly.
d) The recommendations of the Citizens’ Assembly would be non binding
e) Staff of both jurisdictions would be resources for the Assembly, but the assembly
would be led by the Consultant.
And That City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it is not prepared to
undertake a study that only contemplates Amalgamation as the only potential
consideration.
2. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the Committee of the Whole request a joint meeting with the District of North
Cowichan in September, to discuss the results of the Citizen Satisfaction survey
results regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.

Summary of Council and Committee meeting resolutions on Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment
May 5, 2014 - CAO report on Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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April 14, 2014 Special Joint Meeting with North Cowichan
Amalgamation
C/W139 14

A discussion period ensued regarding Councillor Woike's proposed motion to
amalgamate the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan and
the broader amalgamation of local government in the Cowichan Region.
After a lengthy debate, it was agreed that consideration of the broader
amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region was too complex to
pursue at this time and that the focus should be on the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan.
It was noted that there were too many unknowns at this time for the public to
make an informed decision on the motion proposed by Councillor Woike to
simply ask whether the public supports the amalgamation of the Municipality of
North Cowichan and City of Duncan without being fully aware of the options,
costs, and benefits associated with a possible amalgamation or a possible
boundary restructure.
It was highlighted that any question on a ballot would need to have a clear
objective of what is trying to be achieved. Essentially the first step would be to
put a question on the November ballot to seek the public's opinion on whether
they were in favour of expenditure to study the options, costs, and benefits for
restructuring or amalgamation between the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan. If the study proceeds, the findings would then be presented
to the public for consideration.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the following question be added to the November, 2014 municipal
election ballot:
Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs and benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
CARRIED

May 5, 2014 Special Council Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R 161 14
R 162 14
R 163 14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
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2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re alignment be referred to a Special
Committee of the Whole for further discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of amalgamation/boundary
restructuring in general be referred to a Special Committee of the Whole meeting
for further discussion and consideration.
CARRIED
May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
C/W 165 14
C/W 166 14
C/W 167 14

The following motion was tabled from the May 5, 2014 Special Council meeting
for consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:

Page 17 of 22

3. 3.1.

1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That the motion be referred to the July 3, 2014 Committee of the Whole
meeting until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
The main motion was back on the floor for consideration:
It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of a non binding plebiscite question or questions to be
placed on the November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re
alignment, be deferred until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are
concluded.
CARRIED
Citizen Satisfaction Survey Results:
The following questions were asked to the 400 randomly selection City of Duncan residents:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
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3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do you
think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

May 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/ Boundary Realignment question(s)

File No: 2370-01

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council request the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following two non-binding
plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Committee meeting held on April 14, 2014 between the Municipality of North Cowichan
and the City of Duncan, after a lengthy discussion, it appeared that all present had settled on the
following plebiscite question:
Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
However, the North Cowichan Council view of the resolution passed at the Joint Committee of the
Whole meeting was that the resolution was a “Duncan” resolution, and amended the resolution at their
April 16, 2014 meeting to remove the words “or restructuring” as their Council did not support the
inclusion. This would limit the study to amalgamation only, and not to alternative solutions to what is
perceived to be duplication within the greater Duncan area.
The CAO for North Cowichan, and I have had some discussions regarding the plebiscite question(s)
and agree that it is important that both jurisdictions ask the same question(s) and we have collaborated
on the wording of the above second question.
1. On the issue of how the study should be conducted, I believe that it is important that a separate
body be established to commission and direct the study to create some independence. As
stakeholders, City and North Cowichan staff would provide critical input and feedback, but should
not direct the study itself. The Consultant needs to be separated from staff and Council.
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2. I have stated that whether Boundary Realignment or Amalgamation are “the answer”, the new
entity(s) would look substantially different and would lose the City’s $545,530 Small Community
Grant from the Province, and policing would go from 70% to 90%, therefore costing an additional
$342,000 annually. In my view, with either Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, it is unlikely
there will be any net savings, and there will likely be higher taxes overall. Amalgamation and
Boundary Realignment should be considered for other reasons (planning, efficiencies, etc.), not for
lower taxes.
3. It appears both municipalities agree that the study(s) will hopefully provide more informed answers
on the pros and cons (financially, operationally, planning, etc.) and will be very dependent on
whether it is Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, or both, that is being considered.
4. At this time we have not determined how the study(s) would be cost shared.
Having two questions does not mean people have to choose now. They can select both, we just need
to know if people want to study one, both or nothing.
Attempts should be made to avoid any protectionist stances or mindsets, and let the study recommend
what is beneficial.
This is not about North Cowichan swallowing up Duncan, or Duncan carving off a chunk of North
Cowichan. It is not about Duncan staff, it is not about North Cowichan staff. This is about studying
possibilities and going from there. Although no one can look at the boundary where it is now and say
“oh that makes sense”, nothing will happen in the end if the study shows change isn’t desirable
(amalgamation or boundary realignment).
I do not believe we should complicate this discussion with inclusion of any Electoral Areas into this
study. That can be looked at in the future if desired.
Respectfully submitted,

Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

September 29, 2014

From:

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Re:

Award of Contract for Demolition of Building at 85 Station Street

File No:

1220-20

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council award the contract for demolition of the building at 85 Station Street to Brod
Demolition for the quoted price of $143,800, plus taxes, plus the cost of asbestos removal.

BACKGROUND:
Council, at their in camera meeting of August 18, 2014, issued a Remedial Action Requirement (RAR)
to the owner of 85 Station Street. This requirement was confirmed by Council on September 2, 2014.
The RAR required that within 10 days, a complete application for a permit for the demolition of the
building be submitted and the demolition be complete within 30 days of receipt of the demolition permit.
If the RAR was not complied with, the City, or its authorized agents, may proceed with demolishing and
removing the building at the owner’s expense.

ANALYSIS:
The 10 day period has passed and no application for a permit has been received. As such, the City
may now proceed with the demolition of the building. A request for quotations was issued and closed
on September 19, 2014. The City received only one bid for $143,800, plus taxes, plus the costs of
asbestos removal, from Brod Demolition; a full service demolition company based in Nanaimo.
As the quotation met the listed requirements, the company has lots of experience and good
references with respect to their work in the demolition field, staff will proceed with the award of the
contract. Work should commence within one week.
The costs incurred for the demolition will be charged to the owner of the property, so do not represent
an expense of the City and do not require an amendment to the Financial Plan bylaw.

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

The City has enough cash on hand for this contract. The total costs will then
be billed to the owner of the building at 85 Station Street.

Respectfully submitted,

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Reviewed by CAO
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Special Committee of the Whole Meeting
(City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan)
Monday, March 23, 2015 @ 2:00 p.m. – 4:45 p.m.
Committee Room, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order
1.1

2.

Call to Order

Adoption of Agenda
2.1

Adoption of Agenda
That the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the Whole agenda be
adopted, as circulated.

3.

Finance and Administration
3.1

Inter-municipal Protocol Agreement

3 - 20

That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils for
consideration:
That the revised Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol between the
Municipality of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan, which
includes a section on Conflict Resolution, as outlined in the March
23, 2014 report by Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate
Services, be endorsed;
And That the revised protocol be signed by the 2014 – 2018
Council members for the Municipality of North Cowichan and the
City of Duncan.
3.2

Gateway Signage Request
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan Council for consideration:
That the Municipality of North Cowichan Council authorize the City
of Duncan to place directional and gateway signage (as illustrated
in the July 24, 2014 and December 15, 2014 letters by the City of
Duncan CAO) at the following locations:
Directional sign on Beverly Street, just prior to Canada Avenue;
Directional sign on James Street, just prior to Duncan Street;
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21 - 27
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Directional sign just prior to the roundabout on Tzouhalem
Road;
Directional sign just past the roundabout on Tzouhalem Road;
Gateway sign at Government Street just past the roundabout;
and
Gateway sign just prior to Lakes Road on Tzouhalem Road.
3.3

Amalgamation/Boundary Re-alignment
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils for
consideration:
That a joint study for the Municipality of North Cowichan and the
City of Duncan be undertaken to evaluate the options, costs, and
benefits of realignment of the existing boundaries between the City
of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan, in conjunction
with an amalgamation study, encompassing the following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected
Citizens' Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizens' Assembly;
The study is estimated to cost a total of $130,000 to study both
amalgamation and boundary realignment;
The recommendation of the Citizens' Assembly would be nonbinding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizens' Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.

4.

Question Period

5.

Adjournment
5.1

Adjourn
That the March 23, 2015 Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at ____.

City of Duncan, Special Committee of the Whole Meeting - March 23, 2015
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Request for Decision
To:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Date:

May 23, 2015 Joint Committee of the Whole Meeting

From:

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

Re:

City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan – Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol

File No:

0400-60

RECOMMENDATION:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the revised Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol between the City of Duncan and the
Municipality of North Cowichan, which includes a section on Conflict Resolution, as outlined
in the March 23, 2015 report by Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services, be endorsed;
And That the revised protocol be signed by the 2014 – 2018 Council members for the City of
Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan.

BACKGROUND:
At the March 2, 2015 Committee of the Whole, the City of Duncan Council expressed a desire to review
the Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol overall with the new Councils and to revisit inclusion of a
conflict resolution section within the protocol.
The current Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol was adopted on January 21, 2014 and its
development stemmed from a desire by both municipalities to change the culture of interaction through
increasing dialogue and understanding throughout the two municipalities (political, administrative and
operational); acknowledgement and consideration of the other even when differences exist; and to
encourage opportunity for communication/interaction and dialogue.
During the development of the initial protocol, including a piece on conflict resolution was suggested
based on the two samples provided by Mayor Kent. However, some felt that the dispute resolution
process, as outlined in Section 284 through 291 of the Community Charter, was sufficient and the
conflict resolution piece was removed.
While Section 284 of the Community Charter identifies a process for dispute resolution via voluntary
and binding arbitration should a conflict not be resolved, the conflict resolution piece, as outlined on
page two of this report, provides opportunities for a more informal resolution process prior to
consideration of the formal dispute resolution process. In particular, disputes could be resolved via
informal problem solving discussions through the CAO’s and applicable staff members. If the matter
cannot be resolved at this level, the municipalities could then identify appropriate personnel and/or
Council members who are knowledgeable about the issue and work to find a mutually acceptable
solution through negotiation that meets the interests of the other municipality, as well as those of their
own.
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If the issue still cannot be resolved, either party may then apply to a dispute resolution officer for
assistance in resolving the dispute (as outlined in Sections 284 through 291 of the Community Charter).
Proposed wording to be included in the Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol is as follows:

Conflict Resolution
Both municipalities recognize the need for a joint understanding about how to address
misunderstandings and disagreements; and want to resolve issues:
At the earliest opportunity and at the point closest to where problems originate;
In a swift, inexpensive and uncomplicated way;
Using a clear procedural pathway to a solution;
To maintain a smooth working relationship even when disagreement survives.
It is acknowledged that the processes in this Protocol are in addition to, and do not replace,
processes and remedies provided in legislation or under existing agreements between the
municipalities.
If an elected official, administrator, or any staff person from either municipality believes an
intention or commitment under this Protocol has been overlooked, or there is a disagreement that
is in need of resolution, the matter shall be brought to the attention of the Chief Administrative
Officer (CAO). The CAO shall inform their counterpart who will investigate and, if it appears that
an intention or commitment was overlooked, or an issue needs resolution, the matter may be
resolved directly between the municipalities through informal problem solving discussions
involving the CAOs and applicable staff members.
If the matter identified is not resolved through informal discussions, the municipalities agree to
address it using the following processes.
1. The municipalities will identify appropriate personnel and/or Council members who are
knowledgeable about the issue and those persons will work to find a mutually acceptable
solution through negotiation.
Those in the negotiation will seek an integrated outcome in the decisions they make. An
integrated outcome is one in which the parties elect to work together, integrating their
resources, originality and expertise.
The parties will fully explore the issue with a view to seeking an outcome that
accommodates, rather than compromises, the interests of all concerned. In that regard,
negotiators will seek to:
a) Clearly articulate their interests and the interests of their municipality;
b) Understand the interests of other municipality whether or not they are in agreement
with them; and,
Page 2 of 3
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c) Identify solutions that meet the interests of the other municipality as well as those
of their own.
2. If the issue cannot be resolved through negotiation, either municipality may apply to a
dispute resolution officer for assistance in resolving the dispute as outlined in Part 9,
Division 3 – Dispute Resolution of the Community Charter.
3. Although the municipalities have identified the attributes of negotiation as a preferential
process to be encouraged, the municipalities may, by agreement, proceed directly to a
mediated process (dispute resolution officer) without first exhausting an unassisted
negotiation process.

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol, as previously adopted on January 21, 2014, between
the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan, be signed by the 2014 – 2018 Council
members for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.

Proposed Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol (including Conflict of Interest section)
Existing Inter-municipal Relationship protocol, as adopted on January 21, 2014
Part 9, Division 3 – Dispute Resolution (Community Charter)

Respectfully submitted,

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed by CAO
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Proposed Protocol Document
City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan
Inter‐Municipal Relationship Protocol
The City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan recognize the need to work together to create
viable and sustainable communities. Their shared history, adjacent proximity, and general
interdependence make it essential that they work together cooperatively. This Protocol is seen as an
important tool to help each municipality effectively, efficiently and economically fulfill its mandated
purposes and vision for the future. As well, it is hoped that the Protocol will foster a culture of
cooperation, provide direction for the broader community, and serve as a foundation for future councils
to build on.
Both municipalities acknowledge that they are legislatively separate with autonomous decision‐making
authority. While each municipality has its own distinctive political, administrative and jurisdictional
realities, both municipalities see value in working together and wish to take advantage of opportunities
to improve the well‐being of their communities. By working together, the municipalities express the
desire to rise above boundaries, parochialism, and politics for the economic, social, and environmental
well‐being of their citizens.
This Protocol is based on three main themes.

1.

Promote Inter‐municipal and Community Relationships
The implementation of this Inter‐municipal Relationship Protocol will serve as a tool to strengthen
inter‐community relationships by promoting respect, trust and commitment, hallmarks of any
good relationship. This Protocol will hold neighbouring Councils responsible and accountable to
one another and to the broader community at large, and will also set an example for future
Councils and other community‐based organizations to follow.

2.

Commit to Communication
This Protocol calls on elected and non‐elected officials to commit to improve their communication
practices with one another. Good communication will facilitate progress on important inter‐
community initiatives, by promoting understanding and encouraging mutually‐acceptable
solutions. This will lead to improvements in services, laws and other matters for public benefit. It
will also improve the ability of both municipalities to communicate with the public.
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3.

Define How Problems Will be Solved
A strong relationship and good communication does not mean that all matters will be agreed
upon. In some cases, each community’s unique values, goals, beliefs and perspectives may
preclude agreement on specific initiatives or issues. However, a strong relationship and pattern
of communication will minimize these instances and foster the capacity and commitment of each
municipality to solve problems amicably and address challenges as they arise.

Roles and Responsibilities
The Role of Council
Each Council retains the ability and responsibility to make decisions on behalf of its residents. By signing
this Protocol, each Council demonstrates to its administration, staff and public that it recognizes the value
of the two municipalities working together. By their thoughtful support and active participation in inter‐
community dialogue and problem solving, Council members set a positive example for their
administration and staff.
Both Mayors’ enthusiastic support for this Protocol, and cooperative working relationship with one
another, will serve as an example and powerful catalyst for the benefits that can be anticipated to flow
from this Protocol.

The Role of Administration
While the elected officials are expected to lead by example and provide direction, this Protocol requires
that administrative and operational staff also understand, appreciate and adhere to the principles
underlying this Protocol. Administration, through the direction of the Chief Administrative Officers, will
be the primary conduit through which the Protocol is executed. Administration brings continuity to the
relationship and will be responsible to ensure effective communication at all levels.
All inter‐municipal Council‐to‐Council information will flow through and be managed by the Chief
Administrative Officers who will also oversee management and implementation of combined meetings of
both councils. As the need arises, the Chief Administrative Officers may assign members of their staff to
take the lead on various projects and initiatives.

The Role of Staff
Staff at all levels will be expected to implement the decisions and directions that flow from this Protocol.
In doing so, staff will take direction from their respective administration and work cooperatively with their
municipal counterparts to implement decisions and directions in a timely and efficient manner. Staff will
also be expected to inform their managers about opportunities and challenges that require attention for
the mutual benefit of both municipalities.
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The Protocols
Both municipalities commit to build an effective and professional working relationship at the elected,
administrative and operational level. Each municipality will ensure that all members of their senior staff
are kept aware of the function of their counterparts in the other municipality. Appreciation of the need
to work well with their counterpart will be regarded as a core competency for each senior staff member.
To give this Protocol the best chance to succeed, each municipality will:
1) Invite future elected officials to sign the Protocol to demonstrate commitment to the Protocol.
2) Ensure that all future elected officials and senior staff receive information about the importance
of communication and collaboration between the municipalities.
3) Strive to keep the other informed of important plans and changes within their municipality.
4) Explore common interests and opportunities to collaborate.
5) Look for more opportunities to share information, learn from and respect the other.
6) Involve each other in common celebrations and ceremonies.
7) Consider how decisions will affect one another and when mutual dialogue is appropriate.
8) Strive to not make decisions at the expense of the other.
9) Explore ways to deliver services more effectively, efficiently and economically though joint
initiatives, or through agreement with one another or others.
10) Coordinate preparation of joint media releases through Chief Administrative Officers.
11) Promote Duncan and North Cowichan as a desirable area in which to live, work and play.
12) Hold joint meetings of the Chief Administrative Officers and one or more applicable staff at least
twice a year separate from any regional meetings of the Chief Administrative Officers.
13) Hold joint meetings of Councils at least twice a year (as outlined in the attached Joint Meeting
Guidelines) to discuss mutual concerns, assess on‐going and future initiatives, and monitor
implementation of the Protocol.
14) Seek to resolve problems in a timely, inexpensive, informal, and cooperative manner (subject to
Part 9, Division 3, of the Community Charter).
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Conflict Resolution
Both municipalities recognize the need for a joint understanding about how to address misunderstandings
and disagreements; and want to resolve issues:
At the earliest opportunity and at the point closest to where problems originate;
In a swift, inexpensive and uncomplicated way;
Using a clear procedural pathway to a solution;
To maintain a smooth working relationship even when disagreement survives.
It is acknowledged that the processes in this Protocol are in addition to, and do not replace, processes and
remedies provided in legislation or under existing agreements between the municipalities.
If an elected official, administrator, or any staff person from either municipality believes an intention or
commitment under this Protocol has been overlooked, or there is a disagreement that is in need of
resolution, the matter shall be brought to the attention of the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO). The
CAO shall inform their counterpart who will investigate and, if it appears that an intention or commitment
was overlooked or an issue needs resolution, the matter may be resolved directly between the
municipalities through informal problem solving discussions involving the CAOs and applicable staff
members.
If the matter identified is not resolved through informal discussions, the municipalities agree to address
it using the following processes:
1. The municipalities will identify appropriate personnel and/or Council members who are
knowledgeable about the issue and those persons will work to find a mutually
acceptable solution through negotiation.
Those in the negotiation will seek an integrated outcome in the decisions they make. An
integrated outcome is one in which the parties elect to work together, integrating their resources,
originality and expertise.
The parties will fully explore the issue with a view to seeking an outcome that accommodates,
rather than compromises, the interests of all concerned. In that regard, negotiators will seek to:
a) Clearly articulate their interests and the interests of their municipality;
b) Understand the interests of other municipality whether or not they are in
agreement with them; and,
c) Identify solutions that meet the interests of the other municipality as well as
those of their own.
2. If the issue cannot be resolved through negotiation, either municipality may apply to a
dispute resolution officer for assistance in resolving the dispute as outlined in Part 9,
Division 3 – Dispute Resolution of the Community Charter.
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The Commitment
By signing this Protocol both municipalities acknowledge their commitment to, and agreement with, the
spirit, intent, and content of the Protocol. Further, their signatures demonstrate such commitment and
agreement, internally to their management and staff, and externally to the public, particularly their
constituents, both residential and business, and other governments. While this Protocol represents a
long‐term symbolic commitment to inter‐municipal cooperation, each municipality retains the right to
withdraw from the Protocol by providing the other with 30‐days written notice.

Signed this ___ day of ____________, 2015 in Duncan, British Columbia, Canada

For the City of Duncan:

For the Municipality of North Cowichan:

_____________________
Phil Kent, Mayor

_______________________
John Lefebure, Mayor

____________________
Michelle Bell, Councillor

_______________________
Joyce Behnsen, Councillor

____________________
Roger Bruce, Councillor

_______________________
Rob Douglas, Councillor

_____________________
Tom Duncan, Councillor

_______________________
Maeve Maguire, Councillor

____________________
John Horgan, Councillor

_______________________
Kate Marsh, Councillor

______________________
Sharon Jackson, Councillor

______________________
Al Siebring, Councillor

______________________
Michelle Staples, Councillor

______________________
Tom Walker, Councillor
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Joint Meeting Guidelines
To promote a consistent and shared flow of information from inter‐municipal meetings, the following
joint meeting guidelines, as adopted by both Councils, will apply.
Purpose of meetings
Discuss significant issues affecting both municipalities
Maintain an open dialogue between Councils
Foster municipal purposes (see s. 7 of the Community Charter)
Frequency of meetings
Twice a year (targeting spring and fall)
Specific dates and times to be determined
Additional meetings if necessary
Location of meetings
Alternate between North Cowichan and Duncan City Hall
Type of meetings
Committee‐of‐the Whole meetings
Meeting Procedure
In accordance with the Council Procedure Bylaw of the host Council.
Clerical responsibility
Corporate Officer of the host council
Agenda Preparation
Each council may submit up to 3 topics for the agenda, which must be generally
supported by the majority of the council putting forward the agenda item. Final
approval of the agenda topics will be determined by both Mayors.
Each topic should be accompanied by a brief 1‐2 page background report describing the
issue, options and providing a recommendation.
Agendas will be prepared and issued by the Corporate Officer of the host council once
approved by the host Mayor and Chief Administrative Officer.
Minutes & Follow‐up
Minutes will be prepared by the Corporate Officer of the host council
Minutes will be reviewed by both councils and approved by the host council
Follow‐up tasks will be coordinated by the CAO of the host council
Related council decisions will be made by each council, as required
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EXISTING PROTOCOL DOCOUMENT
City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan
Inter‐Municipal Relationship Protocol
The City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan recognize the need to work together to create
viable and sustainable communities. Their shared history, adjacent proximity, and general
interdependence make it essential that they work together cooperatively. This Protocol is seen as an
important tool to help each municipality effectively, efficiently and economically fulfill its mandated
purposes and vision for the future. As well, it is hoped that the Protocol will foster a culture of
cooperation, provide direction for the broader community, and serve as a foundation for future councils
to build on.
Both municipalities acknowledge that they are legislatively separate with autonomous decision‐making
authority. While each municipality has its own distinctive political, administrative and jurisdictional
realities, both municipalities see value in working together and wish to take advantage of opportunities
to improve the well‐being of their communities. By working together, the municipalities express the
desire to rise above boundaries, parochialism, and politics for the economic, social, and environmental
well‐being of their citizens.
This Protocol is based on three main themes.

1.

Promote Inter‐municipal and Community Relationships
The implementation of this Inter‐municipal Relationship Protocol will serve as a tool to strengthen
inter‐community relationships by promoting respect, trust and commitment, hallmarks of any
good relationship. This Protocol will hold neighbouring Councils responsible and accountable to
one another and to the broader community at large, and will also set an example for future
Councils and other community‐based organizations to follow.

2.

Commit to Communication
This Protocol calls on elected and non‐elected officials to commit to improve their communication
practices with one another. Good communication will facilitate progress on important inter‐
community initiatives, by promoting understanding and encouraging mutually‐acceptable
solutions. This will lead to improvements in services, laws and other matters for public benefit. It
will also improve the ability of both municipalities to communicate with the public.
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3.

Define How Problems Will be Solved
A strong relationship and good communication does not mean that all matters will be agreed
upon. In some cases, each community’s unique values, goals, beliefs and perspectives may
preclude agreement on specific initiatives or issues. However, a strong relationship and pattern
of communication will minimize these instances and foster the capacity and commitment of each
municipality to solve problems amicably and address challenges as they arise.

Roles and Responsibilities
The Role of Council
Each Council retains the ability and responsibility to make decisions on behalf of its residents. By signing
this Protocol, each Council demonstrates to its administration, staff and public that it recognizes the value
of the two municipalities working together. By their thoughtful support and active participation in inter‐
community dialogue and problem solving, Council members set a positive example for their
administration and staff.
Both Mayors’ enthusiastic support for this Protocol, and cooperative working relationship with one
another, will serve as an example and powerful catalyst for the benefits that can be anticipated to flow
from this Protocol.

The Role of Administration
While the elected officials are expected to lead by example and provide direction, this Protocol requires
that administrative and operational staff also understand, appreciate and adhere to the principles
underlying this Protocol. Administration, through the direction of the Chief Administrative Officers, will
be the primary conduit through which the Protocol is executed. Administration brings continuity to the
relationship and will be responsible to ensure effective communication at all levels.
All inter‐municipal Council‐to‐Council information will flow through and be managed by the Chief
Administrative Officers who will also oversee management and implementation of combined meetings of
both councils. As the need arises, the Chief Administrative Officers may assign members of their staff to
take the lead on various projects and initiatives.

The Role of Staff
Staff at all levels will be expected to implement the decisions and directions that flow from this Protocol.
In doing so, staff will take direction from their respective administration and work cooperatively with their
municipal counterparts to implement decisions and directions in a timely and efficient manner. Staff will
also be expected to inform their managers about opportunities and challenges that require attention for
the mutual benefit of both municipalities.
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The Protocols
Both municipalities commit to build an effective and professional working relationship at the elected,
administrative and operational level. Each municipality will ensure that all members of their senior staff
are kept aware of the function of their counterparts in the other municipality. Appreciation of the need
to work well with their counterpart will be regarded as a core competency for each senior staff member.
To give this Protocol the best chance to succeed, each municipality will:
1) Invite future elected officials to sign the Protocol to demonstrate commitment to the Protocol.
2) Ensure that all future elected officials and senior staff receive information about the importance
of communication and collaboration between the municipalities.
3) Strive to keep the other informed of important plans and changes within their municipality.
4) Explore common interests and opportunities to collaborate.
5) Look for more opportunities to share information, learn from and respect the other.
6) Involve each other in common celebrations and ceremonies.
7) Consider how decisions will affect one another and when mutual dialogue is appropriate.
8) Strive to not make decisions at the expense of the other.
9) Explore ways to deliver services more effectively, efficiently and economically though joint
initiatives, or through agreement with one another or others.
10) Coordinate preparation of joint media releases through Chief Administrative Officers.
11) Promote Duncan and North Cowichan as a desirable area in which to live, work and play.
12) Hold joint meetings of the Chief Administrative Officers and one or more applicable staff at least
twice a year separate from any regional meetings of the Chief Administrative Officers.
13) Hold joint meetings of Councils at least twice a year (as outlined in the attached Joint Meeting
Guidelines) to discuss mutual concerns, assess on‐going and future initiatives, and monitor
implementation of the Protocol.
14) Seek to resolve problems in a timely, inexpensive, informal, and cooperative manner (subject to
Part 9, Division 3, of the Community Charter).
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The Commitment
By signing this Protocol both municipalities acknowledge their commitment to, and agreement with, the
spirit, intent, and content of the Protocol. Further, their signatures demonstrate such commitment and
agreement, internally to their management and staff, and externally to the public, particularly their
constituents, both residential and business, and other governments. While this Protocol represents a
long‐term symbolic commitment to inter‐municipal cooperation, each municipality retains the right to
withdraw from the Protocol by providing the other with 30‐days written notice.

Signed this ___ day of ____________, 2015 in Duncan, British Columbia, Canada

For the City of Duncan:

For the Municipality of North Cowichan:

_____________________
Phil Kent, Mayor

_______________________
John Lefebure, Mayor

____________________
Michelle Bell, Councillor

_______________________
Joyce Behnsen, Councillor

____________________
Roger Bruce, Councillor

_______________________
Rob Douglas, Councillor

_____________________
Tom Duncan, Councillor

_______________________
Maeve Maguire, Councillor

____________________
John Horgan, Councillor

_______________________
Kate Marsh, Councillor

______________________
Sharon Jackson, Councillor

______________________
Al Siebring, Councillor

______________________
Michelle Staples, Councillor

______________________
Tom Walker, Councillor
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Joint Meeting Guidelines
To promote a consistent and shared flow of information from inter‐municipal meetings, the following
joint meeting guidelines, as adopted by both Councils, will apply.
Purpose of meetings
Discuss significant issues affecting both municipalities
Maintain an open dialogue between Councils
Foster municipal purposes (see s. 7 of the Community Charter)
Frequency of meetings
Twice a year (targeting spring and fall)
Specific dates and times to be determined
Additional meetings if necessary
Location of meetings
Alternate between North Cowichan and Duncan City Hall
Type of meetings
Committee‐of‐the Whole meetings
Meeting Procedure
In accordance with the Council Procedure Bylaw of the host Council.
Clerical responsibility
Corporate Officer of the host council
Agenda Preparation
Each council may submit up to 3 topics for the agenda, which must be generally
supported by the majority of the council putting forward the agenda item. Final
approval of the agenda topics will be determined by both Mayors.
Each topic should be accompanied by a brief 1‐2 page background report describing the
issue, options and providing a recommendation.
Agendas will be prepared and issued by the Corporate Officer of the host council once
approved by the host Mayor and Chief Administrative Officer.
Minutes & Follow‐up
Minutes will be prepared by the Corporate Officer of the host council
Minutes will be reviewed by both councils and approved by the host council
Follow‐up tasks will be coordinated by the CAO of the host council
Related council decisions will be made by each council, as required
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DUNCAN
luly 24,20L4

File# 5460-02

RECE IVED

Municipality of North Cowichan
7030 TransCanada Highway

AUG 1

Box278
Duncan, BC V9L 3X4

I 201,,

iJl ST Rrcr
N(-.iiT

ot

Dear Dave Devana,

RE:

Request to Install Signage

ln May of 2013, the City of Duncan adopted a Wayfinding Signage Strategy in order to provide a
clear, methodical sequence of directional and identification elements for visitors and residents.
Through visually intuitive designs and consistent messaging the wayfinding strategy ensures
guidance into the downtown and Duncan's key destinations and attractions.
During the design of the wayfinding strategy areas outside of the City limits were identified as
key locations for signage. ln particular, there are four locations in North Cowichan which are felt
to be idealfor directing traffic downtown. lncluded with this letter are pictures of the signs and
the locations we would like them placed.

ln order for the City's wayfinding strategy to be successful, uniformity and consistency are
important. We are requesting that you consider our request in a favourable manner.
Should you wish to discuss the above in greater detail, please don't hesitate to contact Tricia
lvlayea, Corporate Services Coordinator at (250) 746-6126.

Sincerely,

[.

il
/Jt-

Peter de Verteuil
ief Ad min istrative Officer

Ch

Attachment

CITY OF TOTEMS
zoo Craig Street, Duncan, B.C. V9L rW3 T: z5o-746-6t26 F: z5o-746-6tzg E: duncan@duncan.ca lfl: www.duncan.ca
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Requested locations for City of Duncan Signs located in the Municipality of North Cowichan
First Sien
BL-02 Existing Directional (Beverly Street just prior to Canada Avenue) (Size: 32"H x 23"W)
Replace

with Downtown DirectionalT-2 sign w¡th left-pointing directional arrow.

This Sign will

Downtown

o

have a Left
Pointing Arrow

Example of a Downtown

DirectionalT-2 Sign

Second Sign

81-06 Proposed Sign Location (James Street just prior to Duncan Street) (Size: 32"H x 23"W)
Proposed location for Downtown Directional T-2 sign.

This Sign will

Downtown

o

have a Forward
Pointing Arrow

Example of a Downtown

DirectionalT-2 Sign
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Third Sisn
C-16 Proposed Sign Location (Just prior

to roundabout on Tzouhalem)

(Size: 32"H

x23"Wl

Secondary downtown route. Downtown DirectionalT-2 sign required at roundabout.

Downtown

o

This Sign will
haræ a Curved

Forward

Pointirg Arrow

Example of a Downtown

DirectionalT-2 Sign

Fourth Sien
C-17 Proposed Sign Location (Just past the roundabout on Tzouhalem) (Size: 32"H x23"W)

Secondary downtown route. Downtown DirectionalT-2 sign required after roundabout.

ThisS
Downtown

o

will

have a Forward

Pointirg Arrow

Example of a Downtown
Directional T-2 Sign
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DUNCAN
December L5,2OL4

RECEIVED
DEC

31

File# 5460-02

20ltt

Municipality of North Cowichan
Dave Devana, CAO
7030 TransCanada Highway

The Dlstrlct of North Cowichan

Box278
Duncan, BC VgL 3X4
Dear Dave;

RE:

Request to lnstall Signage

I am writing in follow up to a letterthat was sent in July of this year requesting pernrission to
install signs at four locations within the boundaries of North Cowichan. I have included a copy
of the letter for your information.

that time it's been noted that there are two (2) additional signs we want permission to
erect within the boundaries of North Cowichan. The attached document shows the size and style
of the signs and the locations we would like them to be placed.
Since

Please let me know at your earliest convenience whether these requests are feasible

Should you wish to discuss the above in greater detail, please don't hesitate to contact Tricia
Mayea, Corporate Services Coordinator at (250) 746-6L26.

Sincerely,

Peter de Verteuil
Chief Adm inistrative Officer

Attachments

CITY OF TOTEMS
zoo CraigStreet, Duncan, B.C. V9L rW3 T: z5o-746-6t26 F: z5o-746-6tzg

E:

duncan@duncan.ca lV: www.duncan.ca

(O

hAn
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rl

December

t5,2Ot4

Requested locations for City of Duncan Signs located in North Cowichan

First Sien

81-01 Secondary Gateway Sign Location (Government Street just past the roundabout)
(Size: 84"H x 44"W)

Dstr¡ntorn

o

b

glooID¡tY oâtlraY

Secondary Gateway Sign
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Second Sisn
C-18 Secondary Gateway Sign Location (Just prior
(Size:

to

Lakes Road on Tzouhalem)

84"H x 44"W1

Do,vntorrn

o

f

t

ir: ll

.tu'!;'.

3kofloffic^nw

Y

Secondary Gateway Sign
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Request for Decision
To:

Duncan and North Cowichan Mayors and Councils

Date:

March 23, 2015

From:

Peter de Verteuil, City of Duncan CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Study

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
That North Cowichan and Duncan Councils consider the following resolution:
That a joint study for the Municipality of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan be
undertaken to evaluate the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan, in
conjunction with an amalgamation study, encompassing the following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen's Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be paid
for through the Citizen's Assembly;
The study is estimated to cost a total of $130,000 to study both amalgamation and
boundary realignment.
The recommendation of the Citizen's Assembly would be non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the Citizen's Assembly, but the
Assembly would be led by the Consultant.

BACKGROUND:
At the August 18, 2014 Council meeting, Council passed the following resolution:
Amalgamation/Boundary
Realignment Question
R-256-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council advise the Municipality of North Cowichan that it
has garnered sufficient input from Duncan residents through
the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results to initiate placing the
following non-binding plebiscite question on the November
15, 2014 ballot:
Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to
study both the options, costs and benefits for
amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and
benefits for the re-alignment of the boundaries of the City
of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan?
And That should the non-binding question receive over 50%
approval to the question in each jurisdiction, the joint study
with the Municipality of North Cowichan encompass the
following:
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The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizen's Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizen's
Assembly;
The recommendation of the Citizen's Assembly would be
non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizen's Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
And That a joint meeting be scheduled with North Cowichan in
September to discuss the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results
regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Re-alignment.
CARRIED
On September 8, 2014, a Joint meeting between North Cowichan and Duncan Councils was held to
discuss the amalgamation/boundary realignment issue. No consensus was reached at that meeting
on a question to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot by both jurisdictions.
On September 15, 2015, North Cowichan Council passed the following motion:
“That Council place the following question on the upcoming election ballot: “Are you in favour
of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
As the question that North Cowichan was to placing on its ballot differed from the question that Duncan
had considering for its ballot, on September 29th Duncan Council debated the final wording for the nonbinding question or questions to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot and approved the following
two questions:.
1.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the costs and benefits of the
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?

2.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the options, costs, and benefits of
realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with
an amalgamation study?

What is Boundary Realignment?
A great deal of discussion has revolved around perceived confusion regarding 1) what boundary
realignment is; 2) whether the costs suggested in my previous report were accurate; 3) whether it would
be too difficult to study; and 4) that studying boundary realignment is only in the City's interests. I will
address each of these points as follows:
1. Boundary realignment is the moving of the border between two municipalities. It is done quite
commonly in BC on a smaller scale when the boundaries no longer make sense, and the two
municipalities agree to move the border. There is a recent example in Sidney where the
border was moved so that Sidney could address storm drainage issues. As with
amalgamation, boundary realignment can only occur with the agreement of both municipal
councils, and the approval of the Province.
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2. In order to determine approximate costs for conducting a study, staff corresponded with a
reputable company who does this type of work. The company provided estimates of what this
type of study would entail. This included utilizing a citizen’s assembly to commission and guide
the work, so that there was no perceived political interference.
3. The study could/should take two phases as suggested by the consulting firm staff spoke with.
The first phase identifies the issues, who does what, what could change under the two
alternatives, and would allow the assembly to also discuss the potential realigned borders that
they think would make sense. This is not about where the tax base is; it is about community
identity. Some have suggested the boundary used by Duncan Junior Baseball just north of
Mays Road. Some suggest Herd Road, or the sewer service area. Once a few boundary
options are settled on by the assembly, phase 2 would proceed, where amalgamation is studied
and to evaluate cost savings, increases, and the positive and negative aspects of
amalgamation. To add the calculations of cost and benefit for a few boundary realignments is
a mathematical exercise based on assessments, road costs, administration costs, etc. There
are not innumerable boundary options that would make sense from a community identity
perspective.
4. The notion that studying boundary realignment is only in the City’s interests is truly the most
important misrepresentation or misunderstanding to dispel. What is being proposed is a study.
It is not a proposed land grab by the City of Duncan, nor by North Cowichan. It would be a
study of the costs and benefits of both concepts - a study of changing the way governance
works in Duncan. To be frank, to ignore boundary realignment in the study is ignoring a viable
alternative.
This is a comparative example: When staff provide a report to Council, they provide Council
with all available options on an issue and provide the pros and cons for each option so Council
can make the most informed decision possible for its taxpayers. Staff wouldn’t provide a report
to Council recommending it sole source a contract to one construction company when staff is
aware of another company in town and not bother to investigate their availability and suitability.
The 1978 amalgamation vote was rejected soundly in Chemainus, Crofton, and Duncan, yet
the vote passed or was close in the south end voting locations. While much has changed since
1978, much is still the same: Chemainus and Crofton see themselves as separate from the
Duncan area, and the South end of Duncan wishes we were all one area. So perhaps we are
asking the wrong question if we only talk about amalgamation. Is amalgamation better for
Chemainus than a boundary realignment? We won't know unless we study it.
Lastly, no one area needs to be left "holding the bag." The Province ensures this when electoral
area boundaries change, and IF realignment proceeded, or amalgamation proceeded, it would
only be if it was beneficial to the residents of Chemainus, Crofton, the South end, Duncan, and
Maple Bay. As noted, neither amalgamation nor boundary realignment would occur without the
approval of both councils, and the approval of the Province, likely with conditions, and almost
certainly with a referendum in both jurisdictions.
COSTS:
For approximately $100,000, a consultant could study the costs and benefits for possible
amalgamation. For an additional $30,000 (if studied simultaneously) a study could also be conducted
related to the options, costs and benefits of possible boundary realignment to look at where it makes
most sense to have the boundaries between the two municipalities. Some suggestions related to the
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boundary realignment question have included: having the boundaries aligned with the water service
boundary; having the boundaries aligned with the sewer system boundary; or having the boundary be
defined at Herd Road.
FURTHER DISCUSSION:
If only Amalgamation was studied, and not the possibility of boundary realignment, Councils could not
evaluate if Amalgamation is the best alternative. It could create doubt. When expending funds for a
study, one looks at available options. From there, the all-encompassing information would be available
for the public to make an informed decision as to what alternative or option makes the most sense for
all North Cowichan and Duncan residents.
We shouldn’t be studying this for cost savings, because it is more likely that the additional costs will
outweigh the savings; past evaluations of amalgamation nationally indicate this. We should be studying
to see if changes would result in more efficient and effective government. As Mayor Kent stated, “This
should be a study of governance; governance that is focused on the options for efficient and effective
delivery of services to the community, strengthens community identity, and provides responsive
representation for Citizens.”

2014 Duncan Survey Results:
At the July 7, 2014 Duncan Committee of the Whole meeting, the following results were presented
regarding amalgamation and boundary realignment. In both cases, the majority of those surveyed
answered yes to both questions as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
2014 Opinion Question Results:
In conjunction with the 2014 November elections, the following Non-Binding Questions were asked:
Duncan opinion questions
1.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the costs and benefits of the amalgamation
of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?

Yes – 52% - 554 votes
No – 48% - 502 votes
2.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the options, costs, and benefits of
realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with an
amalgamation study?

Yes – 54% - 567 votes
No – 46% - 480 votes
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North Cowichan opinion question
Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?
Yes – 68% - 4446 votes
No – 32% - 2065 votes
Further delving into the North Cowichan results reveals the following.
Advance polls – Yes – 480 votes – 66%
Municipal Hall – Yes – 296 votes – 69%
Quamichan
– Yes – 985 votes – 78%
Mt. Prevost
– Yes – 913 votes – 74%
Maple Bay
– Yes – 933 votes – 73%
Crofton
– Yes – 313 votes – 60%
Chemainus – Yes – 526 votes – 50.2%
While much has changed since 1978, much is still the same: Chemainus and Crofton see themselves
as separate from the Duncan area, and the South end of Duncan wishes we were all one area. So
perhaps we are asking the wrong question if we only talk about amalgamation.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

2014-08-25 North Cowichan Staff Report – Proposed Question
2014-08-05 Amalgamation-Boundary Restructure Update – Staff Report
2014-08-05 Boundary Restructure – Amalgamation Minutes History
2014-05-05 Amalgamation Question – Staff Report
1978 Article in NewsLeader Re: Amalgamation Results

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer

Page 5 of 5

Page 33 of 45

Page 34 of 45

Page 35 of 45

Request for Decision
To:

Committee of the Whole

Date:

August 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
Council direction is sought.

BACKGROUND:
At the April 14, 2014 Special Joint Committee of the Whole meeting with North Cowichan a
discussion ensued regarding a motion North Cowichan Council proposed to be placed on its
November ballot related to the potential amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan and the broader amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region. At
that meeting the following question was recommended to be forwarded to both the North Cowichan
and Duncan Councils for approval:
“Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan.”
At North Cowichan’s subsequent Council meeting, Council put forward an amended motion to
remove the words “or restructuring.” They conveyed that they were not interested in any form of
potential boundary re-alignment of North Cowichan and that the only interest was in amalgamation of
North Cowichan and Duncan.
This new information was reviewed by the City of Duncan Council at its May 5th Special Council
meeting and the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole with no resolutions for potential
wording of the question confirmed (see copies attached). Council felt they needed additional
information and passed the following resolution in hopes to attain more information to assist them in
deciding what question or questions to potentially be placed on the November ballot:
“That consideration of a non-binding plebiscite question or questions to be placed on the
November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re-alignment, be deferred until the
results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.”
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole, the Citizen Satisfaction Survey final report was
presented to Council and the results on the questions related to amalgamation and boundary
realignment were as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?

Page 1 of 4

Page 36 of 45

Request for Decision – Amalgamation/Boundary Restructure Question – August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole

Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do
you think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
Considerations:
1. Confirm whether to place a question and/or questions on the November ballot
Council should decide whether they wish to pursue putting a non-binding plebiscite question
or questions on the November ballot. Council could look to the survey results as an indicator
that the majority of citizens are in favour of a study related to amalgamation and/or boundary
re-alignment and thus the need to ask the question formally on the ballot would not be
required.
2. Process for moving forward:
The District of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils must agree on whether options
for amalgamation and/or boundary realignment are to be considered. Without agreement by
both Councils as to what would be studied, the issue could never be potentially considered by
the Ministry. Likewise, should a study be conducted and it is decided that a future referendum
is desired, it is legislated that the question would have to be the exact same question on both
ballots, passed by more than 50% of the electorate to be legally considered.
As North Cowichan has expressed it does not wish to entertain any form of potential
boundary re-alignment and the City of Duncan wishes to pursue a study on both the options
of amalgamation and the boundaries generally, a meeting with North Cowichan Council
should be set up to discuss the issue further. If both municipalities cannot agree, as noted
above, it is a moot point for North Cowichan to place the question on their ballot.
As the prospect of the study including any Electoral Areas at this time greatly complicates the
study and findings, it may be difficult to get agreement with North Cowichan on such a study,
let alone one that just includes realignment solely between North Cowichan and the City.
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3. Costs to Conduct a Study
Should North Cowichan and Duncan agree to a question and/or questions, the next step
would be to seek a cost sharing agreement to conduct the study?
Staff have been provided a very rough estimate to undertake the study from a firm that has
performed these studies in the past:
A phased approach is recommended, with a Phase 1 study looking at the overall picture of
service delivery, governance, and finance. It would broadly identify “who does what” and “what
could change” under various governance scenarios, which could include (increasing in order
of complexity and scope):
-

Amalgamation of the City of Duncan and District of North Cowichan into one municipality;
Realignment of the City of Duncan municipal boundaries (to include lands currently within
the DNC);
Larger governance restructure study which would include the City of Duncan, District of
North Cowichan, and adjacent lands within the Cowichan Valley Regional District.

A rough estimate of a Phase 1 study would be around $25,000 to $40,000. At the lower end of
the scale, the study would entail working directly with staff from both the City of Duncan and
District of North Cowichan, and then providing presentations to both councils (either separately
or as a group). If a committee were to be formed to guide the process, this would add about
$10,000 to the budget, and if public consultation were required within this phase, it would be at
the top end of the budget estimate.
Depending on the decision to proceed with further study (Phase 2) on the above scenarios,
the detailed technical and engagement process would vary widely in scope and budget,
between about $60,000 on the lower end, to $150,000 and above on the high end (depending
on the amount of technical information required, e.g. water and road condition assessment,
detailed cost estimates).
All of this work would need to be undertaken within the Ministry’s guidelines for boundary
extension / restructure, and there is potential for funding from the Ministry to undertake this
work.
Therefore it is estimated that:
- a study to consider amalgamation might cost approximately $100,000;
- a study that also considers boundary realignment might cost approximately $130,000
- to conduct a study that also considers the adjacent CVRD lands might cost approx
$200,000

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

There will likely be significant educational costs (est. $5,000) regardless of
whether there is a non-binding plebiscite question on the Duncan ballot or
not, if the District of North Cowichan goes ahead with a Ballot question.
This Educational messaging would likely focus, from the City’s
perspective, on what the study will entail and what studying Boundary
Realignment possibly means, and most people understand simple
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amalgamation.
Costs for the study itself can be incorporated into the 2015 budget.
Policy:

N/A

Strategic Priorities:

10.5

Sustainability:

N/A

Utilize Service Agreements to provide higher quality, more
affordable services/

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it has garnered
sufficient input from Duncan residents to initiate spending in 2015 on a joint study
with the District of North Cowichan to encompass the following:
a) To study both the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation and the
alternative options, costs, and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the
City of Duncan and the District of North Cowichan
b) The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be
paid for through the Citizen’s Assembly
c) The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly.
d) The recommendations of the Citizens’ Assembly would be non binding
e) Staff of both jurisdictions would be resources for the Assembly, but the assembly
would be led by the Consultant.
And That City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it is not prepared to
undertake a study that only contemplates Amalgamation as the only potential
consideration.
2. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the Committee of the Whole request a joint meeting with the District of North
Cowichan in September, to discuss the results of the Citizen Satisfaction survey
results regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.

Summary of Council and Committee meeting resolutions on Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment
May 5, 2014 - CAO report on Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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April 14, 2014 Special Joint Meeting with North Cowichan
Amalgamation
C/W139‐14

A discussion period ensued regarding Councillor Woike's proposed motion to
amalgamate the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan and
the broader amalgamation of local government in the Cowichan Region.
After a lengthy debate, it was agreed that consideration of the broader
amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region was too complex to
pursue at this time and that the focus should be on the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan.
It was noted that there were too many unknowns at this time for the public to
make an informed decision on the motion proposed by Councillor Woike to
simply ask whether the public supports the amalgamation of the Municipality of
North Cowichan and City of Duncan without being fully aware of the options,
costs, and benefits associated with a possible amalgamation or a possible
boundary restructure.
It was highlighted that any question on a ballot would need to have a clear
objective of what is trying to be achieved. Essentially the first step would be to
put a question on the November ballot to seek the public's opinion on whether
they were in favour of expenditure to study the options, costs, and benefits for
restructuring or amalgamation between the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan. If the study proceeds, the findings would then be presented
to the public for consideration.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the following question be added to the November, 2014 municipal
election ballot:
Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs and benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
CARRIED

May 5, 2014 Special Council Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R‐161‐14
R‐162‐14
R‐163‐14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
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2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re‐alignment be referred to a Special
Committee of the Whole for further discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of amalgamation/boundary
restructuring in general be referred to a Special Committee of the Whole meeting
for further discussion and consideration.
CARRIED
May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
C/W‐165‐14
C/W‐166‐14
C/W‐167‐14

The following motion was tabled from the May 5, 2014 Special Council meeting
for consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
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1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That the motion be referred to the July 3, 2014 Committee of the Whole
meeting until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
The main motion was back on the floor for consideration:
It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of a non‐binding plebiscite question or questions to be
placed on the November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re‐
alignment, be deferred until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are
concluded.
CARRIED
Citizen Satisfaction Survey Results:
The following questions were asked to the 400 randomly selection City of Duncan residents:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
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3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do you
think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

May 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/ Boundary Realignment question(s)

File No: 2370-01

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council request the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following two non-binding
plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Committee meeting held on April 14, 2014 between the Municipality of North Cowichan
and the City of Duncan, after a lengthy discussion, it appeared that all present had settled on the
following plebiscite question:
Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
However, the North Cowichan Council view of the resolution passed at the Joint Committee of the
Whole meeting was that the resolution was a “Duncan” resolution, and amended the resolution at their
April 16, 2014 meeting to remove the words “or restructuring” as their Council did not support the
inclusion. This would limit the study to amalgamation only, and not to alternative solutions to what is
perceived to be duplication within the greater Duncan area.
The CAO for North Cowichan, and I have had some discussions regarding the plebiscite question(s)
and agree that it is important that both jurisdictions ask the same question(s) and we have collaborated
on the wording of the above second question.
1. On the issue of how the study should be conducted, I believe that it is important that a separate
body be established to commission and direct the study to create some independence. As
stakeholders, City and North Cowichan staff would provide critical input and feedback, but should
not direct the study itself. The Consultant needs to be separated from staff and Council.
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2. I have stated that whether Boundary Realignment or Amalgamation are “the answer”, the new
entity(s) would look substantially different and would lose the City’s $545,530 Small Community
Grant from the Province, and policing would go from 70% to 90%, therefore costing an additional
$342,000 annually. In my view, with either Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, it is unlikely
there will be any net savings, and there will likely be higher taxes overall. Amalgamation and
Boundary Realignment should be considered for other reasons (planning, efficiencies, etc.), not for
lower taxes.
3. It appears both municipalities agree that the study(s) will hopefully provide more informed answers
on the pros and cons (financially, operationally, planning, etc.) and will be very dependent on
whether it is Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, or both, that is being considered.
4. At this time we have not determined how the study(s) would be cost shared.
Having two questions does not mean people have to choose now. They can select both, we just need
to know if people want to study one, both or nothing.
Attempts should be made to avoid any protectionist stances or mindsets, and let the study recommend
what is beneficial.
This is not about North Cowichan swallowing up Duncan, or Duncan carving off a chunk of North
Cowichan. It is not about Duncan staff, it is not about North Cowichan staff. This is about studying
possibilities and going from there. Although no one can look at the boundary where it is now and say
“oh that makes sense”, nothing will happen in the end if the study shows change isn’t desirable
(amalgamation or boundary realignment).
I do not believe we should complicate this discussion with inclusion of any Electoral Areas into this
study. That can be looked at in the future if desired.
Respectfully submitted,

Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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City of Duncan
Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Special Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room,
City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, March 23, 2015 at 2:02 PM.
Present

Councillor Tom Duncan (Chair)
Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Roger Bruce (via

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples (2:28 pm)

FaceTime)

Guests

Mayor Jon Lefebure, North Cowichan (NC)
Councillor Joyce Behnsen, NC
Councillor Maeve Maguire, NC
Councillor Kate Marsh, NC
Councillor Tom Walker, NC
Dave Devana, CAO, NC
Mark Ruttan, Director of Corporate Services/Deputy CAO, NC
John MacKay, Director of Engineering and Operations, NC
Scott Mack, Director of Development Services, NC

Absent

Councillor Al Siebring, NC
Councillor Rob Douglas, NC

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Abbas Farahbakhsh, Director of Public Works
Call to Order

Call to Order

The Chair called the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the
Whole to order at 2:02 pm.
Adoption of Agenda

Adoption of Agenda
C/W-77-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the Whole
agenda be adopted, as circulated.
CARRIED
Finance and Administration

Inter-municipal
Relationship
Protocol
C/W-78-15

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services outlined her
report and noted that Duncan Council expressed a desire to
revisit inclusion of a conflict resolution section within the protocol.
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A discussion then ensued regarding whether the wording
currently outlined in the protocols was sufficient to cover off how
problems would be resolved in an informal way. It was noted that
while the clause currently states that each municipality would
seek to resolve problems in a timely, inexpensive informal and
cooperative manner, Duncan Council felt it would be beneficial to
have a process that outlines what steps would be followed in
order to achieve that goal.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils
for consideration:
That the revised Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol
between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan, which includes a section on Conflict Resolution,
as outlined in the March 23, 2014 report by Karen Robertson,
Director of Corporate Services, be endorsed;
And That the revised protocol be signed by the 2014 – 2018
Council members for the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan.
CARRIED
Gateway Signage
Request
C/W-79-15

Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan noted that consideration
of Duncan's request to place directional and gateway signage
within its boundaries was discussed at North Cowichan's Public
Works Committee meeting. Concerns were raised as to how the
proposed signage might affect the University Village project and
wondered if Duncan should be placing the signage within its own
boundaries.
Councillor Staples noted that the directional signage was a
project spearheaded by the Duncan's Tourism Committee and
that the signage is intended to direct people off the highway and
into the downtown core and that future phases could also provide
signage within Duncan's boundaries directing people to amenities
located in North Cowichan.
Peter de Verteuil, CAO noted the proposed signs were not about
identifying boundaries but to address way-finding for downtown
and that the City has installed signs on Trunk Road and Canada
Avenue beside Duncan businesses directing how to get
downtown.
Councillor Staples explained that there was a consultant's report
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that outlined the rationale for the signage that indicated the ideal
locations to place the directional and gateway signage and that
this report could be forwarded to North Cowichan for its
information.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan Council for consideration:
That the Municipality of North Cowichan Council authorize
the City of Duncan to place directional and gateway signage
(as illustrated in the July 24, 2014 and December 15, 2014
letters from the City of Duncan CAO) at the following
locations:
Directional sign on Beverly Street, just prior to Canada
Avenue;
Directional sign on James Street, just prior to Duncan
Street;
Directional sign just prior to the roundabout on
Tzouhalem Road;
Directional sign just past the roundabout on Tzouhalem
Road;
Gateway sign at Government Street just past the
roundabout; and
Gateway sign just prior to Lakes Road on Tzouhalem
Road.
And That the consultant's final design (Wayfinding Signage
Strategy) which outlines the rationale for the proposed
signage be forwarded to North Cowichan for information.
CARRIED
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Re-alignment
C/W-80-15
C/W-81-15
C/W-82-15
C/W-83-15

Peter de Verteuil, CAO went over his March 23, 2015 report and
outlined the rationale for conducting a joint study to evaluate the
options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries, in conjunction with an amalgamation study, in order
to evaluate if amalgamation is the best alternative. He noted that
when expending funds for a study, one should look at available
options and from there, the all-encompassing information would
be available for the public to make an informed decision as to
what alternative or option makes the most sense for all North
Cowichan and Duncan residents.
Both North Cowichan and Duncan councils then discussed the
topic of amalgamation and boundary re-alignment. A synopsis of
the discussion included the following points:
Councillor Walker stated that he supports a study to amalgamate
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but not to study boundary re-alignment. He noted that for the first
time ever, all areas within North Cowichan and Duncan voted yes
to the community opinion poll to study amalgamation. He did not
feel that it was a good idea to look at changing the boundaries.
Councillor Behnsen expressed the view that the permitting
process for separate jurisdictions is difficult and there is a need to
investigate the boundaries that do exist. She expressed support
for amalgamation but stated that she also supports redefining the
boundaries to also incorporate parts of the Regional District. She
noted that North Cowichan is not a destination and feels it is time
to look at its identity, costs, permits, licensing, etc.
Mayor Kent stated that from Duncan's perspective there has
never been a groundswell of citizens requesting amalgamation
but those who have brought it forward felt that the boundaries
don't make sense. How to undertake a study should be explored
and it should be led by a randomly selected citizen's assembly
appropriately resourced with authority to talk to the community
and bring back the information to elected officials. Duncan
Council felt that options were necessary and if one is going to
spend $100,000 why not spend the extra $30,000 to study both.
Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan indicated that North
Cowichan has included $50,000 in its budget for an
amalgamation study but no funds for a study on boundary realignment.
Councillor Marsh stated that studying amalgamation is not a high
priority for her but the citizens asked that it be explored. She felt
that those who voted in favour of the study likely feel that
amalgamating will save money but it probably won't. Funding for
the study was also not identified as part of the question and she
said she thinks that North Cowichan taxpayers will not want to
contribute towards studying a boundary re-alignment.
Councillor Maguire asked how a citizen's assembly would work
and noted that consideration would have to be given to how each
geographic area was represented.
Mayor Kent noted a citizen's assembly should be random but
some special interest groups should be represented.
Mayor Lefebure noted that studying the bigger electoral area
boundaries would be difficult and time consuming and if boundary
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adjustment was done, one would still have problems. He said he
is happy with the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan's boundaries the way they are. He noted that some
things can be improved upon but North Cowichan's citizens are
concerned about costs. He also said that he does not think there
would be any cost savings in amalgamating but that without
further information, he was not sure. He stated that Council has a
responsibility to look into the issue and he would like to use inhouse resources to have an interim report that would give Council
more direction.
Peter de Verteuil, CAO clarified that it was only North Cowichan
and Duncan boundaries that were proposed to be studied and not
electoral area boundaries.
Councillor Jackson stated that she likes Duncan the way it is and
doesn't want to be part of North Cowichan but likes the idea of
having a citizen's group lead the study. She indicated that only
4% of the Duncan's citizens identified amalgamation as important
through the Citizen Satisfaction Survey. She also noted that the
studies will cost approximately $130,000 and that was not
included in the community opinion question. She agreed with
Councillor Marsh in that residents want to save money but
doubted that would occur through amalgamation. She agreed
that the random citizen group is the best way to go.
Councillor Bruce stated his support for the study and view that
there would be savings to be had in the areas of tourism and
marketing. He said that restructuring boundaries is a non-issue
for him and that he wants to keep it simple.
Councillor Behnsen said she was not comfortable with a randomly
selected citizen's assembly and thinks that political leaders and
staff, with the assistance of a consultant, should provide the
Councils with 3 options and then have the citizens look over the
options. She also stated her preference for one government for
the region.
Councillor Staples noted that the City committed to its citizens to
study both amalgamation and boundary re-alignment, and that to
study this effectively and that with cross representation, the study
should be conducted through a citizen's assembly. At this point, it
is now just about how the process will be developed.
Councillor Horgan stated that he favoured a study but noted the
City's obligation to study boundary re-alignment. He said that it
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should be the people that study it but was not comfortable with
the process.
Councillor Bell said that the first step was to do a cost analysis
and that Council should start by hiring a consultant to find out if
there are cost savings before a citizen's assembly is formed.
Councillor Maguire stated that both Councils need to move
forward on the process but that she is not clear on how it should
be conducted. She also stated that she was unclear about the
goal and asked if this was just about cost savings or whether it
was for efficiencies, economic development, or something else.
She also asked how we work together on a joint report.
Councillor Marsh expressed support for Councillor Bell's idea to
do a cost analysis first. She also stated that there needs to be an
open forum where citizens can provide feedback as well as to
convey information, for example, asking the question, “would you
still be in favour of amalgamation if you knew it was going to cost
you this?”
Councillor Walker indicated that the study as a whole must also
determine if there will be any cost savings.
Mayor Kent expressed that the process needs to be driven by
data and there is more than just financial data. He stated that
staff need to work together to design the process and find ways to
do it efficiently and effectively. He further stated that Council
must understand what steps need to be taken and the proposed
motion is about the principles. He asked that Council give staff
the mandate to start working towards defining the steps and then
Council can agree to the steps of moving forward.
Councillor Staples suggested that if the motion on the floor was
defeated, she wanted to have a separate conversation with
Duncan Council regarding boundary re-alignment.
Councillor Maguire asked who would take the lead.
Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan indicated that he and
Peter de Verteuil, CAO would negotiate the process for
amalgamation but that he was not mandated by his Council to
explore boundary realignment.
Councillor Maguire asked as to how cost sharing for the study
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would be determined.
Mayor Kent suggested that a 50/50 split was not fair and that but
both Councils can't have differing processes and questions. If we
are going to move forward we have to have consensus. Both
councils should give staff the mandate to develop that process.
Councillor Walker stated that he could see a 50/50 split was not
fair.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils
for consideration:
That a joint study for the Municipality of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan be undertaken to evaluate the options,
costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing boundaries
between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan, in conjunction with an amalgamation study,
encompassing the following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizens' Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizens'
Assembly;
The study is estimated to cost a total of $130,000 to study
both amalgamation and boundary realignment;
The recommendation of the Citizens' Assembly would be
non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizens' Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
DEFEATED
Opposed: Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Bruce, Duncan, Horgan,
Jackson and Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils
for consideration:
That a joint study for the Municipality of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan be undertaken to study governance and
that staff be asked to draft a report regarding a process for
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this to be carried forward.
DEFEATED
Opposed: Mayor Kent; Councillors: Bell, Bruce, Duncan, Horgan,
Jackson, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan
Councils for consideration:
That staff be directed to prepare a report for the options and
steps regarding the study and public process for the
amalgamation of the City of Duncan and the Municipality of
North Cowichan.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to City of
Duncan Council for consideration:
That Council direct staff to prepare a report regarding the
options of studying boundary alignment concurrently with
the amalgamation study with North Cowichan.
CARRIED
Opposed: Councillor Bruce
Adjournment
Adjourn
C/W-84-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the Whole
meeting be adjourned at 4:44 pm.
CARRIED

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Regular Council Meeting
Monday, April 20, 2015 @ 7:00 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 200 Craig Street,
Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order

2.

Introduction of Late Items

3.

Approval of Agenda
3.1.

Agenda Approval
That the April 20, 2015 Council agenda be adopted, as circulated.

4.

Adoption of Minutes
4.1.

March 16, 2015 Council Minutes

9 - 20

That Council adopt the March 16, 2015 Council minutes, as
presented.
4.2.

March 23, 2015 Special Council Minutes

21 - 22

That Council adopt the March 23, 2015 Special Council minutes, as
presented.
4.3.

March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes (Joint meeting
with North Cowichan)

23 - 30

That Council adopt the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the
Whole minutes, as presented.
4.4.

April 7, 2015 Committee of the Whole Minutes
That Council adopt the April 7, 2015 Committee of the Whole
minutes, as presented.

5.

Report of the Chief Administrative Officer
5.1.

6.

CAO Report

Reports of Committees
6.1.

March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the Whole Recommendations
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6.1.1. Inter-Municipal Relationship Protocol

37 - 45

That the revised Inter-Municipal Relationship Protocol
between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan, which includes a section on Conflict Resolution,
as outlined in the March 23, 2015 report by Karen Robertson,
Director of Corporate Services, be endorsed;
And That the revised protocol be signed by the 2014 – 2018
Council members for the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan.
6.1.2. Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Study

46 - 63

That staff be directed to prepare a report for the options and
steps regarding the study and public process for the
amalgamation of the City of Duncan and the Municipality of
North Cowichan.
That Council direct staff to prepare a report regarding the
options of studying boundary alignment concurrently with
the amalgamation study with North Cowichan.
6.2.

April 7, 2015 Committee of the Whole Recommendations
6.2.1. National Tree Day

64 - 65

That the following resolution be approved by Council:
That the City support 'National Tree Day' in the City of
Duncan by issuing up to twenty five (25) 'Tree Coupons',
valued at $20 each (maximum one per household) to Duncan
residents, upon proof of residency, to be redeemed at
Dinters Nursery for the purpose of planting a tree;
And That any 'Tree Coupons' issued must be redeemed by
September 30, 2015;
And That funds for the 'Tree Coupon' program (up to $500)
come from the Environment Committee budget.
6.2.2. Duncan Housing Society Request for Permissive Tax Exemption
That Council deny the Duncan Housing Society’s request for
a 100% permissive tax exemption for the non-leased area of
Duncan Manor at 200 First Street.
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6.2.3. Liquor Sales at Farmers' Market - Policy Amendment

76 - 83

That Council approve a temporary amendment (to December
31, 2015) to the “Liquor Sales in Farmers’ Market” Council
policy to authorize an increase to the number of liquor
vendors from 7 (seven) to 15 (fifteen), and to allow licensed
manufacturers within the area of the Farmers' Market.
6.3.

April 2, 2015 Advisory Committee on Disability Issues
Recommendations
6.3.1. Advisory Committee on Disability Issues Terms of Reference

84 - 89

That the Advisory Committee on Disability Issues Terms of
Reference be amended to include the addition of one
representative from the Valley Seniors Organization of
Duncan.
6.3.2. Disability Rack Card

90 - 93

That the updated design of the Disability Rack Card, as
attached to the April 20, 2015 Council Agenda, be approved;
And That 5,000 of the newly designed Disability Rack Cards
be printed by Solitaire Press for the quoted price of $421.00
plus taxes;
And That funds ($421.00 plus taxes) to print the Disability
Rack Card come from the Advisory Committee on Disability
Issues' budget.
6.4.

April 14, 2015 Tourism Committee Recommendations
6.4.1. Request from Duncan BIA to install Secondary Information Kiosk

94 - 96

That Council approve the request from the Duncan BIA,
dated March 31, 2015, to install a Secondary Information
Kiosk, from the City of Duncan's Wayfinding Strategy, at the
City's paid parking lot north of Ingram Street;
And That staff be consulted prior to installation of the
Secondary Information Kiosk to determine the exact location
of the sign, ensuring that no parking stalls will be negatively
affected.
6.4.2. Mortuary Totem Pole Placement
That the following Tourism Committee recommendation be
approved by Council:
That due to its age and delicate condition, the recently
refurbished Mortuary Totem Pole, carved by Simon Charlie,
be erected inside of City Hall, without the base attached.
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6.4.3. Protest Totem Pole Placement

99 - 102

That the following Tourism Committee recommendation be
approved by Council:
That due to its age and delicate condition, the recently
refurbished Protest Totem Pole, carved by Simon Charlie, be
erected inside of the Cowichan Valley Museum building.
6.4.4. Totem Tour Guide Program

103

That the following Tourism Committee recommendation be
approved by Council:
That the City of Duncan enter into an agreement with the
Cowichan Valley Museum & Archives for the provision of the
Totem Tour Guide Program with a maximum contribution
from the City of $9,000.
6.5.

Reports of Mayor and Council
6.5.1. Mayor Kent
6.5.2. Councillors

6.6.

Reports of Staff
6.6.1. Equal Access Agreement - Area E - Cowichan Aquatic Centre

104 - 112

That Council authorize the Mayor and Director of Corporate
Services to sign the Cowichan Aquatic Centre Equal Access
Agreement with the Cowichan Valley Regional District for
Electoral Area E – Cowichan Station/Sahtlam/Glenora as
attached to the April 20, 2015 report by the Director of
Corporate Services.
6.6.2. Development Permit - 462 Duncan Street
That Council approve Development Permit Application No.
DP-2015-08, to permit the addition and refinishing of the
existing automobile repair shop at 462 Duncan Street (Lot 3,
Block 1, Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 854),
as attached to the April 20, 2015 report of the Planner.
And That staff be directed to issue Development Permit No.
DP-2015-08.
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6.6.3. Development Permit Application - 177 Kenneth Street

125 - 156

That Council approve Development Permit Amendment
Application No. DP-2010-24 to permit revisions to the
materials for the mixed use commercial and residential
development at 177 Kenneth Street (Lot 6, Block 11, Section
17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 2070), as attached to
the April 20, 2015 report of the Planner, as follows:
In conjunction with the works permitted in the existing
Amended DP-2010-24 and attached Amended Schedules A-1
to A-19, the following amendments are authorized for the
development of a four storey mixed commercial and
residential building:
1. Replacement of the existing Amended Schedules A-8 to
A-11, the elevation drawings, with new Amended
Schedules A-8 to A-11 to show revised elevation
drawings and remove the materials legend.
2. Replacement of the existing Amended Schedules A-17
and A-18, the materials samples, with new Amended
Schedules A-17 and A-18 to show revised materials and
colours.
And That staff be directed to issue Amended Development
Permit No. DP-2010-24.
6.6.4. Section 57 Notice on Title - 202 Hemlock Avenue

157 - 164

That Council direct the Corporate Officer to place a Notice
on Title, under Section 57 of the Community Charter, with
respect to a contravention of the City of Duncan Building
Bylaw No. 1848, 1998 on 202 Hemlock Avenue (Lot 6, Block
5, Section 18, Range 5, Quamichan District, Plan 12568),
stating the following:
“Failure to obtain a Building Permit for a secondary suite
and carport infill compliant with City Bylaws.”
6.6.5. Strategic Plan Update and Q1 Departmental Reports
That Council receive the quarterly update on Council’s 2014
Strategic Priorities and the Staff Departmental Work Plans
for the period January 1, 2015 to March 31, 2015 for
information.
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6.6.6. Canada Avenue Flood Pump Station Pump Supply

189 - 194

That Council approve the sole sourcing of the supply
contract for pumps for the Canada Avenue Flood Pump
Station to Spaans Babcock for approximately $750,000
subject to staff seeking Council approval for final award of
the supply contract upon confirmation of the contract price.
7.

Bylaws
7.1.

Bylaw 3137, 2015 - Financial Plan (2015-2020) (3 Readings)

195 - 231

That Council give first three readings to "Financial Plan (2015 2020) Bylaw No. 3137, 2015"
7.2.

Bylaw No. 3138, 2015 - Tax Rates Bylaw (3 Readings)

232 - 235

That Council give first three readings to “Tax Rates Bylaw No.
3138, 2015.”
7.3.

Bylaw No. 3135, 2014 - Tree Protection Bylaw (Adoption)

236 - 278

That Council adopt "Tree Protection Bylaw 3135, 2014" - a bylaw to
preserve and protect trees within the City of Duncan;
And That Council repeal the Tree Cutting Policy.
7.4.

Bylaw No. 3141, 2015 - Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw (fees
associated with tree protection) (3 Readings)

279 - 281

That Council give first three readings to "Fees and Charges
Amendment Bylaw No. 3141, 2015" - a bylaw to establish fees
associated with the Tree Protection Bylaw.
7.5.

Bylaw No. 3118.03, 2015 - Bylaw Notice Enforcement Amendment Bylaw Notice Enforcement Amendment Bylaw (bylaw adjudication
associated with tree protection) (3 Readings)
Bylaw No. 3119.01, 2015 - MTI Amendment Bylaw (Provincial court
fines associated with tree protection) (3 Readings)
That Council give first three readings to "Bylaw Offence Notice
Enforcement Amendment Bylaw No. 3118.03, 2015" - a bylaw to
assign fines associated with the Tree Protection Bylaw.
And That Council give first three readings to "Municipal Ticketing
Information System Implementation Amendment Bylaw No.
3119.01, 2015" - a bylaw to assign Provincial court fines associated
with the Tree Protection Bylaw.
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7.6.

Bylaw 3120, 2015 - Waterworks Regulation Bylaw (3 readings)
Bylaw 3121, 2015 - Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw (fees
associated with water regulation) (3 Readings)

288 - 314

That Council give first three readings to "Waterworks Regulation
Bylaw No. 3120, 2015".
That Council give first three readings to "Fees and Charges
Amendment Bylaw No. 3121, 2015" - a bylaw to administer fees
associated with the Water Regulation Bylaw.
And That the revised "Water Conservation Plan" policy as attached
to the April 7, 2015 report by the Director of Corporate Services be
approved;
And That the following Council policies be repealed:
Policy - 20.2 Water Meters
Policy - 20.3 Water Meters - New Subdivisions
Policy - 20.4 Waterworks System - Connection Construction.
8.

New Business
8.1.

Proclamation Request Re: National Public Works Week - May 17 - 23,
2015

315 - 316

That May 17 - 23, 2015 be proclaimed 'National Public Works Week'
in the City of Duncan.
8.2.

Proclamation Request Re: North American Occupational Safety &
Health Week - May 3 - 9, 2015

317 - 318

That May 3 - 9, 2015 be proclaimed 'North American Occupational
Safety & Health Week' in the City of Duncan.
8.3.

Proclamation Request Re: May is Multiple Sclerosis MS Awareness
Month

319 - 320

That the month of May be proclaimed 'Multiple Sclerosis MS
Awareness Month' in the City of Duncan.
8.4.

Proclamation Request Re: National Missing Children's Month and
National Missing Children's Day

321 - 322

That the month of May be proclaimed as 'National Missing
Children's Month' and May 25, 2015 be proclaimed as 'National
Missing Children's Day' in the City of Duncan.
8.5.

Proclamation Request - World Autism Awareness Day - April 2, 2015
That April 2, 2015 be proclaimed as 'World Autism Awareness Day'
in the City of Duncan.
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8.6.

Proclamation Request Re: April is National Organ and Tissue Donor
Awareness Month
That the month of April be proclaimed 'National Organ and Tissue
Donor Awareness Month' in the City of Duncan.

9.

Question Period

10.

Resolve to go into Closed Meeting
10.1. Closed Session
That this meeting be closed to the public under the following
section of the Community Charter:
Section 90(l) discussions with municipal officers and
employees respecting municipal objectives, measures and
progress reports for the purposes of preparing an annual report
under Section 98 (annual municipal report).

11.

Adjournment
11.1. Adjourn
That the April 20, 2015 Council meeting be adjourned at ___.
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4. 4.1.

City of Duncan
Regular Council Minutes
A Regular Council Meeting was held in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 200
Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, March 16, 2015 at 7:02 PM.
Present

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair
Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Tom Duncan (via

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples

FaceTime at 7:32 pm)

Absent

Councillor Roger Bruce

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Michelle Geneau, Planner
Tricia Mayea, Corporate Services Coordinator
Call to Order

Call to Order

The Mayor called the May 16, 2015 Council meeting to order at
7:02 pm.
Introduction of Late Items

Kirk Smith Re: DVP2014-09 for 520
Jubilee St.
R-53-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council authorize Kirk Smith to speak to the proposed
Development Variance Permit for 520 Jubilee Street.
CARRIED
Approval of Agenda

Approval of Agenda
R-54-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 16, 2015 Council agenda be adopted, as
amended, to include the late item.
CARRIED
Adoption of Minutes

January 5, 2015
Special Council
Minutes
R-55-15

February 16, 2015
Council Minutes
R-56-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the January 5, 2015 Special Council
minutes, as presented.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the February 16, 2015 Council minutes,
as presented.
CARRIED
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February 16, 2015
Special Committee
of the Whole
Minutes
R-57-15

March 2, 2015
Committee of the
Whole Minutes
R-58-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the February 16, 2015 Special Committee
of the Whole minutes, as presented.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the March 2, 2015 Committee of the
Whole minutes, as presented.
CARRIED
Delegations

Louise McMurray,
Cowichan
Intercultural
Aboriginal Festival
of Film and Art Re:
Grant-in-Aid
Request for $3,500

Louise McMurray, on behalf of the Cowichan Intercultural
Aboriginal Festival of Film and Art, gave a presentation regarding
their request for a $3,500 grant-in-aid to assist in holding the 11th
annual festival. She noted that each year they have to apply for
project funding and because each film is a new project, they
deem it as seed funding. She conveyed that they require the
funding to assist with putting on the festival each year.
Report of the Chief Administrative Officer

CAO Report

The CAO presented his March 16, 2015 report to Council. A copy
of the report is on file at City Hall.
Staff Reports

DVP-2014-09 - 520
Jubilee Street
R-59-15

Kirk Smith expressed his concerns with the proposed parking
variance for 520 Jubilee Street. He enquired if anything could be
done to encourage the occupants to use the allotted parking
spots as opposed to parking on the street. He suggested that
two hour maximum parking could be implemented for on-street
parking. He also stated that because there are only six parking
spots for six units he wondered how Council plans to deal with
the congestion caused by those who own more than one vehicle.
Klaus Fleming, owner of 163 First Street (Hudson's on First
restaurant) and 177 First Street, conveyed his support for the
project but also expressed his concerns with the lack of on-street
parking generally. He noted that because people can park on the
street long-term, at times patrons of their restaurant are unable to
find parking. He requested that Council consider measures to
resolve the parking congestion in this area.
Chris Clement, applicant for the variance at 520 Jubilee Street,
spoke to his proposal and noted that one parking spot per unit is
the norm but agreed that long-term parking on the street needs to
be looked at.
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It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Variance Permit
Application No. DVP-2014-09 for the proposed six unit multifamily residential development at 520 Jubilee Street (Lot 1,
Block 3, Section 18, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 798)
to permit the following:
Setback variances:
To vary Section 7.5(b)5 of the Zoning Bylaw No. 1540 for the
portions of the proposed development shown in the
attachments to the March 16, 2015 report of the Planner:
To vary the front setback from 7.5 metres to 4.5 metres;
To vary the exterior side setback from 6.0 metres to 3.04
metres; and
To vary the interior side setback for stairs from 1.5
metres to 1.4 metres.
Parking variances:
To vary Table 1 and 2 of the Off Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw No. 3098:
To vary the required number of parking spaces from 1.2
spaces per unit (8 spaces) to 1 space per unit (6 spaces);
To vary the maximum percentage of small car spaces
from 20 percent to 50 percent; and
To vary the maneuvering aisle width from 7.3 metres to
6.77 metres.
And That Council require that the proposed DVP-2014-09
contain the following conditions to be met prior to issuance
of a Building Permit for the proposed development:
Provision of a security deposit in the amount of
$36,875.00 (125% of the estimated costs) for off-site
improvements to the lane and sidewalks shown in the
attachments to the March 16, 2015 report of the Planner.
Provision of a Statutory Right of Way for sidewalk
widening on the southern 0.5 metres on the First Street
frontage and 1.0 metre sidewalk widening for the portion
of the Jubilee Street frontage shown in the attachment to
the March 16, 2015 report of the Planner.
And That staff be directed to issue the Development
Variance Permit.
CARRIED
DP-2014-20 - 520
Jubilee Street
R-60-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Permit Application No.
DP-2014-20 for the proposed six unit multi-family residential
development at 520 Jubilee Street (Lot 1, Block 3, Section 18,
Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 798), as attached to the
March 16, 2015 report of the Planner.
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And That Council require that DP-2014-20 contain the
following conditions to be met prior to issuance of a
Building Permit for the proposed development:
Provision of a security deposit in the amount of
$34,334.50 (125% of the estimated costs) for on-site hard
and soft landscaping, as shown in the attachments to the
March 16, 2015 report of the Planner.
Submission of a stormwater management plan based on
water balance model best management practices to the
satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.
And That staff be directed to issue the Development Permit.
CARRIED
DVP-2014-10 - 1044
Holmesdale Street
R-61-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Variance Permit
Application No. DVP-2014-10 for the proposed secondary
suite on the second floor of a single family residence at 1044
Holmesdale Street (Lot A, Section 19, Range 5, Quamichan
District, Plan 86319), to permit the variance to Zoning Bylaw
No. 1540 as follows:
To vary Section 5.21(b)(i) to allow the permitted
percentage of a secondary suite to exceed the maximum
of 40% of the overall floor area of the building. The
permitted floor area allowed for the suite will be 81.4
square meters which is 46% of the habitable floor area;
And That staff be directed to issue the Development
Variance Permit.
CARRIED

DVP-2014-08 - 741
Coronation Avenue
R-62-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Variance Permit
Application No. DVP-2014-08 for 741 Coronation Avenue (Lot
1, Section 17, Range 7, Quamichan District, Plan 10046), to
vary the following regulation in the Off Street Parking and
Loading Bylaw No. 3098 for the existing single family
dwelling, for the purpose of legalizing the existing secondary
suite:
To vary Table 1 to require a total of two (2) parking
spaces for a single family dwelling unit with a suite,
instead of two (2) spaces for a single family dwelling and
one (1) additional parking space for a suite.
And That issuance of the Development Variance Permit be
subject to the following:
Submission of a security deposit of $118.45 (125% of the
estimated cost) for constructing the proposed
improvements to the driveway.
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Confirmation by the Director of Public Works that the
proposed concrete ramp from the existing driveway to
the new parking area in the front yard of the subject
property can be constructed to an acceptable slope.
And That staff be directed to issue the Development
Variance Permit.
CARRIED
DP-2015-04 - 360
Duncan Street
R-63-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Permit No. DP-2015-04,
for the proposed student mural installation sponsored by the
Duncan BIA, to be installed in the northwest plaza of “The
Station” at 360 Duncan Street (Lot A, Section 17, Range 6,
Quamichan District, Plan VIP54929), in accordance with the
following recommendation from the March 11, 2015 Public
Art Review Panel:
That Council approve the proposed mural installation
concept to be completed by Queen Margaret’s School
and Khowhemun Elementary School students, under the
supervision of art teacher Angela Andersen and artist
George Littlechild.
And That the paintings maintain a consistent palette in
relation to the existing building colours, as determined
under the guidance of George Littlechild.
And That Council direct staff to issue the Development
Permit.
CARRIED

Letter of Support
Policy
R-64-15

Assessment and
Taxation - 60
Queens Road
R-65-15

Climate Action
Revenue Incentive
Program Public
Report for 2014
R-66-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the "Letter of Support" policy as
attached to the March 16, 2015 report by the Director of
Corporate Services.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive the March 16, 2015 information report
regarding the assessment and taxation of the property at 60
Queens Road by the Director of Finance, for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive the Climate Action Revenue Incentive
Program Public Report by the Director of Finance for
information.
CARRIED
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Reports of Committees
February 26, 2015 Environment Committee Recommendation
Regional Earth Day
R-67-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the City of Duncan contribute up to $1,000 to the
Regional Earth Day event being held in April 2015, with
funds to come from the Environment Committee's budget.
CARRIED
March 10, 2015 Tourism Committee Recommendations

Totem SubCommittee
Appointment
R-68-15

Victoria Guest
Services Network
Tourism Tradeshow
R-69-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the following Tourism Committee member be appointed
as a Tourism Committee Representative to the Totem SubCommittee:
Jeff Downie
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the City participate in the Victoria Guest Services
Network Tradeshow being held on Tuesday, April 28, 2015;
And That staff be authorized to pay the $150.00 registration
fee, with funds to come from the Tourism Committee budget;
And That Councillor John Horgan, Jeff Downie and Judy Hill
attend the event on the City's behalf.
CARRIED
March 2, 2015 Committee of the Whole Recommendations

Advisory Design
Panel - Terms of
Reference
R-70-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the Advisory Design Panel Terms of
Reference as attached to the March 2, 2015 report by the
Planner.
And That Council authorize staff to develop a list of
nominees for Council to appoint to the Panel.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid - BC
Forest Discovery
Centre
R-71-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the BC Forest Discovery Centre be awarded a grant-inaid in the amount of $1,000 to assist in off-setting the costs
associated with hosting several celebrations and events.
CARRIED
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In-Kind Grant-in-Aid
- Cowichan District
Hospital Foundation
R-72-15

Grant-in-Aid Cowichan Folk
Guild
R-73-15

Grant-in-Aid
Cowichan
Intercultural
Aboriginal Festival
of Film and Art
R-74-15
R-75-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan District Hospital Foundation be provided
with an in-kind donation of a (Delmar Johnnie) print to be
used as an auction item at the Champagne Dinner and
Auction.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Folk Guild be awarded a grant-in-aid in
the amount of $1,000 to fund outreach and skill
enhancement programs for youth (15-20 years old) with an
interest in considering a career in music.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the grant-in-aid request by the
Cowichan Intercultural Aboriginal Festival of Film and Art
Society for $3,500, for seed money to assist in the
presentation of the 11th Cowichan International Aboriginal
Festival of Film and Art, be lifted from the table:
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve the grant-in-aid request by the
Cowichan Intercultural Aboriginal Festival of Film and Art
Society for $3,500, for seed money to assist in the
presentation of the 11th Cowichan Aboriginal Festival of
Film and Art.
And That the Cowichan Intercultural Aboriginal Festival of
Film and Art Society provide a report to Council regarding
the attendance and outcomes of the festival.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid
Cowichan Pipers &
Drummers Society
R-76-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Pipers & Drummers Society's request for
a grant-in-aid in the amount of $5,000 to assist in the costs
associated with them representing Canada in the Shanghai
China Tourism Festival in September, 2015 be denied;
And That the Cowichan Pipers and Drummers Society be
given 100 Totem books to take with them to Shanghai should
they attend the festival.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid Cowichan
Therapeutic Riding
R-77-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Therapeutic Riding Association be
awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to assist with
maintaining a herd of 12 - 13 therapeutic horses.
CARRIED
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Grant-in-Aid Cowichan Valley
Cooperative
Marketplace
R-78-15

Grant-in-Aid Cowichan Valley
Intercultural and
Immigrant Aid
Society
R-79-15

Grant-in-Aid Cowichan Valley
Performing Arts
Foundation
R-80-15

Grant-in-Aid - Cycle
Cowichan
R-81-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Valley Cooperative Marketplace be
denied a grant-in-aid in the amount of $7,000 to assist with
the launch of their Co-op online marketplace.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Valley Intercultural and Immigrant Aid
Society be awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to
assist with its multi-cultural leadership group project.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Valley Performing Arts Foundation be
awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Cycle Cowichan be awarded a grant-in-aid in the
amount of $300 to host a "Bike to Work Week" event with
funds to come from the Environment Committee budget;
And That funding in the amount of $300 be granted annually
to Cycle Cowichan for hosting the "Bike to Work Week"
event as a matter of policy and included as a line item in the
budget each year, with funding to come from the
Environment Committee budget.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid
D.A.R.E. BC Society
R-82-15
R-83-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the motion to deny the grant-in-aid request by the
D.A.R.E. BC Society in the amount of $700 for the purposes
of purchasing student learning materials required by the
Duncan grade 5 students participating in the D.A.R.E. Keep
'in it REAL program be lifted from the table.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council deny the grant-in-aid request by the D.A.R.E.
BC Society in the amount of $700 for the purposes of
purchasing student learning materials required by the
Duncan grade 5 students participating in the D.A.R.E. Keep
'in it REAL program.
CARRIED
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Grant-in-Aid Duncan BIA
R-84-15

Grant in Aid Duncan BIA for
Duncan Daze
R-85-15

Grant-in-Aid Duncan Cowichan
Chamber of
Commerce
R-86-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Duncan BIA be awarded an additional $585 grant-inaid (in addition to the $5,500 which is approved by Council
on a yearly basis, by policy) to assist the Society in the
management of the Downtown Duncan City Square.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Duncan BIA be awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount
of $2,500 to assist in the delivery of Duncan Daze for 2015.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Duncan Cowichan Chamber of Commerce be
awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $30,000 to assist in
the operations and human resources for the Cowichan
Regional Visitor Centre, which provides visitor services to
approximately 20,000 visitors per year;
And That staff be directed to meet with North Cowichan to
develop a cost sharing formula for future funding of the
Cowichan Regional Visitor Centre.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid Duncan-Cowichan
Festival Society
R-87-15

Grant-in-Aid Duncan Daycare
Society
R-88-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Duncan-Cowichan Festival Society be awarded a
grant-in-aid in the amount of $7,400 to assist with the
summer festival.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Duncan Daycare Society's grant-in-aid request for a
tree risk assessment and corner safety concerns be referred
to Public Works staff for investigation and to report back to a
future Committee of the Whole meeting;
And That the request for a large sign on Government Street
be denied.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid
Inclusive
Leadership
Cooperative
R-89-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Inclusive Leadership Cooperative grant-in-aid
request in the amount of $500 for seed funding to launch a
new project (Anti-Discrimination First Aid Clinic for Sports
and Recreation) be denied.
CARRIED
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Grant-in-Aid Jubilee Community
Garden Society
(Garden Pals)
R-90-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Jubilee Community Garden Society (Garden Pals)
be awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $2,442 for the
removal and replacement of framing of a communal garden
bed and signage (subject to signage being approved by the
City);
And That staff be directed to meet with Garden Pals to
discuss their request for security lighting, a source of
electricity, and a garden shed with access to electricity.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid - Nagle
Street Early
Learning Program
R-91-15
R-92-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the request by the Nagle Street Early Learning Program
in the amount of $1,500 to assist with the purchase of food
for 2 snacks a day for 16 children; to assist in transportation
costs to transport parent and child to childcare for other
programs; and to purchase extra groceries to provide
lunches for any child who arrives without a lunch be lifted
from the table.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000
to the Nagle Street Early Learning Program to assist with the
purchase of food for 2 snacks a day for 16 children; to assist
in transportation costs to transport parent and child to
childcare for other programs; and to purchase extra
groceries to provide lunches for any child who arrives
without a lunch.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid - Red
Willow Womyn's
Society
R-93-15

Grant-in-Aid - Royal
Victoria Yacht Club
R-94-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the request by the Red Willow Womyn's Society for a
grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000, for the purposes of
creating community awareness and engagement, advocacy
training and championing services for Aboriginal women
and their families, and to obtain a phone line and mailing
address, be denied.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Royal Victoria Yacht Club's grant-in-aid request, in
the amount of $3,000, for the purposes of hosting the
Canadian National Kiteboard Championship at Nit Nat Lake,
be denied.
CARRIED
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Grant-in-Aid St.
John Ambulance
Youth Services
Program
R-95-15

Grant-in-Aid Volunteer Cowichan
R-96-15

Price's Alarm Sewer
R-97-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the St. John Ambulance Youth Services program be
awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to assist with
training and support for youth to attend first aid
competitions on Vancouver Island and to support the
training they require in order to effectively compete.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Volunteer Cowichan's request for a grant-in-aid in the
amount of $5,000 for debt repayment be denied.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve the request from Price's Alarms to
refund 2010 ($219.75), 2011 ($470.26) and 2012 ($512.25)
sewer fees for the property at 135 Kenneth Street.
CARRIED
Reports of Mayor and Council

Mayor

The Mayor gave a verbal report on events and meetings he
attended over the past month.

Council

Councillors Jackson, Staples and Horgan gave verbal reports on
events and meetings they attended over the past month.
Bylaws

Bylaw 3135 - Tree
Protection Bylaw
R-98-15

Bylaw No. 3136 Fees & Charges
Amendment Bylaw
R-99-15

Bylaw No. 3094.01,
2015 - Garbage,
Recyclables &
Organics Collection
Amendment Bylaw
R-100-15
R-101-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council give third reading, as amended, to “Tree
Protection Bylaw No. 3135, 2014.”
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt "Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw
No. 3136, 2015" - a bylaw to amend Schedule H - Parks and
Public Areas.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt "Garbage, Recyclables and Organics
Collection Amendment Bylaw No. 3094.01, 2015" - a bylaw to
prohibit persons from a dwelling unit or commercial
premises depositing garbage, recyclable materials, organics
or any other material into a City garbage receptacle located
in a public area.
CARRIED
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It was moved and seconded:
That Council repeal "Litter Regulation Bylaw No. 3111, 2014"
CARRIED
Bylaw No. 3118.02 Bylaw Offence
Notice Enforcement
Amendment Bylaw
R-102-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt "Bylaw Offence Notice Enforcement
Amendment Bylaw No. 3118.02, 2015" - a bylaw to assign a
penalty for depositing waste from a dwelling unit or
commercial premises into a City garbage receptacle located
in a public area.
CARRIED
Correspondence

Carolyn Prellwitz,
Cowichan Valley
Schools Heritage
Society Re: Request
for Letter of
Support for the
Phase II Signage
Project

It was moved and seconded:
That a letter of support be provided to the Cowichan Valley
Schools Heritage Society for their Phase II signage project
wherein signage will be placed at 16 historical schools in the
Cowichan Valley.
CARRIED

R-103-15

Proclamation - April
11, 2015 as Kiwanis
International Day
R-104-15

Temporary Use
Permit for 2003
University Way Information Notice
from North
Cowichan

It was moved and seconded:
That Council proclaim April 11, 2015 as Kiwanis International
Day in the City of Duncan.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Temporary Use Permit information notice for 2003
University Way be received for information.
CARRIED

R-105-15

Adjournment
Adjourn
R-106-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 16, 2015 Council meeting be adjourned at
8:39 pm.
CARRIED

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

City of Duncan, Regular Council Minutes - March 16, 2015

Page 21 of 327

4. 4.2.

City of Duncan
Special Council Minutes
A Special Council Meeting was held in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 200
Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, March 23, 2015 at 5:03 PM.
Present

Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Roger Bruce
Councillor Tom Duncan

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Michelle Geneau, Planner

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Mayor called the March 23, 2015 Special Council meeting to
order at 5:03 p.m.
Introduction of Late Items

Late Items

February 16, 2015 submission and March 23, 2015 e-mail from
Marilyn Palmer Re: 15 Canada Avenue (to be considered under
Correspondence prior to the staff report for DP-2014-14 - 15
Canada Ave).
Approval of Agenda

Approval of Agenda
R-107-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 23, 2015 Special Council meeting agenda be
adopted, as amended, to include the late items.
CARRIED
Correspondence

Correspondence
from Marilyn Palmer
Re: Proposed
Development at 15
Canada Avenue
R-108-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive the February 16, 2015 submission and
March 23, 2015 email from Marilyn Palmer regarding the
development at 15 Canada Avenue for information.
CARRIED
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Reports of Staff
DP-2014-14 - 15
Canada Ave.
R-109-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Permit Application No.
DP-2014-14 for the proposed development of a mixed use
commercial and residential building at 15 Canada Avenue
(Lot 1, Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 12081),
as attached to the March 23, 2015 report of the Planner.
And That staff be authorized to issue the permit.
CARRIED
Opposed: Councillors Bell, Jackson and Staples
New Business

JUB Outfall
Relocation Project
R-110-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council support an application to the Federal Gas Tax
Strategic Priorities Fund for the relocation of the JUB Outfall
from the Cowichan River to Satellite Channel, including an
energy recovery facility to extract heat from the sewage for
beneficial use;
And That Council authorize Associated Engineering to assist
the JUB in preparation of the application.
CARRIED
Adjournment

Adjourn
R-111-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 23, 2015 Special Council meeting be
adjourned at 5:10 pm.
CARRIED

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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City of Duncan
Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Special Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room,
City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, March 23, 2015 at 2:02 PM.
Present

Councillor Tom Duncan (Chair)
Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Roger Bruce (via

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples (2:28 pm)

FaceTime)

Guests

Mayor Jon Lefebure, North Cowichan (NC)
Councillor Joyce Behnsen, NC
Councillor Maeve Maguire, NC
Councillor Kate Marsh, NC
Councillor Tom Walker, NC
Dave Devana, CAO, NC
Mark Ruttan, Director of Corporate Services/Deputy CAO, NC
John MacKay, Director of Engineering and Operations, NC
Scott Mack, Director of Development Services, NC

Absent

Councillor Al Siebring, NC
Councillor Rob Douglas, NC

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Abbas Farahbakhsh, Director of Public Works
Call to Order

Call to Order

The Chair called the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the
Whole to order at 2:02 pm.
Adoption of Agenda

Adoption of Agenda
C/W-77-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the Whole
agenda be adopted, as circulated.
CARRIED
Finance and Administration

Inter-municipal
Relationship
Protocol
C/W-78-15

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services outlined her
report and noted that Duncan Council expressed a desire to
revisit inclusion of a conflict resolution section within the protocol.
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A discussion then ensued regarding whether the wording
currently outlined in the protocols was sufficient to cover off how
problems would be resolved in an informal way. It was noted that
while the clause currently states that each municipality would
seek to resolve problems in a timely, inexpensive informal and
cooperative manner, Duncan Council felt it would be beneficial to
have a process that outlines what steps would be followed in
order to achieve that goal.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils
for consideration:
That the revised Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol
between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan, which includes a section on Conflict Resolution,
as outlined in the March 23, 2014 report by Karen Robertson,
Director of Corporate Services, be endorsed;
And That the revised protocol be signed by the 2014 – 2018
Council members for the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan.
CARRIED
Gateway Signage
Request
C/W-79-15

Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan noted that consideration
of Duncan's request to place directional and gateway signage
within its boundaries was discussed at North Cowichan's Public
Works Committee meeting. Concerns were raised as to how the
proposed signage might affect the University Village project and
wondered if Duncan should be placing the signage within its own
boundaries.
Councillor Staples noted that the directional signage was a
project spearheaded by the Duncan's Tourism Committee and
that the signage is intended to direct people off the highway and
into the downtown core and that future phases could also provide
signage within Duncan's boundaries directing people to amenities
located in North Cowichan.
Peter de Verteuil, CAO noted the proposed signs were not about
identifying boundaries but to address way-finding for downtown
and that the City has installed signs on Trunk Road and Canada
Avenue beside Duncan businesses directing how to get
downtown.
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Councillor Staples explained that there was a consultant's report
that outlined the rationale for the signage that indicated the ideal
locations to place the directional and gateway signage and that
this report could be forwarded to North Cowichan for its
information.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan Council for consideration:
That the Municipality of North Cowichan Council authorize
the City of Duncan to place directional and gateway signage
(as illustrated in the July 24, 2014 and December 15, 2014
letters from the City of Duncan CAO) at the following
locations:
Directional sign on Beverly Street, just prior to Canada
Avenue;
Directional sign on James Street, just prior to Duncan
Street;
Directional sign just prior to the roundabout on
Tzouhalem Road;
Directional sign just past the roundabout on Tzouhalem
Road;
Gateway sign at Government Street just past the
roundabout; and
Gateway sign just prior to Lakes Road on Tzouhalem
Road.
And That the consultant's final design (Wayfinding Signage
Strategy) which outlines the rationale for the proposed
signage be forwarded to North Cowichan for information.
CARRIED
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Re-alignment
C/W-80-15
C/W-81-15
C/W-82-15
C/W-83-15

Peter de Verteuil, CAO went over his March 23, 2015 report and
outlined the rationale for conducting a joint study to evaluate the
options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries, in conjunction with an amalgamation study, in order
to evaluate if amalgamation is the best alternative. He noted that
when expending funds for a study, one should look at available
options and from there, the all-encompassing information would
be available for the public to make an informed decision as to
what alternative or option makes the most sense for all North
Cowichan and Duncan residents.
Both North Cowichan and Duncan councils then discussed the
topic of amalgamation and boundary re-alignment. A synopsis of
the discussion included the following points:
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Councillor Walker stated that he supports a study to amalgamate
but not to study boundary re-alignment. He noted that for the first
time ever, all areas within North Cowichan and Duncan voted yes
to the community opinion poll to study amalgamation. He did not
feel that it was a good idea to look at changing the boundaries.
Councillor Behnsen expressed the view that the permitting
process for separate jurisdictions is difficult and there is a need to
investigate the boundaries that do exist. She expressed support
for amalgamation but stated that she also supports redefining the
boundaries to also incorporate parts of the Regional District. She
noted that North Cowichan is not a destination and feels it is time
to look at its identity, costs, permits, licensing, etc.
Mayor Kent stated that from Duncan's perspective there has
never been a groundswell of citizens requesting amalgamation
but those who have brought it forward felt that the boundaries
don't make sense. How to undertake a study should be explored
and it should be led by a randomly selected citizen's assembly
appropriately resourced with authority to talk to the community
and bring back the information to elected officials. Duncan
Council felt that options were necessary and if one is going to
spend $100,000 why not spend the extra $30,000 to study both.
Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan indicated that North
Cowichan has included $50,000 in its budget for an
amalgamation study but no funds for a study on boundary realignment.
Councillor Marsh stated that studying amalgamation is not a high
priority for her but the citizens asked that it be explored. She felt
that those who voted in favour of the study likely feel that
amalgamating will save money but it probably won't. Funding for
the study was also not identified as part of the question and she
said she thinks that North Cowichan taxpayers will not want to
contribute towards studying a boundary re-alignment.
Councillor Maguire asked how a citizen's assembly would work
and noted that consideration would have to be given to how each
geographic area was represented.
Mayor Kent noted a citizen's assembly should be random but
some special interest groups should be represented.
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Mayor Lefebure noted that studying the bigger electoral area
boundaries would be difficult and time consuming and if boundary
adjustment was done, one would still have problems. He said he
is happy with the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan's boundaries the way they are. He noted that some
things can be improved upon but North Cowichan's citizens are
concerned about costs. He also said that he does not think there
would be any cost savings in amalgamating but that without
further information, he was not sure. He stated that Council has a
responsibility to look into the issue and he would like to use inhouse resources to have an interim report that would give Council
more direction.
Peter de Verteuil, CAO clarified that it was only North Cowichan
and Duncan boundaries that were proposed to be studied and not
electoral area boundaries.
Councillor Jackson stated that she likes Duncan the way it is and
doesn't want to be part of North Cowichan but likes the idea of
having a citizen's group lead the study. She indicated that only
4% of the Duncan's citizens identified amalgamation as important
through the Citizen Satisfaction Survey. She also noted that the
studies will cost approximately $130,000 and that was not
included in the community opinion question. She agreed with
Councillor Marsh in that residents want to save money but
doubted that would occur through amalgamation. She agreed
that the random citizen group is the best way to go.
Councillor Bruce stated his support for the study and view that
there would be savings to be had in the areas of tourism and
marketing. He said that restructuring boundaries is a non-issue
for him and that he wants to keep it simple.
Councillor Behnsen said she was not comfortable with a randomly
selected citizen's assembly and thinks that political leaders and
staff, with the assistance of a consultant, should provide the
Councils with 3 options and then have the citizens look over the
options. She also stated her preference for one government for
the region.
Councillor Staples noted that the City committed to its citizens to
study both amalgamation and boundary re-alignment, and that to
study this effectively and that with cross representation, the study
should be conducted through a citizen's assembly. At this point, it
is now just about how the process will be developed.
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Councillor Horgan stated that he favour a study but noted the
City's obligation to study boundary re-alignment. He said that it
should be the people that study it but was not comfortable with
the process.
Councillor Bell said that the first step was to do a cost analysis
and that Council should start by hiring a consultant to find out if
there are cost savings before a citizen's assembly is formed.
Councillor Maguire stated that both Councils need to move
forward on the process but that she is not clear on how it should
be conducted. She also stated that she was unclear about the
goal and asked if this was just about cost savings or whether it
was for efficiencies, economic development, or something else.
She also asked how we work together on a joint report.
Councillor Marsh expressed support for Councillor Bell's idea to
do a cost analysis first. She also stated that there needs to be an
open forum where citizens can provide feedback as well as to
convey information, for example, asking the question, “would you
still be in favour of amalgamation if you knew it was going to cost
you this?”
Councillor Walker indicated that the study as a whole must also
determine if there will be any cost savings.
Mayor Kent expressed that the process needs to be driven by
data and there is more than just financial data. He stated that
staff need to work together to design the process and find ways to
do it efficiently and effectively. He further stated that Council
must understand what steps need to be taken and the proposed
motion is about the principles. He asked that Council give staff
the mandate to start working towards defining the steps and then
Council can agree to the steps of moving forward.
Councillor Staples suggested that if the motion on the floor was
defeated, she wanted to have a separate conversation with
Duncan Council regarding boundary re-alignment.
Councillor Maguire asked who would take the lead.
Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan indicated that he and
Peter de Verteuil, CAO would negotiate the process for
amalgamation but that he was not mandated by his Council to
explore boundary realignment.
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Councillor Maguire asked as to how cost sharing for the study
would be determined.
Mayor Kent suggested that a 50/50 split was not fair and that but
both Councils can't have differing processes and questions. If we
are going to move forward we have to have consensus. Both
councils should give staff the mandate to develop that process.
Councillor Walker stated that he could see a 50/50 split was not
fair.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils
for consideration:
That a joint study for the Municipality of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan be undertaken to evaluate the options,
costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing boundaries
between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan, in conjunction with an amalgamation study,
encompassing the following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizens' Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizens'
Assembly;
The study is estimated to cost a total of $130,000 to study
both amalgamation and boundary realignment;
The recommendation of the Citizens' Assembly would be
non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizens' Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
DEFEATED
Opposed: Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Bruce, Duncan, Horgan,
Jackson and Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils
for consideration:

City of Duncan, Special Committee of the Whole Minutes - March 23, 2015

Page 30 of 327

4. 4.3.

That a joint study for the Municipality of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan be undertaken to study governance and
that staff be asked to draft a report regarding a process for
this to be carried forward.
DEFEATED
Opposed: Mayor Kent; Councillors: Bell, Bruce, Duncan, Horgan,
Jackson, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan
Councils for consideration:
That staff be directed to prepare a report for the options and
steps regarding the study and public process for the
amalgamation of the City of Duncan and the Municipality of
North Cowichan.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to City of
Duncan Council for consideration:
That Council direct staff to prepare a report regarding the
options of studying boundary alignment concurrently with
the amalgamation study with North Cowichan.
CARRIED
Opposed: Councillor Bruce
Adjournment
Adjourn
C/W-84-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 23, 2015 Special Committee of the Whole
meeting be adjourned at 4:44 pm.
CARRIED

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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City of Duncan
Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room, City Hall,
200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Tuesday, April 7, 2015 at 6:00 PM.
Present

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair
Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Roger Bruce

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Abbas Farahbakhsh, Director of Public Works
Michelle Geneau, City Planner

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Chair called the April 7, 2015 Committee of the Whole
meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Adoption of Agenda

Adoption of Agenda
C/W85-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the April 7, 2015 Committee of the Whole agenda be
adopted, as circulated.
CARRIED
Presentations and Delegations

Presentation - Dr.
Paul Hasselback
Re: 2014 Local
Health Area Profile
and Implications

Dr. Paul Hasselback provided a PowerPoint presentation on the
local area health profiles for 2014 for Central Vancouver Island.
A copy of the presentation is on file at City Hall and on the City's
website at www.duncan.ca.

Delegation - Christy
Villiers and Brittany
Sewell, Safer
Futures Re: Report
on Youth Projects
and Request for
Youth Lens

Christy Villiers and Brittany Sewell from Safer Futures presented
a YouTube video and report entitled "A Youth Safety Lens for the
Cowichan Region." They asked that Council consider using the
checklist (as outlined in the report) as a tool when implementing
policies, procedures and proposed developments to ensure the
City's planning processes consider a youth perspective.
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Sustainable Development
National Tree Day
(Recommendation
from the March 26,
2015 Environment
Committee Meeting)
C/W86-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That the City support 'National Tree Day' in the City of
Duncan by issuing up to twenty five (25) 'Tree Coupons',
valued at $20 each (maximum one per household) to Duncan
residents, upon proof of residency, to be redeemed at
Dinters Nursery for the purpose of planting a tree;
And That any 'Tree Coupons' issued must be redeemed by
September 30, 2015;
And That funds for the 'Tree Coupon' program (up to $500)
come from the Environment Committee budget.
CARRIED

Development Permit
- 462 Duncan Street
C/W87-15

Development Permit
Application - 177
Kenneth Street
C/W88-15
C/W89-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to forward
Development Permit Application No. DP-2015-08, for the
proposed addition and refinishing of the automobile repair
shop at 462 Duncan Street (Lot 3, Block 1, Section 17, Range
6, Quamichan District, Plan 854), to Council for authorization
as attached to the April 7, 2015 report of the Planner.
CARRIED
Brant Wenniger spoke to his application and noted the following:
In 2010, when he first put in his application for a Development
Permit, he did not have an Architect;
He later hired an Architect and when he went to submit his
application for a building permit, it was noted by staff that the
drawings were substantially different than the ones originally
submitted and advised him that he needed to do a
Development Permit amendment;
In his haste, mistakes were made on the drawings so the
ones submitted at that time were incorrect;
He is now before Council asking that the corrected drawings
be approved, without the application being referred to an
Advisory Design Panel for review;
He stated that the project has already been delayed for 8
months and it has been 5 years since his original
Development Permit application so he would like to get
approval to complete the project as soon as possible.
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It was moved and seconded:
That staff be directed to forward Development Permit
Amendment Application No. DP-2010-24 as attached to the
April 7, 2015 report of the Planner, with proposed revisions
to the materials for the mixed use commercial and
residential development at 177 Kenneth Street (Lot 6, Block
11, Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 2070), to
the Advisory Design Panel for a recommendation to Council
once it is established.
DEFEATED
Opposed: Councillors Bell, Bruce, Duncan, Horgan, Staples and
Mayor Kent
It was moved and seconded:
That staff be directed to forward Development Permit
Amendment Application No. DP-2010-24 as attached to the
April 7, 2015 report of the Planner, with proposed revisions
to the materials for the mixed use commercial and
residential development at 177 Kenneth Street (Lot 6, Block
11, Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 2070), to
Council for authorization.
CARRIED
Opposed: Councillor Jackson
Councillor Duncan left the meeting at 7:30 p.m. and Councillor
Horgan assumed the Chair.
Finance and Administration
Letter to the
Honourable
Stephanie Cadieux
Re: Clements
Centre Cutbacks
(Recommendation
from the February
26, 2015 ACDI
Meeting)
C/W90-15

Liquor Sales at
Farmers' Market Policy Amendment
C/W91-15

It was moved and seconded:
That Council authorize the Mayor to write a letter to the
Honourable Stephanie Cadieux, Minister of Children and
Family Development, regarding the gradual shrinking of
services available to families with children who have special
needs, as outlined in the draft letter attached to the April 7,
2015 Committee of the Whole agenda.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That Council approve a temporary amendment (to December
31, 2015) to the “Liquor Sales in Farmers’ Market” Council
policy to authorize an increase to the number of liquor
vendors from 7 (seven) to 15 (fifteen), and to allow licenced
manufacturers within the area of the Farmers' Market.
CARRIED

City of Duncan, Committee of the Whole Minutes - April 7, 2015

Page 34 of 327

4. 4.4.

Duncan Housing
Society Request for
a 100% Permissive
Tax Exemption
C/W92-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That Council deny the Duncan Housing Society’s request for
a 100% permissive tax exemption for the non-leased area of
Duncan Manor at 200 First Street.
CARRIED
Correspondence

Response letter
dated March 10,
2015 from the
Municipality of
North Cowichan Re:
Proposed Joint
Animal Control
Contract

It was moved and seconded:
That the March 10, 2015 response letter from the Municipality
of North Cowichan regarding a proposed joint animal control
contract be received and filed.
CARRIED

C/W93-15

Request for Letter
of Support for the
National Aboriginal
Hockey
Championships for
2017
C/W94-15

Rotary Club of
Duncan Re:
Spelling Bee for
Literacy
C/W95-15

It was moved and seconded:
That a letter of support be provided to the local organizing
committee for their bid to host the National Aboriginal
Hockey Championships in the Cowichan Valley for 2017.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council sponsor a table for the Rotary Club of Duncan
'Spelling Bee for Literacy' on May 27, 2015, in the amount of
$200.00.
CARRIED
Proposed Bylaws for Discussion

Bylaw 3137, 2015 Financial Plan
Bylaw (2015-2020)
C/W96-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That Council give first three readings to "Financial Plan
(2015 - 2020) Bylaw No. 3137, 2015."
CARRIED

Bylaw No. 3120 Waterworks
Regulation Bylaw
Bylaw No. 3121 Fees and Charges
Amendment Bylaw
C/W97-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendations be forwarded to
Council for consideration:
That Council give first three readings to “Waterworks
Regulation Bylaw No. 3120, 2015”;
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And That Council give first three readings to “Fees and
Charges Amendment Bylaw No. 3121, 2015” - a bylaw to
administer fees associated with the Waterworks Regulation
Bylaw;
And That the revised “Water Conservation Plan” policy as
attached to the April 7, 2015 report by the Director of
Corporate Services be approved;
And That the following Council policies be repealed:
Policy - 20.2 Water Meters
Policy - 20.3 Water Meters – New Subdivisions
Policy - 20.4 Waterworks System – Connection Construction.
CARRIED
Bylaw No. 3141 Fees and Charges
Amendment Bylaw

It was moved and seconded:

C/W98-15

That Council give first three readings to “Fees and Charges
Amendment Bylaw No. 3141, 2015” - a bylaw to establish
fees associated with the Tree Protection Bylaw.
CARRIED

Bylaw No. 3118.03 Bylaw Notice
Enforcement
Amendment Bylaw
Bylaw No. 3119.01 MTI Amendment
Bylaw

It was moved and seconded:

C/W99-15

That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council:

That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council:
That Council give first three readings to “Bylaw Offence
Notice Enforcement Amendment Bylaw No. 3118.03, 2015” a bylaw to assign fines associated with the Tree Protection
Bylaw.
And That Council give first three readings to “Municipal
Ticketing Information System Implementation Amendment
Bylaw No. 3119.01, 2015” - a bylaw to assign Provincial
Court fines associated with the Tree Protection Bylaw.
CARRIED
New Business

Councillor Sharon
Jackson Re:
Filming in the
Downtown Core

Councillor Jackson expressed concerns about having filming
occur in the downtown core during the Canada Avenue
construction.
The CAO noted that the film company apologized for the short
notice but the comments received were positive.
Councillor Staples asked that signage be put up noting the
expected completion date for the Canada Ave. construction
project so that the public is aware of how long the construction
disruptions will take place.

City of Duncan, Committee of the Whole Minutes - April 7, 2015

Page 36 of 327

4. 4.4.

Resolve to go into Closed Meeting
Closed Session
C/W100-15

It was moved and seconded:
That this meeting be closed to the public under the following
section of the Community Charter:
Section 90(1)(c) - labour relations or other employee
relations.
CARRIED
Adjournment

Adjourn
C/W101-15

It was moved and seconded:
That the April 7, 2015 Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at 8:53 p.m.
CARRIED

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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Request for Decision
To:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Date:

May 23, 2015 Joint Committee of the Whole Meeting

From:

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

Re:

City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan – Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol

File No:

0400-60

RECOMMENDATION:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the revised Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol between the City of Duncan and the
Municipality of North Cowichan, which includes a section on Conflict Resolution, as outlined
in the March 23, 2015 report by Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services, be endorsed;
And That the revised protocol be signed by the 2014 – 2018 Council members for the City of
Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan.

BACKGROUND:
At the March 2, 2015 Committee of the Whole, the City of Duncan Council expressed a desire to review
the Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol overall with the new Councils and to revisit inclusion of a
conflict resolution section within the protocol.
The current Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol was adopted on January 21, 2014 and its
development stemmed from a desire by both municipalities to change the culture of interaction through
increasing dialogue and understanding throughout the two municipalities (political, administrative and
operational); acknowledgement and consideration of the other even when differences exist; and to
encourage opportunity for communication/interaction and dialogue.
During the development of the initial protocol, including a piece on conflict resolution was suggested
based on the two samples provided by Mayor Kent. However, some felt that the dispute resolution
process, as outlined in Section 284 through 291 of the Community Charter, was sufficient and the
conflict resolution piece was removed.
While Section 284 of the Community Charter identifies a process for dispute resolution via voluntary
and binding arbitration should a conflict not be resolved, the conflict resolution piece, as outlined on
page two of this report, provides opportunities for a more informal resolution process prior to
consideration of the formal dispute resolution process. In particular, disputes could be resolved via
informal problem solving discussions through the CAO’s and applicable staff members. If the matter
cannot be resolved at this level, the municipalities could then identify appropriate personnel and/or
Council members who are knowledgeable about the issue and work to find a mutually acceptable
solution through negotiation that meets the interests of the other municipality, as well as those of their
own.
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Request for Decision – Inter municipal Relationship Protocol – March 23, 2015

If the issue still cannot be resolved, either party may then apply to a dispute resolution officer for
assistance in resolving the dispute (as outlined in Sections 284 through 291 of the Community Charter).
Proposed wording to be included in the Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol is as follows:

Conflict Resolution
Both municipalities recognize the need for a joint understanding about how to address
misunderstandings and disagreements; and want to resolve issues:
At the earliest opportunity and at the point closest to where problems originate;
In a swift, inexpensive and uncomplicated way;
Using a clear procedural pathway to a solution;
To maintain a smooth working relationship even when disagreement survives.
It is acknowledged that the processes in this Protocol are in addition to, and do not replace,
processes and remedies provided in legislation or under existing agreements between the
municipalities.
If an elected official, administrator, or any staff person from either municipality believes an
intention or commitment under this Protocol has been overlooked, or there is a disagreement that
is in need of resolution, the matter shall be brought to the attention of the Chief Administrative
Officer (CAO). The CAO shall inform their counterpart who will investigate and, if it appears that
an intention or commitment was overlooked, or an issue needs resolution, the matter may be
resolved directly between the municipalities through informal problem solving discussions
involving the CAOs and applicable staff members.
If the matter identified is not resolved through informal discussions, the municipalities agree to
address it using the following processes.
1. The municipalities will identify appropriate personnel and/or Council members who are
knowledgeable about the issue and those persons will work to find a mutually acceptable
solution through negotiation.
Those in the negotiation will seek an integrated outcome in the decisions they make. An
integrated outcome is one in which the parties elect to work together, integrating their
resources, originality and expertise.
The parties will fully explore the issue with a view to seeking an outcome that
accommodates, rather than compromises, the interests of all concerned. In that regard,
negotiators will seek to:
a) Clearly articulate their interests and the interests of their municipality;
b) Understand the interests of other municipality whether or not they are in agreement
with them; and,
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c) Identify solutions that meet the interests of the other municipality as well as those
of their own.
2. If the issue cannot be resolved through negotiation, either municipality may apply to a
dispute resolution officer for assistance in resolving the dispute as outlined in Part 9,
Division 3 – Dispute Resolution of the Community Charter.
3. Although the municipalities have identified the attributes of negotiation as a preferential
process to be encouraged, the municipalities may, by agreement, proceed directly to a
mediated process (dispute resolution officer) without first exhausting an unassisted
negotiation process.

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
That the Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol, as previously adopted on January 21, 2014, between
the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan, be signed by the 2014 – 2018 Council
members for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.

Proposed Inter-municipal Relationship Protocol (including Conflict of Interest section)
Existing Inter-municipal Relationship protocol, as adopted on January 21, 2014
Part 9, Division 3 – Dispute Resolution (Community Charter)

Respectfully submitted,

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed by CAO
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City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan
Inter‐Municipal Relationship Protocol
The City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan recognize the need to work together to create
viable and sustainable communities. Their shared history, adjacent proximity, and general
interdependence make it essential that they work together cooperatively. This Protocol is seen as an
important tool to help each municipality effectively, efficiently and economically fulfill its mandated
purposes and vision for the future. As well, it is hoped that the Protocol will foster a culture of
cooperation, provide direction for the broader community, and serve as a foundation for future councils
to build on.
Both municipalities acknowledge that they are legislatively separate with autonomous decision‐making
authority. While each municipality has its own distinctive political, administrative and jurisdictional
realities, both municipalities see value in working together and wish to take advantage of opportunities
to improve the well‐being of their communities. By working together, the municipalities express the
desire to rise above boundaries, parochialism, and politics for the economic, social, and environmental
well‐being of their citizens.
This Protocol is based on three main themes.

1.

Promote Inter‐municipal and Community Relationships
The implementation of this Inter‐municipal Relationship Protocol will serve as a tool to strengthen
inter‐community relationships by promoting respect, trust and commitment, hallmarks of any
good relationship. This Protocol will hold neighbouring Councils responsible and accountable to
one another and to the broader community at large, and will also set an example for future
Councils and other community‐based organizations to follow.

2.

Commit to Communication
This Protocol calls on elected and non‐elected officials to commit to improve their communication
practices with one another. Good communication will facilitate progress on important inter‐
community initiatives, by promoting understanding and encouraging mutually‐acceptable
solutions. This will lead to improvements in services, laws and other matters for public benefit. It
will also improve the ability of both municipalities to communicate with the public.
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3.

Define How Problems Will be Solved
A strong relationship and good communication does not mean that all matters will be agreed
upon. In some cases, each community’s unique values, goals, beliefs and perspectives may
preclude agreement on specific initiatives or issues. However, a strong relationship and pattern
of communication will minimize these instances and foster the capacity and commitment of each
municipality to solve problems amicably and address challenges as they arise.

Roles and Responsibilities
The Role of Council
Each Council retains the ability and responsibility to make decisions on behalf of its residents. By signing
this Protocol, each Council demonstrates to its administration, staff and public that it recognizes the value
of the two municipalities working together. By their thoughtful support and active participation in inter‐
community dialogue and problem solving, Council members set a positive example for their
administration and staff.
Both Mayors’ enthusiastic support for this Protocol, and cooperative working relationship with one
another, will serve as an example and powerful catalyst for the benefits that can be anticipated to flow
from this Protocol.

The Role of Administration
While the elected officials are expected to lead by example and provide direction, this Protocol requires
that administrative and operational staff also understand, appreciate and adhere to the principles
underlying this Protocol. Administration, through the direction of the Chief Administrative Officers, will
be the primary conduit through which the Protocol is executed. Administration brings continuity to the
relationship and will be responsible to ensure effective communication at all levels.
All inter‐municipal Council‐to‐Council information will flow through and be managed by the Chief
Administrative Officers who will also oversee management and implementation of combined meetings of
both councils. As the need arises, the Chief Administrative Officers may assign members of their staff to
take the lead on various projects and initiatives.

The Role of Staff
Staff at all levels will be expected to implement the decisions and directions that flow from this Protocol.
In doing so, staff will take direction from their respective administration and work cooperatively with their
municipal counterparts to implement decisions and directions in a timely and efficient manner. Staff will
also be expected to inform their managers about opportunities and challenges that require attention for
the mutual benefit of both municipalities.
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The Protocols
Both municipalities commit to build an effective and professional working relationship at the elected,
administrative and operational level. Each municipality will ensure that all members of their senior staff
are kept aware of the function of their counterparts in the other municipality. Appreciation of the need
to work well with their counterpart will be regarded as a core competency for each senior staff member.
To give this Protocol the best chance to succeed, each municipality will:
1) Invite future elected officials to sign the Protocol to demonstrate commitment to the Protocol.
2) Ensure that all future elected officials and senior staff receive information about the importance
of communication and collaboration between the municipalities.
3) Strive to keep the other informed of important plans and changes within their municipality.
4) Explore common interests and opportunities to collaborate.
5) Look for more opportunities to share information, learn from and respect the other.
6) Involve each other in common celebrations and ceremonies.
7) Consider how decisions will affect one another and when mutual dialogue is appropriate.
8) Strive to not make decisions at the expense of the other.
9) Explore ways to deliver services more effectively, efficiently and economically though joint
initiatives, or through agreement with one another or others.
10) Coordinate preparation of joint media releases through Chief Administrative Officers.
11) Promote Duncan and North Cowichan as a desirable area in which to live, work and play.
12) Hold joint meetings of the Chief Administrative Officers and one or more applicable staff at least
twice a year separate from any regional meetings of the Chief Administrative Officers.
13) Hold joint meetings of Councils at least twice a year (as outlined in the attached Joint Meeting
Guidelines) to discuss mutual concerns, assess on‐going and future initiatives, and monitor
implementation of the Protocol.
14) Seek to resolve problems in a timely, inexpensive, informal, and cooperative manner (subject to
Part 9, Division 3, of the Community Charter).
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Conflict Resolution
Both municipalities recognize the need for a joint understanding about how to address misunderstandings
and disagreements; and want to resolve issues:
At the earliest opportunity and at the point closest to where problems originate;
In a swift, inexpensive and uncomplicated way;
Using a clear procedural pathway to a solution;
To maintain a smooth working relationship even when disagreement survives.
It is acknowledged that the processes in this Protocol are in addition to, and do not replace, processes and
remedies provided in legislation or under existing agreements between the municipalities.
If an elected official, administrator, or any staff person from either municipality believes an intention or
commitment under this Protocol has been overlooked, or there is a disagreement that is in need of
resolution, the matter shall be brought to the attention of the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO). The
CAO shall inform their counterpart who will investigate and, if it appears that an intention or commitment
was overlooked or an issue needs resolution, the matter may be resolved directly between the
municipalities through informal problem solving discussions involving the CAOs and applicable staff
members.
If the matter identified is not resolved through informal discussions, the municipalities agree to address
it using the following processes:
1. The municipalities will identify appropriate personnel and/or Council members who are
knowledgeable about the issue and those persons will work to find a mutually
acceptable solution through negotiation.
Those in the negotiation will seek an integrated outcome in the decisions they make. An
integrated outcome is one in which the parties elect to work together, integrating their resources,
originality and expertise.
The parties will fully explore the issue with a view to seeking an outcome that accommodates,
rather than compromises, the interests of all concerned. In that regard, negotiators will seek to:
a) Clearly articulate their interests and the interests of their municipality;
b) Understand the interests of other municipality whether or not they are in
agreement with them; and,
c) Identify solutions that meet the interests of the other municipality as well as
those of their own.
2. If the issue cannot be resolved through negotiation, either municipality may apply to a
dispute resolution officer for assistance in resolving the dispute as outlined in Part 9,
Division 3 – Dispute Resolution of the Community Charter.
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3. Although the municipalities have identified the attributes of negotiation as a preferential process
to be encouraged, the municipalities may, by agreement, proceed directly to a mediated process
(dispute resolution officer) without first exhausting an unassisted negotiation process.

The Commitment
By signing this Protocol both municipalities acknowledge their commitment to, and agreement with, the
spirit, intent, and content of the Protocol. Further, their signatures demonstrate such commitment and
agreement, internally to their management and staff, and externally to the public, particularly their
constituents, both residential and business, and other governments. While this Protocol represents a
long‐term symbolic commitment to inter‐municipal cooperation, each municipality retains the right to
withdraw from the Protocol by providing the other with 30‐days written notice.

Signed this ___ day of ____________, 2015 in Duncan, British Columbia, Canada

For the City of Duncan:

For the Municipality of North Cowichan:

_____________________
Phil Kent, Mayor

_______________________
John Lefebure, Mayor

____________________
Michelle Bell, Councillor

_______________________
Joyce Behnsen, Councillor

____________________
Roger Bruce, Councillor

_______________________
Rob Douglas, Councillor

_____________________
Tom Duncan, Councillor

_______________________
Maeve Maguire, Councillor

____________________
John Horgan, Councillor

_______________________
Kate Marsh, Councillor

______________________
Sharon Jackson, Councillor

______________________
Al Siebring, Councillor

______________________
Michelle Staples, Councillor

______________________
Tom Walker, Councillor
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Joint Meeting Guidelines
To promote a consistent and shared flow of information from inter‐municipal meetings, the following
joint meeting guidelines, as adopted by both Councils, will apply.
Purpose of meetings
Discuss significant issues affecting both municipalities
Maintain an open dialogue between Councils
Foster municipal purposes (see s. 7 of the Community Charter)
Frequency of meetings
Twice a year (targeting spring and fall)
Specific dates and times to be determined
Additional meetings if necessary
Location of meetings
Alternate between North Cowichan and Duncan City Hall
Type of meetings
Committee‐of‐the Whole meetings
Meeting Procedure
In accordance with the Council Procedure Bylaw of the host Council.
Clerical responsibility
Corporate Officer of the host council
Agenda Preparation
Each council may submit up to 3 topics for the agenda, which must be generally
supported by the majority of the council putting forward the agenda item. Final
approval of the agenda topics will be determined by both Mayors.
Each topic should be accompanied by a brief 1‐2 page background report describing the
issue, options and providing a recommendation.
Agendas will be prepared and issued by the Corporate Officer of the host council once
approved by the host Mayor and Chief Administrative Officer.
Minutes & Follow‐up
Minutes will be prepared by the Corporate Officer of the host council
Minutes will be reviewed by both councils and approved by the host council
Follow‐up tasks will be coordinated by the CAO of the host council
Related council decisions will be made by each council, as required
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Request for Decision
To:

Duncan and North Cowichan Mayors and Councils

Date:

March 23, 2015

From:

Peter de Verteuil, City of Duncan CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Study

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
That North Cowichan and Duncan Councils consider the following resolution:
That a joint study for the Municipality of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan be
undertaken to evaluate the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries between the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan, in
conjunction with an amalgamation study, encompassing the following:
The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen's Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be paid
for through the Citizen's Assembly;
The study is estimated to cost a total of $130,000 to study both amalgamation and
boundary realignment.
The recommendation of the Citizen's Assembly would be non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the Citizen's Assembly, but the
Assembly would be led by the Consultant.

BACKGROUND:
At the August 18, 2014 Council meeting, Council passed the following resolution:
Amalgamation/Boundary
Realignment Question
R-256-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council advise the Municipality of North Cowichan that it
has garnered sufficient input from Duncan residents through
the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results to initiate placing the
following non-binding plebiscite question on the November
15, 2014 ballot:
Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to
study both the options, costs and benefits for
amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and
benefits for the re-alignment of the boundaries of the City
of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan?
And That should the non-binding question receive over 50%
approval to the question in each jurisdiction, the joint study
with the Municipality of North Cowichan encompass the
following:
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The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizen's Assembly;
The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizen's
Assembly;
The recommendation of the Citizen's Assembly would be
non-binding; and
Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizen's Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
And That a joint meeting be scheduled with North Cowichan in
September to discuss the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results
regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Re-alignment.
CARRIED
On September 8, 2014, a Joint meeting between North Cowichan and Duncan Councils was held to
discuss the amalgamation/boundary realignment issue. No consensus was reached at that meeting
on a question to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot by both jurisdictions.
On September 15, 2015, North Cowichan Council passed the following motion:
“That Council place the following question on the upcoming election ballot: “Are you in favour
of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
As the question that North Cowichan was to placing on its ballot differed from the question that Duncan
had considering for its ballot, on September 29th Duncan Council debated the final wording for the nonbinding question or questions to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot and approved the following
two questions:.
1.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the costs and benefits of the
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?

2.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the options, costs, and benefits of
realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with
an amalgamation study?

What is Boundary Realignment?
A great deal of discussion has revolved around perceived confusion regarding 1) what boundary
realignment is; 2) whether the costs suggested in my previous report were accurate; 3) whether it would
be too difficult to study; and 4) that studying boundary realignment is only in the City's interests. I will
address each of these points as follows:
1. Boundary realignment is the moving of the border between two municipalities. It is done quite
commonly in BC on a smaller scale when the boundaries no longer make sense, and the two
municipalities agree to move the border. There is a recent example in Sidney where the
border was moved so that Sidney could address storm drainage issues. As with
amalgamation, boundary realignment can only occur with the agreement of both municipal
councils, and the approval of the Province.
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2. In order to determine approximate costs for conducting a study, staff corresponded with a
reputable company who does this type of work. The company provided estimates of what this
type of study would entail. This included utilizing a citizen’s assembly to commission and guide
the work, so that there was no perceived political interference.
3. The study could/should take two phases as suggested by the consulting firm staff spoke with.
The first phase identifies the issues, who does what, what could change under the two
alternatives, and would allow the assembly to also discuss the potential realigned borders that
they think would make sense. This is not about where the tax base is; it is about community
identity. Some have suggested the boundary used by Duncan Junior Baseball just north of
Mays Road. Some suggest Herd Road, or the sewer service area. Once a few boundary
options are settled on by the assembly, phase 2 would proceed, where amalgamation is studied
and to evaluate cost savings, increases, and the positive and negative aspects of
amalgamation. To add the calculations of cost and benefit for a few boundary realignments is
a mathematical exercise based on assessments, road costs, administration costs, etc. There
are not innumerable boundary options that would make sense from a community identity
perspective.
4. The notion that studying boundary realignment is only in the City’s interests is truly the most
important misrepresentation or misunderstanding to dispel. What is being proposed is a study.
It is not a proposed land grab by the City of Duncan, nor by North Cowichan. It would be a
study of the costs and benefits of both concepts - a study of changing the way governance
works in Duncan. To be frank, to ignore boundary realignment in the study is ignoring a viable
alternative.
This is a comparative example: When staff provide a report to Council, they provide Council
with all available options on an issue and provide the pros and cons for each option so Council
can make the most informed decision possible for its taxpayers. Staff wouldn’t provide a report
to Council recommending it sole source a contract to one construction company when staff is
aware of another company in town and not bother to investigate their availability and suitability.
The 1978 amalgamation vote was rejected soundly in Chemainus, Crofton, and Duncan, yet
the vote passed or was close in the south end voting locations. While much has changed since
1978, much is still the same: Chemainus and Crofton see themselves as separate from the
Duncan area, and the South end of Duncan wishes we were all one area. So perhaps we are
asking the wrong question if we only talk about amalgamation. Is amalgamation better for
Chemainus than a boundary realignment? We won't know unless we study it.
Lastly, no one area needs to be left "holding the bag." The Province ensures this when electoral
area boundaries change, and IF realignment proceeded, or amalgamation proceeded, it would
only be if it was beneficial to the residents of Chemainus, Crofton, the South end, Duncan, and
Maple Bay. As noted, neither amalgamation nor boundary realignment would occur without the
approval of both councils, and the approval of the Province, likely with conditions, and almost
certainly with a referendum in both jurisdictions.
COSTS:
For approximately $100,000, a consultant could study the costs and benefits for possible
amalgamation. For an additional $30,000 (if studied simultaneously) a study could also be conducted
related to the options, costs and benefits of possible boundary realignment to look at where it makes
most sense to have the boundaries between the two municipalities. Some suggestions related to the
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boundary realignment question have included: having the boundaries aligned with the water service
boundary; having the boundaries aligned with the sewer system boundary; or having the boundary be
defined at Herd Road.
FURTHER DISCUSSION:
If only Amalgamation was studied, and not the possibility of boundary realignment, Councils could not
evaluate if Amalgamation is the best alternative. It could create doubt. When expending funds for a
study, one looks at available options. From there, the all-encompassing information would be available
for the public to make an informed decision as to what alternative or option makes the most sense for
all North Cowichan and Duncan residents.
We shouldn’t be studying this for cost savings, because it is more likely that the additional costs will
outweigh the savings; past evaluations of amalgamation nationally indicate this. We should be studying
to see if changes would result in more efficient and effective government. As Mayor Kent stated, “This
should be a study of governance; governance that is focused on the options for efficient and effective
delivery of services to the community, strengthens community identity, and provides responsive
representation for Citizens.”

2014 Duncan Survey Results:
At the July 7, 2014 Duncan Committee of the Whole meeting, the following results were presented
regarding amalgamation and boundary realignment. In both cases, the majority of those surveyed
answered yes to both questions as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
2014 Opinion Question Results:
In conjunction with the 2014 November elections, the following Non-Binding Questions were asked:
Duncan opinion questions
1.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the costs and benefits of the amalgamation
of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?

Yes – 52% - 554 votes
No – 48% - 502 votes
2.

Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the options, costs, and benefits of
realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with an
amalgamation study?

Yes – 54% - 567 votes
No – 46% - 480 votes
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North Cowichan opinion question
Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?
Yes – 68% - 4446 votes
No – 32% - 2065 votes
Further delving into the North Cowichan results reveals the following.
Advance polls – Yes – 480 votes – 66%
Municipal Hall – Yes – 296 votes – 69%
Quamichan
– Yes – 985 votes – 78%
Mt. Prevost
– Yes – 913 votes – 74%
Maple Bay
– Yes – 933 votes – 73%
Crofton
– Yes – 313 votes – 60%
Chemainus – Yes – 526 votes – 50.2%
While much has changed since 1978, much is still the same: Chemainus and Crofton see themselves
as separate from the Duncan area, and the South end of Duncan wishes we were all one area. So
perhaps we are asking the wrong question if we only talk about amalgamation.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

2014-08-25 North Cowichan Staff Report – Proposed Question
2014-08-05 Amalgamation-Boundary Restructure Update – Staff Report
2014-08-05 Boundary Restructure – Amalgamation Minutes History
2014-05-05 Amalgamation Question – Staff Report
1978 Article in NewsLeader Re: Amalgamation Results

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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Request for Decision
To:

Committee of the Whole

Date:

August 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
Council direction is sought.

BACKGROUND:
At the April 14, 2014 Special Joint Committee of the Whole meeting with North Cowichan a
discussion ensued regarding a motion North Cowichan Council proposed to be placed on its
November ballot related to the potential amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan and the broader amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region. At
that meeting the following question was recommended to be forwarded to both the North Cowichan
and Duncan Councils for approval:
“Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan.”
At North Cowichan’s subsequent Council meeting, Council put forward an amended motion to
remove the words “or restructuring.” They conveyed that they were not interested in any form of
potential boundary re-alignment of North Cowichan and that the only interest was in amalgamation of
North Cowichan and Duncan.
This new information was reviewed by the City of Duncan Council at its May 5th Special Council
meeting and the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole with no resolutions for potential
wording of the question confirmed (see copies attached). Council felt they needed additional
information and passed the following resolution in hopes to attain more information to assist them in
deciding what question or questions to potentially be placed on the November ballot:
“That consideration of a non-binding plebiscite question or questions to be placed on the
November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re-alignment, be deferred until the
results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.”
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole, the Citizen Satisfaction Survey final report was
presented to Council and the results on the questions related to amalgamation and boundary
realignment were as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
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Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do
you think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
Considerations:
1. Confirm whether to place a question and/or questions on the November ballot
Council should decide whether they wish to pursue putting a non-binding plebiscite question
or questions on the November ballot. Council could look to the survey results as an indicator
that the majority of citizens are in favour of a study related to amalgamation and/or boundary
re-alignment and thus the need to ask the question formally on the ballot would not be
required.
2. Process for moving forward:
The District of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils must agree on whether options
for amalgamation and/or boundary realignment are to be considered. Without agreement by
both Councils as to what would be studied, the issue could never be potentially considered by
the Ministry. Likewise, should a study be conducted and it is decided that a future referendum
is desired, it is legislated that the question would have to be the exact same question on both
ballots, passed by more than 50% of the electorate to be legally considered.
As North Cowichan has expressed it does not wish to entertain any form of potential
boundary re-alignment and the City of Duncan wishes to pursue a study on both the options
of amalgamation and the boundaries generally, a meeting with North Cowichan Council
should be set up to discuss the issue further. If both municipalities cannot agree, as noted
above, it is a moot point for North Cowichan to place the question on their ballot.
As the prospect of the study including any Electoral Areas at this time greatly complicates the
study and findings, it may be difficult to get agreement with North Cowichan on such a study,
let alone one that just includes realignment solely between North Cowichan and the City.
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3. Costs to Conduct a Study
Should North Cowichan and Duncan agree to a question and/or questions, the next step
would be to seek a cost sharing agreement to conduct the study?
Staff have been provided a very rough estimate to undertake the study from a firm that has
performed these studies in the past:
A phased approach is recommended, with a Phase 1 study looking at the overall picture of
service delivery, governance, and finance. It would broadly identify “who does what” and “what
could change” under various governance scenarios, which could include (increasing in order
of complexity and scope):
-

Amalgamation of the City of Duncan and District of North Cowichan into one municipality;
Realignment of the City of Duncan municipal boundaries (to include lands currently within
the DNC);
Larger governance restructure study which would include the City of Duncan, District of
North Cowichan, and adjacent lands within the Cowichan Valley Regional District.

A rough estimate of a Phase 1 study would be around $25,000 to $40,000. At the lower end of
the scale, the study would entail working directly with staff from both the City of Duncan and
District of North Cowichan, and then providing presentations to both councils (either separately
or as a group). If a committee were to be formed to guide the process, this would add about
$10,000 to the budget, and if public consultation were required within this phase, it would be at
the top end of the budget estimate.
Depending on the decision to proceed with further study (Phase 2) on the above scenarios,
the detailed technical and engagement process would vary widely in scope and budget,
between about $60,000 on the lower end, to $150,000 and above on the high end (depending
on the amount of technical information required, e.g. water and road condition assessment,
detailed cost estimates).
All of this work would need to be undertaken within the Ministry’s guidelines for boundary
extension / restructure, and there is potential for funding from the Ministry to undertake this
work.
Therefore it is estimated that:
- a study to consider amalgamation might cost approximately $100,000;
- a study that also considers boundary realignment might cost approximately $130,000
- to conduct a study that also considers the adjacent CVRD lands might cost approx
$200,000

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

There will likely be significant educational costs (est. $5,000) regardless of
whether there is a non-binding plebiscite question on the Duncan ballot or
not, if the District of North Cowichan goes ahead with a Ballot question.
This Educational messaging would likely focus, from the City’s
perspective, on what the study will entail and what studying Boundary
Realignment possibly means, and most people understand simple
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amalgamation.
Costs for the study itself can be incorporated into the 2015 budget.
Policy:

N/A

Strategic Priorities:

10.5

Sustainability:

N/A

Utilize Service Agreements to provide higher quality, more
affordable services/

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it has garnered
sufficient input from Duncan residents to initiate spending in 2015 on a joint study
with the District of North Cowichan to encompass the following:
a) To study both the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation and the
alternative options, costs, and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the
City of Duncan and the District of North Cowichan
b) The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be
paid for through the Citizen’s Assembly
c) The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly.
d) The recommendations of the Citizens’ Assembly would be non binding
e) Staff of both jurisdictions would be resources for the Assembly, but the assembly
would be led by the Consultant.
And That City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it is not prepared to
undertake a study that only contemplates Amalgamation as the only potential
consideration.
2. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the Committee of the Whole request a joint meeting with the District of North
Cowichan in September, to discuss the results of the Citizen Satisfaction survey
results regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.

Summary of Council and Committee meeting resolutions on Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment
May 5, 2014 - CAO report on Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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April 14, 2014 Special Joint Meeting with North Cowichan
Amalgamation
C/W139‐14

A discussion period ensued regarding Councillor Woike's proposed motion to
amalgamate the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan and
the broader amalgamation of local government in the Cowichan Region.
After a lengthy debate, it was agreed that consideration of the broader
amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region was too complex to
pursue at this time and that the focus should be on the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan.
It was noted that there were too many unknowns at this time for the public to
make an informed decision on the motion proposed by Councillor Woike to
simply ask whether the public supports the amalgamation of the Municipality of
North Cowichan and City of Duncan without being fully aware of the options,
costs, and benefits associated with a possible amalgamation or a possible
boundary restructure.
It was highlighted that any question on a ballot would need to have a clear
objective of what is trying to be achieved. Essentially the first step would be to
put a question on the November ballot to seek the public's opinion on whether
they were in favour of expenditure to study the options, costs, and benefits for
restructuring or amalgamation between the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan. If the study proceeds, the findings would then be presented
to the public for consideration.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City of Duncan and
Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for consideration:
That the following question be added to the November, 2014 municipal
election ballot:
Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs and benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
CARRIED

May 5, 2014 Special Council Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
Question(s)
R‐161‐14
R‐162‐14
R‐163‐14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
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2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
It was moved and seconded:
That the issue of amalgamation/Boundary re‐alignment be referred to a Special
Committee of the Whole for further discussion.
DEFEATED
Councillors: Barker, Bell, Duncan & Staples
The following amendment was back on the floor for consideration:
That question two be amended to read: "Are you in favour of spending $ (amount
to be determined) to study the options, costs, and benefits of a boundary
realignment."
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent, Councillors: Bell, Jackson, Thorne, and Staples
The main motion, as follows, was back on the floor consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following
two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the
same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of the main motion and the issue of amalgamation/boundary
restructuring in general be referred to a Special Committee of the Whole meeting
for further discussion and consideration.
CARRIED
May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
Amalgamation/
Boundary
Realignment
C/W‐165‐14
C/W‐166‐14
C/W‐167‐14

The following motion was tabled from the May 5, 2014 Special Council meeting
for consideration:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
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1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
It was moved and seconded:
That the motion be referred to the July 3, 2014 Committee of the Whole
meeting until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
The main motion was back on the floor for consideration:
It was moved and seconded:
That Council request that the Municipality of North Cowichan place the
following two non‐binding plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014
ballot so that the same questions appear on both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the
options, costs, and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and Duncan?
DEFEATED
Mayor Kent; Councillors Bell, Duncan, Staples
It was moved and seconded:
That consideration of a non‐binding plebiscite question or questions to be
placed on the November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re‐
alignment, be deferred until the results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are
concluded.
CARRIED
Citizen Satisfaction Survey Results:
The following questions were asked to the 400 randomly selection City of Duncan residents:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
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3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do you
think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

May 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/ Boundary Realignment question(s)

File No: 2370-01

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council request the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following two non-binding
plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Committee meeting held on April 14, 2014 between the Municipality of North Cowichan
and the City of Duncan, after a lengthy discussion, it appeared that all present had settled on the
following plebiscite question:
Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
However, the North Cowichan Council view of the resolution passed at the Joint Committee of the
Whole meeting was that the resolution was a “Duncan” resolution, and amended the resolution at their
April 16, 2014 meeting to remove the words “or restructuring” as their Council did not support the
inclusion. This would limit the study to amalgamation only, and not to alternative solutions to what is
perceived to be duplication within the greater Duncan area.
The CAO for North Cowichan, and I have had some discussions regarding the plebiscite question(s)
and agree that it is important that both jurisdictions ask the same question(s) and we have collaborated
on the wording of the above second question.
1. On the issue of how the study should be conducted, I believe that it is important that a separate
body be established to commission and direct the study to create some independence. As
stakeholders, City and North Cowichan staff would provide critical input and feedback, but should
not direct the study itself. The Consultant needs to be separated from staff and Council.
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2. I have stated that whether Boundary Realignment or Amalgamation are “the answer”, the new
entity(s) would look substantially different and would lose the City’s $545,530 Small Community
Grant from the Province, and policing would go from 70% to 90%, therefore costing an additional
$342,000 annually. In my view, with either Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, it is unlikely
there will be any net savings, and there will likely be higher taxes overall. Amalgamation and
Boundary Realignment should be considered for other reasons (planning, efficiencies, etc.), not for
lower taxes.
3. It appears both municipalities agree that the study(s) will hopefully provide more informed answers
on the pros and cons (financially, operationally, planning, etc.) and will be very dependent on
whether it is Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, or both, that is being considered.
4. At this time we have not determined how the study(s) would be cost shared.
Having two questions does not mean people have to choose now. They can select both, we just need
to know if people want to study one, both or nothing.
Attempts should be made to avoid any protectionist stances or mindsets, and let the study recommend
what is beneficial.
This is not about North Cowichan swallowing up Duncan, or Duncan carving off a chunk of North
Cowichan. It is not about Duncan staff, it is not about North Cowichan staff. This is about studying
possibilities and going from there. Although no one can look at the boundary where it is now and say
“oh that makes sense”, nothing will happen in the end if the study shows change isn’t desirable
(amalgamation or boundary realignment).
I do not believe we should complicate this discussion with inclusion of any Electoral Areas into this
study. That can be looked at in the future if desired.
Respectfully submitted,

Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Special Council Meeting
Monday, November 30, 2015 @ 9:00 a.m.
Committee Room, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order

2.

Approval of Agenda
2.1.

Approval of Agenda
That the November 30, 2015 Special Council meeting agenda be
adopted, as circulated.

3.

Bylaws
3.1.

Bylaw 3118.05 - Bylaw Notice Enforcement Amendment - Animal
Regulation & Impounding Fines (adoption)

3-9

That Council adopt "Bylaw Offence Notice Enforcement
Amendment Bylaw No. 3118.05, 2015" - a bylaw to authorize fines
(under $500.00) for infractions against the Animal Regulation &
Impounding Bylaw.
3.2.

Bylaw 3119.03 - MTI Amendment - Animal Regulation & Impounding
Fines (adoption)

10 - 12

That Council adopt "Municipal Ticketing Information System
Implementation Amendment Bylaw No. 3119.03" - a bylaw to
authorize fines (between $500.00 and $2,000.00) for more serious
infractions against the Animal Regulation & Impounding Bylaw.
4.

Reports of Committees
4.1.

November 20, 2015 Committee of the Whole
4.1.1. Amalgamation Study (Considered at the November 20, 2015
Committee of the Whole meeting)
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan direct their staffs to work collaboratively
with two Councillors from each municipality to draft terms of
reference for a citizens' assembly that will make a
recommendation to both councils on the scope of the study
on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
And That Councillor Bell and Councillor Staples be
appointed to represent the City of Duncan on the
Amalgamation Study Task Force.

City of Duncan, Special Council Meeting - November 30, 2015
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4.2.

November 13, 2015 Committee of the Whole - North Cowichan
4.2.1. Minutes from the November 13, 2015 Joint Committee of the
Whole Meeting with North Cowichan

17 - 19

4.2.2. Area E - Equal Access to the Cowichan Aquatic Centre

20 - 24

That Council support maintaining Cowichan Valley Regional
District (CVRD) Electoral Area E's equal access to the
Cowichan Aquatic Centre based on maximum contribution of
$23,000 in 2016, subject to the CVRD Board committing to
create a Regional Recreation Select Committee and
conducting a recreation facility use analysis; and further,
that if these commitments are not agreed to by December 9,
2015, two-tier access for Electoral Area E will be reimplemented starting January 1, 2016, or soon thereafter.
4.2.3. Joint Gateway Project (Trans-Canada Highway & Beverly St.)
That Council receive for information Peter de Verteuil's
November 13, 2015 report on development of a gateway
feature at the Southwest corner of the intersection of the
Trans-Canada Highway and Beverly Street, and direct staff
from each municipality to meet to investigate the potential to
build a gateway feature.
5.

Question Period

6.

Resolve to go into Closed Committee of the Whole
6.1.

Closed Session
That Council resolve to go into a Closed Committee of the Whole
meeting to discuss matters related to the acquisition, disposition
or expropriation of land or improvements under Section 90(1)(e) of
the Community Charter.

7.

Adjournment
7.1.

Adjourn
That the November 30, 2015 Special Council meeting be adjourned
at ___.

City of Duncan, Special Council Meeting - November 30, 2015

25

Page 13 of 25

4.1. 4.1.1.

Report
Date

October 27, 2015

To

Council

From

Dave Devana, Chief Administrative Officer

Subject

Amalgamation Study

File: 0595-20 AMAL

Endorsed:

Purpose
The purpose of this report is to provide the background information on amalgamation.
Background
During the 2014 local election both the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan asked
the electorate whether it supported conducting a study on the amalgamation of the two municipalities.
The City of Duncan also asked whether its citizens supported a study on border realignment. The
questions and results are presented below:
City of Duncan
Amalgamation Question
Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the
costs and benefits of the amalgamation of the municipalities
of North Cowichan?

Border Realignment Question
Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the
options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or with an
amalgamation study?

For

%

Against

%

554

52.5%

502

47.5%

For

%

Against

%

567

54.2%

480

46.8%

Based on these results the City of Duncan has slightly more support to study border realignment.
Municipality of North Cowichan
Amalgamation Question
Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs
and benefits of the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?

For

%

Against

%

4446

68.3%

2065

31.7%

7030 Trans-Canada Highway | Box 278 | Duncan, BC V9L 3X4
Ph 250.746.3100 Fax 250.746.3133 www.northcowichan.ca
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4.1. 4.1.1.

Page 2
Based on these results the Municipality of North Cowichan has a strong mandate to study
amalgamation. Both Councils met to discuss border realignment prior to the election and the Council of
North Cowichan did not support exploring border realignment, and noted that it would not participate
in a border realignment study. The Municipality of North Cowichan did not ask the border realignment
question given its position.
Discussion
It is not expected that the study of amalgamation will result in significant cost savings given the
additional policing costs that will be incurred by the amalgamated municipalities and the loss of grants
by the City. There may be opportunities to amalgamate city offices and public works yards, and
transition to a slightly smaller management staff complement.
It is felt that improvements could be achieved in the management of infrastructure (e.g. water, sewer,
storm water, transportation, recreation, etc.) and planning for the town centre area surrounding the
University Village area and the City of Duncan.
The Municipality of North Cowichan has included $40,000 to study amalgamation (not border
realignment) in its 2016 Budget as part of the 2016 – 2020 Financial Plan deliberations.
Options
1) That the Councils for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan support
conducting a joint amalgamation (excluding border realignment) study in 2016; and direct staff
to develop a terms of reference and process to conduct the joint amalgamation study.
2) That the Council for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan not support
conducting a joint amalgamation (excluding border realignment) study in 2016.
Implications
The preliminary estimate is that it will cost the Municipality of North Cowichan $40,000 based on the
City providing an equal share of $40,000 towards the amalgamation study.
Recommendation
That the information be received for information and discussion.

7030 Trans-Canada Highway | Box 278 | Duncan, BC V9L 3X4
Ph 250.746.3100 Fax 250.746.3133 www.northcowichan.ca
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4.1. 4.1.1.

Memorandum
To:

Dave Devana, CAO, North Cowichan
13nd,

Date:

November

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

North Cowichan Joint Meeting – Amalgamation

File No:

7930.01

2015

RECOMMENDATION:
That the following resolution be considered as an additional option on your November 13, 2015 report
to the Joint Council meeting:
That the Councils for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan direct their staff
to work collaboratively on a terms of reference for a community based Amalgamation Options
Citizens Assembly who will make recommendation to Councils on the scope of the study
between the two municipalities.
And that subject to subsequent approval by both Councils of the scope, staff issue an
Request for Proposals for a Consultant do lead the process and the study, with costs of the
Citizens Assembly and the Consultant to be shared on a 50/50 bases between the two
municipalities.

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Council meeting in March 2015, both Council’s discussed Amalgamation and Boundary
Restructure at length and were not able to come to an agreement on next steps.
“Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan indicated that he and Peter de Verteuil, CAO would
negotiate the process for amalgamation but that he was not mandated by his Council to explore
boundary realignment.”
The following motion was then passed:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the Municipality of North
Cowichan and the City of Duncan Councils for consideration:
That staff be directed to prepare a report for the options and steps regarding the
study and public process for the amalgamation of the City of Duncan and the
Municipality of North Cowichan.
And the following:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to City of Duncan Council for
consideration:
That Council direct staff to prepare a report regarding the options of studying boundary
alignment concurrently with the amalgamation study with North Cowichan.
Unfortunately, you and I have only had one brief conversation on the topic, and I have been primarily
consumed with other City projects and issues.
Page 1 of 2
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Request for Decision – North Cowichan Joint Meeting item - Amalgamation – November 3, 2015

Recent Duncan Council discussion
On November 2, 2015 Duncan Council discussed the Amalgamation study. They directed that I write
a report (this report) summarizing Duncan Council’s key components.
Duncan Council indicated strongly that:
1. they believe the study should still be citizen led
2. the Citizens should determine the scope of the study between North Cowichan and the City
3. they were agreeable to 50/50 cost sharing under a Citizen led process
In order for North Cowichan and City staff to be able to move forward, both Councils need to agree
on the process.
Once both Councils agree on the process, other key questions to agree upon are:
1. Citizen selection:
a. How to select the citizens (random or appointed)
b. How many Citizens should be selected
c. What proportions from each community are desired
d. Should former Councillors or Mayors be eligible
2. Should the Council’s appoint the consultant, or the citizens
3. Should we confirm if provincial funding is available for the study before proceeding with the
study, or issue the RFP first to get a better sense of cost.
IF the process is agreed to by both Council, and the above questions are answered; we can then
attempt to make some headway with the study.
Other Key points
a) This study would NOT include the areas south of the river that the City serves with water or
fire protection, as that is a separate and distinct process that is clearly defined, and would
immensely complicate and already complicated study.
b) Neither Council is bound to any recommendation from the Citizens Assembly, and if it is not a
win/win scenario for the vast majority, nothing need proceed. Similarly, when the financial
scenarios for boundary restructure south of the river could not be aligned to create a win/win
for all, the City did not proceed any further.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. 2015-03-23 – Amalgamation Boundary Restructure – PDV Mar 2015 report.pdf
Respectfully submitted,
______________________________
Peter de Verteuil, CAO
Page 2 of 2
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4.2. 4.2.2.

Municipality of North Cowichan
Committee of the Whole
MINUTES
November 13, 2015, 2:00 p.m.
Municipal Hall - Council Chambers
Members Present

Mayor Jon Lefebure
Councillor Joyce Behnsen
Councillor Maeve Maguire
Councillor Kate Marsh
Councillor Al Siebring
Councillor Tom Walker

Members Absent

Councillor Rob Douglas

Staff Present

Dave Devana, Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)
Mark Ruttan, Director of Corporate Services / Deputy CAO
David Conway, Director of Engineering and Operations
Ernie Mansueti, Director of Parks and Recreation
Mark Frame, Director of Financial Services
John Gunn, Manager of Information Services
Alyssa Meiner, Deputy Director of Corporate Services

Guests Present

City of Duncan:
Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Tom Duncan
Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples
Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

1.

CALL TO ORDER
There being a quorum present, the meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m.
(Note: Item 4.1 was considered last but to cross reference with the agenda, these minutes are
recorded in agenda order).

2.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee approve the agenda as circulated.
CARRIED
1
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November 13, 2015 - Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes
3.

PUBLIC INPUT
None.

4.

BUSINESS
4.1

Amalgamation Study
Councils reviewed Dave Devana's October 27, 2015 report and Peter de Verteuil's
November 13, 2015 memo on amalgamation.
It was moved and seconded:
That the councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan direct their
staffs to work collaboratively with two councillors from each municipality to draft terms
of reference for a citizens' assembly that will make a recommendation to both councils
on the scope of a study on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED

4.2

Area E – Equal Access to the Cowichan Aquatic Centre
Councils discussed Dave Devana's October 27, 2015 report on equal access to the
Cowichan Aquatic Centre.
It was moved and seconded:
That Council support maintaining Cowichan Valley Regional District (CVRD) Electoral
Area E’s equal access to the Cowichan Aquatic Centre based on a maximum contribution
of $23,000 in 2016, subject to the CVRD Board committing to create a Regional
Recreation Select Committee and conducting a recreation facility use analysis; and
further, that if these commitments are not agreed to by December 9, 2015, two-tier
access for Electoral Area E will be re-implemented starting January 1, 2016, or soon
thereafter.
CARRIED

4.3

Sponsorship Program – Inventory and Asset Valuation
Councils discussed Dave Devana's November 13, 2015 report on sponsorship of
municipal assets. The City expressed some support in sponsorship of the Cowichan
Aquatic Centre, and indicated they may support some level of contribution towards the
cost of a Inventory and Asset Valuation for the Cowichan Aquatic Centre.
It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive for information Dave Devana's November 13, 2015 report on
sponsorship.
CARRIED
2
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November 13, 2015 - Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes
4.4

Completion of Friendship Trail
Councils reviewed Peter de Verteuil's November 13, 2015 report on completing the
Friendship Trail, and North Cowichan advised it has included the project in its 2016 2020 Financial Plan deliberations for 2016.

4.5

Joint Gateway Project (Trans-Canada Highway and Beverly Street)
Councils reviewed Peter de Verteuil's November 13, 2015 report on the possibility of
building a joint gateway project at the Southwest corner of the intersection of the TransCanada Highway and Beverly Street. Councils also reviewed a list of proposed capital
expenditures recommended in the University Village Local Area Plan. They noted that the
list does not include the proposed gateway feature, although it is in Duncan's "wayfinding" study and in earlier discussions regarding "Cowichan Place".
It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive for information Peter de Verteuil November 13, 2015 report on
development of a gateway feature at the Southwest corner of the intersection of the
Trans-Canada Highway and Beverly Street.
It was moved and seconded:
That Council add the words "and direct staff from each municipality to meet to
investigate the potential to build a gateway feature".
CARRIED
Main motion as Amended:
It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive for information Peter de Verteuil November 13, 2015 report on
development of a gateway feature at the Southwest corner of the intersection of the
Trans-Canada Highway and Beverly Street, and direct staff from each municipality to
meet to investigate the potential to build a gateway feature.
CARRIED

5.

QUESTION PERIOD
Council received no questions from the public regarding business considered at this meeting.

6.

ADJOURNMENT
Council adjourned the meeting at 4:55 p.m.

________________________________
Signed by
Mayor or Presiding Member

________________________________
Certified by
Director of Corporate Services

3
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Information Only Report
To:

Joint Committee of the Whole

Date:

November 13, 2015

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

North Cowichan Joint Meeting item – Joint Gateway Project

File No:

7930.01

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Joint Committee of the Whole receive for information and discussion, the November
13, 2015 report of the Duncan CAO on the jointly owned Gateway land, at Beverly and the
Trans Canada Highway, for information.

BACKGROUND:
As part of the land exchanges during the realization of Cowichan Place concept, between the City,
North Cowichan, the Cowichan Exhibition, School District 79, and Vancouver Island University; the
City and North Cowichan were left with a jointly held triangle of land at the south west corner of the
TCH and Beverly Street.
This land was envisioned as some sort of gateway into the community, but no real design was ever
worked on.
Below is an ortho map of the area.

Respectfully submitted,
______________________________
Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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City of Duncan
Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Special Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room,
City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, May 9, 2016 at 3:30 PM.
Present

Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Roger Bruce
Councillor Tom Duncan

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples (3:58 pm)

Absent

Councillor Michelle Bell

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

Guests

Mayor Jon Lefebure, North Cowichan (NC)
Councillor Joyce Behnsen, NC
Councillor Rob Douglas, NC
Councillor Maeve Maguire, NC
Councillor Kate Marsh, NC
Councillor Al Siebring, NC
Councillor Tom Walker, NC
Dave Devana, CAO, NC
Ernie Mansueti, Director of Parks & Recreation, NC
Mark Ruttan, Director of Corporate Services, NC
Mark Frame, Director of Financial Services, NC
Call to Order

Call to Order

The Chair called the Special May 9, 2016 Committee of the
Whole meeting to order 3:30 pm.
Adoption of Agenda

Agenda Adoption
C/W-102-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 9, 2016 Special Committee of the Whole agenda
be adopted, as circulated.
CARRIED
Finance and Administration

Liquor related
issues/concerns
associated with the
location of the
"Vancouver Island
Liquor" store at
5777 Trans-Canada
Highway
C/W-103-16

Mayor Kent introduced the topic of liquor related issues/concerns
associated with the location of "Vancouver Island Liquor" store at
5777 Trans-Canada Highway and noted that since its opening,
there have been increased incidents of vandalism, loitering, and
drinking in public, which is causing the businesses and residents
in the area a great deal of frustration and concern. He noted that
the location of the liquor store is very close to the Warmland
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Shelter, which is not ideal, and that North Cowichan has been
experiencing increased homelessness in this area. As the
problem borders both North Cowichan and Duncan, he was
looking to share ideas as to how both Councils could proactively
address the issue and how the area could be made safer.
A lengthy discussion ensued with highlights of the discussion as
follows:
it was recommended that the issue be referred to the
CVRD Community Safety Advisory Committee meeting for
their input;
the use of Commissionaires to patrol problem areas in the
downtown has been useful in the past;
concern was expressed about the store breaking up their
beer cases so that cans and bottles can be sold
individually, which makes traffic flow in and out of the store
more frequent and convenient for panhandlers;
it has become a problem for the businesses and residents
in the area as well as for staff at the Island Savings
Centre;
there are camps being established by the dike;
concern was expressed about its proximity to schools and
whether cameras or increased lighting should be installed
as a deterrent;
as a matter of policy, Duncan comments on all liquor
licence applications and holds public hearings to seek
input. North Cowichan noted that its policy position is to
not comment on liquor licence applications;
it was suggested that a Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) analysis be conducted for
the area;
there are homeless and intoxicated individuals are
sleeping in the doorways of businesses;
it is both a social and legal problem and there are many
organizations trying to help;
the problem is growing in the region and everyone is
feeling the pressure;
Mr. Mansueti, North Cowichan’s Director of Parks and Recreation
advised that the proximity of the liquor store is such that it is a
direct route to the Lewis, Government and York St. areas where
young adults congregate and establish camps along the dike.
He also noted that there has been a proliferation of needles being
used in that area and in the last two weeks, approximately 50
needles were removed from the needle drop off boxes. He noted
that when McDonald's has its promotions, whereby it gives away
free coffee, it promotes loitering. He further conveyed that those
camping in the area do not care if they are videotaped and
City of Duncan, Special Committee of the Whole Minutes - May 9, 2016
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additional extra lighting can actually attract the individuals. It
appears nothing the RCMP can do seems to affect them. Many
of them are coming from other communities and are there by
choice. He suggested that North Cowichan contact the liquor
store personally and advise them of the issues to see what
assistance they can offer to mitigate the issue.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for
approval:
That the liquor related issues/concerns in the
Alexander/Whistler Street area be referred to the CVRD
Community Safety Advisory Commission (CSAC) and RCMP
to consider expanding the Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) study of the Beverly Street
area.
CARRIED
Verbal Update from
the Amalgamation
Working Group Re:
Terms of Reference
Status
C/W-104-16
C/W-105-16
C/W-106-16
C/W-107-16
C/W-108-16

Members of the Amalgamation Task Force provided an update to
both Councils regarding the progress they've made on the
proposed terms of reference for the Citizen's Assembly. It was
noted that the meetings have been very productive and decisions
have been made by consensus. Staff were thanked for their work
to date and for drafting the recommendations that were circulated
at the meeting.
It was moved and seconded:
That the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study
Process dated May 5, 2016, as circulated by the CAO, be
received for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan Council for approval:
That Council amend Resolution R-323-15, which was
previously adopted on November 20, 2015, by substituting it
with the following:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan direct their staff to work collaboratively with
two Councillors from each municipality to draft a process for
conducting an amalgamation study, along with a Citizens'
Assembly that will make a recommendation to both Councils
on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED
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It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan Council for approval:
That Council amend the resolution previously adopted on
December 2, 2015 regarding the Amalgamation Study by
substituting it with the following:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan direct their staff to work collaboratively with
two Councillors from each municipality to draft a process for
conducting an amalgamation study, along with a citizens'
assembly that will make a recommendation to both Councils
on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for
approval:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan approve the Draft Citizens’ Assembly
Amalgamation Study Process dated May 5, 2016 and direct
staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from each
municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for
approval:
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the
Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development for
a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the
Amalgamation Study and Citizens’ Assembly and include a
copy of the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study
Process document dated May 5, 2016 to support the request.
CARRIED
Adjournment
Adjournment
C/W-109-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 9, 2016 Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at 5:11 pm.
CARRIED

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Late Items Agenda
Regular Council Meeting
Monday, May 16, 2016 @ 7:00 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order
1.1.

2.

Introduction of Late Items
2.1.

3.

Call to Order

Replacement Colour Palette (to include door colours and trim) for
DP-2016-05 - 545 Jubilee St. (to be considered under Reports of
Committees, item 6.1.2)
Building Statistics Report for April, 2016 (to be considered under
Staff Reports item 7.4)
Proclamation for Access Awareness Day (to be considered under
New Business, item 10.1)
Proclamation for Oceans Day, & Rivers to Ocean Week (to be
considered under New Business, item 10.2)

Approval of Agenda
3.1.

Agenda Approval
That the May 16, 2016 Council agenda be adopted, as amended, to
include the late items.

4.

Adoption of Minutes
4.1.

April 18, 2016 Council Minutes

7 - 21

That Council adopt the April 18, 2016 Council minutes, as
presented.
4.2.

May 2, 2016 Special Council Minutes

22 - 23

That Council adopt the May 2, 2016 Special Council minutes, as
presented.
4.3.

May 2, 2016 Committee of the Whole Minutes

24 - 30

That Council adopt the May 2, 2016 Committee of the Whole
minutes, as presented.
4.4.

May 9, 2016 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
That Council adopt the May 9, 2016 Special Committee of the
Whole minutes, as presented.
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5.

Report of the Chief Administrative Officer
5.1.

6.

CAO Report

Reports of Committees
6.1.

May 2, 2016 Committee Recommendations
6.1.1. DVP-2016-02 - 545 Jubilee Street
That Council approve Development Variance Permit
Application No. DVP-2016-02 for the proposed development
of a three-storey building with six dwelling units at 545
Jubilee Street and 211 First Street (Lot 1, Section 18, Range
6, District 45, Quamichan District , Plan 4499 and Lot 9,
Block 4, Section 18, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 798)
as attached to the May 16, 2016 report of the Manager of
Planning, to permit the following:
Setback Variances:
To vary Section 7.5(b)(5) of Zoning Bylaw No. 1540 for the
portions of the development shown in the attachments:
1. To vary the front setback from 7.5 metres to 1.78
metres for the proposed building;
2. To vary the exterior east side setback from 6.0 metres
to 1.8 metres for the proposed building; and
3. To vary the rear setback from 7.5 metres to 2.1 metres
for the proposed building.
Parking Variances:
To vary Table 1 and 2 of the “Off Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw No. 3098” as follows:
1. To vary the required number of parking spaces from
1.2 spaces per unit (8 spaces) to 1 space per unit (6
spaces);
2. To vary the maneuvering aisle width from 7.3 metres
to 6.78 metres; and
3. To vary Section 4.6(a) of the Off Street Parking and
Loading Bylaw No. 3098 to permit 100% of the
proposed parking to be designed specifically for small
cars.
And That DVP-2016-02 contain the following conditions to be
met prior to issuance of a Building Permit for the proposed
development:
1. Provision of a Statutory Right of Way for 1.0 metre
lane widening from the entrance to the lane to the
proposed driveway, and for 0.5 metre sidewalk
widening along the northern 4 metres of the east side
of the property; and
2. Provision of a security deposit in the amount of 125%
of the estimated costs for off-site improvements to the
sidewalks and lane.
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6.1.2. DP-2016-05 - 545 Jubilee Street

58 - 98

Subject to approval of Development Variance Permit DVP2016-02, Council can consider the following:
That Council approve Development Permit Application No.
DP-2016-05 for the proposed development of a three-storey
building with six dwelling units at 545 Jubilee Street and 211
First Street (Lot 1, Section 18, Range 6, District 45,
Quamichan District , Plan 4499 and Lot 9, Block 4, Section
18, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 798), as attached to
the May 16, 2016 report of the Manager of Planning.
And That Council require that DP-2016-05 contain the
following conditions to be met prior to issuance of a
Building Permit for the proposed development:
Submission of a stormwater management plan based
on water balance model best management practices to
the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and
Development Services and
Provision of a security deposit for 125% of the
proposed hard and soft landscaping costs.
6.2.

May 9, 2016 Special Committee of the Whole Recommendations
6.2.1. Liquor Related Issues/Concerns Associated with the Location of
the "Vancouver Island Liquor" store at 5777 Trans-Canada
Highway
That the liquor related issues/concerns in the
Alexander/Whistler Street area be referred to the CVRD
Community Safety Advisory Commission (CSAC) and RCMP
to consider expanding the Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) study of the Beverly Street
area.
6.2.2. Amalgamation Working Group - Amending Resolution R-323-15
That Council amend Resolution R-323-15, which was
previously adopted on November 20, 2015, by substituting it
with the following:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan direct their staff to work collaboratively with
two Councillors from each municipality to draft a process for
conducting an amalgamation study, along with a Citizens'
Assembly that will make a recommendation to both Councils
on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
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6.2.3. Draft Citizens' Assembly Amalgamation Study Process

100 - 102

That Council approve the Draft Citizens’ Assembly
Amalgamation Study Process dated May 5, 2016 and direct
staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from each
municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
6.2.4. Grant Funding Request for Amalgamation Study
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the
Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development for
a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the
Amalgamation Study and Citizens’ Assembly and include a
copy of the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study
Process document dated May 5, 2016 to support the request.
7.

Reports of Staff
7.1.

2015 Annual Report

103

That the 2015 Annual Report be made available for public
inspection by Friday, June 3, 2016 at 4:00 pm and posted to the
City's website;
And That the Annual Meeting to confirm the 2015 Annual Report
and to take submissions and questions from the public be held at
the June 20, 2016 Council meeting at 7:00 pm in the Council
Chambers.
7.2.

Sunbowl XXXI (June 17-18, 2016) Beer Garden Request

104 - 108

That Council approve the Cowichan Women's Football League
Beer Garden Request at McAdam Park for June 17 and 18, 2016
between 12:00 noon and 8:00 pm subject to:
1. Receipt of a Special Occasion Licence from the Liquor Store,
signed by the RCMP by June 10, 2016;
2. Assurance in writing by June 10, 2016 that the Cowichan
Women's Football League will comply with the attached City
of Duncan Beer Garden Policy;
3. Assurance in writing by June 10, 2016 that the music will be
kept at a reasonable level and that the speakers will face
towards the River and away from the residential area;
4. The beer garden is to be held in a tent or within a fenced
area and sober adults are to be designated to maintain
security at and adequately control all entrances and exits
to/from the beer garden area;
5. A copy of the required "Host Liquor Liability Insurance"
coverage be provided prior to the event;
6. Receipt of a financial statement of the event no later than
July 4, 2016.
7.3.

Upgrades to the Parking Lot at 675 Canada Ave.
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That Council direct staff to proceed with pruning the London Plane
tree and removing the Maple Tree in the parking lot at 675 Canada
Avenue as recommended by the City’s arborist and an independent
review (as attached to the May 16, 2016 report by the Director of
Finance) for a maximum cost of $4,000, with funds to come from
the Margaret Moss Reserve Fund;
And That Council direct staff to upgrade the parking lot to address
water ponding and safety issues caused by the tree roots, at a
maximum cost of $15,000, with funds to come from the Margaret
Moss reserve fund;
And That Council direct staff to amend the financial plan to include
these expenditures (total project cost of $19,000).
7.4.

Building Statistics Report for April, 2016

118 - 119

That the Building Statistics/Summary of Building Permits issued of
the month of April, as attached to the report by the Building
Inspector, be received for information.
8.

Bylaws
8.1.

Bylaw No. 3147, 2015 - Development Cost Charge Bylaw

120 - 129

(Note: Councillor Bruce previously declared a perceived conflict on this
matter)
That Council adopt "Development Cost Charges Bylaw No. 3147,
2015" - a bylaw to impose development cost charges.
8.2.

Bylaw 3134.01, 2016 - Financial Plan Amendment Bylaw

130 - 133

That Council give first three readings to "Financial Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No. 3134.01, 2016" - a bylaw to amend the
Financial Plan to increase the budget for the Well #3 Standby
Generator, traffic improvements for Government Street, and to
fund the shortfall for the transit pass rebate program.
9.

10.

Reports of Mayor and Council
9.1.

Mayor Kent

9.2.

Councillors

New Business
10.1. Proclamation - Access Awareness Day
That Council proclaim June 4, 2016 Access Awareness Day in the
City of Duncan.
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10.2. Proclamation - Oceans Day & Rivers to Ocean Week
That Council proclaim June 8, 2016 as World Oceans Day and June
8 - 14, 2016 as World Rivers to Ocean Week in the City of Duncan.
11.

Question Period

12.

Resolve to go into Closed Meeting
12.1. Closed Session
That this meeting be closed under the following sections of the
Community Charter:
Section 90(1)(c) - labour relations or other employee relations; and
Section 90(1)(e) - the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of
land or improvements.

13.

Adjournment
13.1. Adjourn
That the May 16, 2016 Council meeting be adjourned at ____.
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City of Duncan
Regular Council Minutes
A Regular Council Meeting was held in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 200
Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, April 18, 2016 at 7:00 PM.
Present

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair
Councillor Michelle Bell
Councillor Roger Bruce
Councillor Tom Duncan

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Michelle Geneau, Manager of Planning
Paige MacWilliam, Corporate Services Coordinator

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Mayor called the April 18, 2016 Council meeting to order at
7:00 pm.
Introduction of Late Items

Late Items

Letter dated April 15, 2016 from Gail Ludvigsen, 275 First
Street Re: Concerns with the Parking Variance for DVP-201601 (to be considered in conjunction with Staff Reports - Item
8.1);
Recommendation from the Advisory Design Panel Re:
Development Permit - 2014-14 - 15 Canada Ave. (to be
considered under Staff Report - Item 8.3); and
Recommendation from the Advisory Design Panel Re:
Development Permit - 2016-06 - 134 Fourth St. (to be
considered under Staff Report - Item 8.5)
Approval of Agenda

Approval of Agenda
R-56-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the April 18, 2016 Council meeting agenda be adopted,
as amended, to include the late items.
CARRIED
Adoption of Minutes

March 21, 2016
Council Minutes
R-57-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the March 21, 2016 Council minutes, as
presented.
CARRIED
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April 4, 2016
Committee of the
Whole Minutes
R-58-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt the April 4, 2016 Committee of the Whole
minutes, as presented.
CARRIED
Delegations/Presentations

PRESENTATION:
Staff Sergeant
Adrian Marsden Re:
RCMP - 2016 - First
Quarter Report

Staff Sergeant Adrian Marsden, Non-Commissioned Officer in
Charge, North Cowichan/Duncan RCMP, presented the first
quarter (2016) report to Council outlining policing operations for
the three month period (January, February, and March, 2016) as
they pertain to the City of Duncan, and the Cowichan Valley in
general. A copy of the presentation is on the City's website at
www.duncan.ca and on file at City Hall.

DELEGATION:
Marilyn Klizs Re:
Development
Variance Permit for
270 Second Street

Marilyn Klizs of 240 First Street spoke against the proposed
Development Variance Permit DVP-2016-01 for 270 Second
Street to vary the parking requirements in order to permit parking
spaces for the proposed development to gain direct access from
a highway (the lane). She referred to the April 13, 2016 letter
submitted by Duncan Locke, Chair of the Centennial Place
Strata, whereby the Strata asked the City to consider having no
through traffic signage posted or erecting chains to divide the
parking areas or to limit vehicle access to the site via the laneway. She also noted that during the building of the four-plex the
various contractors may block the lane and block the Strata's
vehicles from exiting. She asked that Council reconsider the
location of the parking area for 270 First Street.
Rise & Report

Rise and Report

The following recommendation was passed at the April 11, 2016
Special Closed Council meeting:
That the Cowichan Valley Historical Society representative
on the Totem Sub-Committee and the Cowichan Green
Community (CGC) representative on the Environment
Committee be reinstated as voting members on the
committees.
Report of the Chief Administrative Officer

CAO Report

The CAO provided highlights of his April 18, 2016 report to
Council. A copy of the report is on file at City Hall.
Reports of Staff

Development
Variance Permit 2016-01 - 270
Second Street
R-59-16

Council discussed the proposed variance for 270 Second Street
and the following comments were made:
Council shared the Strata residents' concern about the
public using private property as a shortcut but noted that it
would be difficult to deny the privilege of lane access as
recommended by the Strata. A suggestion was made that
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the strata may wish to look into erecting bollards as a
deterrent as it was their private property;
An inquiry was made as to whether the parking could be
moved to the front of the building. The Manager of
Planning stated that the building would need to be
completely reconfigured and that the Off-Street Parking
Bylaw and the Development Permit Area Guidelines do not
permit parking for multi-family developments within the
front yard.
It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Variance Permit No.
DVP-2016-01, as attached to the April 18, 2016 report by the
Manager of Planning, for the proposed development of a
two-storey building with four dwelling units at 270 Second
Street (Lot 12, Block 4, Section 18, Range 6, Quamichan
District, Plan 798), to permit the following:
Setback Variances:
To vary Section 7.5(b)5 of Zoning Bylaw No. 1540 for the
portions of the development shown in the attachments to the
March 7, 2016 report of the Planner:
1. To vary the front setback from 7.5 metres to 4.6 metres
for the proposed building; and
2. To vary the interior east side setback from 3.0 metres
to 2.3 metres for the proposed building;
Parking Variance:
To vary Section 4.5(c) of the Off Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw to permit parking spaces for the proposed
development to gain direct access from a highway (the lane);
And That DVP-2016-01 contain the following conditions to be
met prior to issuance of a Building Permit for the proposed
development:
1. Provision of a security deposit in the amount of 125%
of the estimated costs for off-site improvements to the
sidewalks shown in the Schedules; and
2. Installation, or provision of a security deposit in the
amount of 125% of the estimated costs of a
stormwater main along the frontage of 270 Second
Street, and along Second Street, to the existing
stormwater main in Centennial Park.
CARRIED
Development Permit
- 2016-01 - 270
Second Street
R-60-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Permit No. DP-2016-01,
as attached to the April 18, 2016 report by the Manager of
Planning, for the proposed development of a two-storey
building with four dwelling units at 270 Second Street (Lot 12,
Block 4, Section 18, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 798);
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And That DP-2016-01 contain the following conditions to be
met prior to issuance of a Building Permit for the proposed
development:
Submission of a stormwater management plan based
on water balance model best management practices to
the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and
Development Services; and
Provision of a security deposit for 125% of the
proposed hard and soft landscaping costs.
CARRIED
Development Permit
Amendment - 201414-01 - 15 Canada
Ave.
R-61-16

The Manager of Planning introduced the revised Development
Permit application for 15 Canada Ave. and noted the new
changes put forward by the Developer and his Architect. She
then stated that the Advisory Design Panel met earlier in the day
to review the application and provided the following
recommendation for Council's consideration:
That the Advisory Design Panel not support the revised
application for Development Permit DP-2014-14-01 and that the
Panel requests that the applicant:
Acknowledge and provide evidence of an effort to meet the
Multi-Family Residential Areas Development Permit Area’s
Open Space and Amenity Area guidelines:
Open space must be provided that allows for active play
areas and/or passive activities such as enjoying sunlight,
views, and landscaping;
The provision and location of play and recreation areas
should reflect the needs of the anticipated residential
population;
Design features such as entry courts or seating in open
areas should be encouraged to foster social interaction
and a sense of community within medium or high density
residential development;
In developments intended for family living, adequate
storage and places for outdoor play should be provided.
Play areas must be safely accessible without interference
by vehicular traffic and are to be located to permit visual
supervision by residents;
Where appropriate, safe and distinct pedestrian routes
should be provided connecting to other residential and
commercial land uses in the community and to parks, open
spaces and trails;
Spaces should be defined through design features to
differentiate private, semiprivate, and public use areas
within and around the project. This may be achieved
through use of material changes, grade changes, exterior
walls, screening, and landscaping;
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Explore the potential to create a public lane-way in the
proposed open space along the northern property line,
connecting Canada Avenue with a path to the Whittome
Building, in the tradition of lane-way connectivity
throughout downtown Duncan; and
Provide an updated Built Green checklist for the project
(achievement of Built Green Silver certification or payment
of a fee was a requirement of the rezoning);
And That the revised application be referred to a future ADP
meeting for further review.
A question and answer period ensued with some Council
members expressing support for the application and others who
still believed more changes were needed prior to approval.
Council members not supportive of the application cited the
following concerns:
lack of outdoor amenity space;
lack of a proper loading zone;
concerns that the development could not adequately deal
with the runoff water on its own site;
concern that Built Green Standards would not be achieved
and that an updated checklist had not been submitted.
Council members supportive of the application cited the following:
sending the application back to the Advisory Design Panel
for a third time would result in further delays to the
developer;
two of the Panel members were strongly opposed to the
development from the beginning;
Built Green standards are included as part of the covenant
requirements;
the City doesn't have guidelines specifically for the new
zone and if the City went with the original zoning it could
have been a very different building;
liked the proposed changes to the landscape design and
that the bike racks were moved to the north;
reference to bioswales in some of the drawings were
inappropriately defined and therefore misleading as a
natural bioswale would likely not have been
accommodated in that kind of space;
the building is in an urban location and the amenity space
is for private use with public park space across the street.
The CAO noted that the developer must meet the Built Green
Standards prior to receiving occupancy permits.
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It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve Development Permit Amendment DP2014-14-01, as attached to the April 18, 2016 report of the
Planner, for the proposed changes to the development of a
mixed use commercial and residential building at 15 Canada
Avenue (Lot A, Section 17, Range 6, Quamichan District,
Plan 43659).
CARRIED
OPPOSED: Councillors Bell, Jackson, and Staples
Development Permit
- 2016-03 - 162
Station Street

Councillor Bruce left the Council Chambers at 8:19 pm.
It was moved and seconded:

R-62-16

That Council approve Development Permit No. DP-2016-03,
as attached to the April 18, 2016 report by the Manager of
Planning, for the proposed “What the Salmon Say” mural
installation at the rear of 162 Station Street (Lot 3, Section
17, Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan VIP3014);
And That Public Works be directed to assist with the
installation of the mural if the mural cannot be installed prior
to the end of Queen Margaret’s School year.
CARRIED

Development Permit
- 2016-06 - 134 B
Fourth Street
R-63-16

The Manager of Planning introduced the Development Permit
application for 134 B Fourth Street. She noted that the Advisory
Design Panel met previously to review the application and made
the following recommendation for Council's consideration:
That the Advisory Design Panel not support the application for
Development Permit DP-2016-06 for 134-B Fourth Street, as
attached to at the April 18, 2016 report by the Manager of
Planning, and that the opaque coverage and/or signage be
limited to a maximum of 25% of the window area as prescribed
by Sign Bylaw No. 3095, 2013.
Councillor Bruce returned to the Council Chambers at 8:22 pm.
It was moved and seconded:
That Council not approve Development Permit No. DP-201606 to allow the installation of perforated graphic window
coverings on Unit B of 134 Fourth Street (Lot 1, Section 18,
Range 6, Quamichan District, Plan 40470), and direct staff to
inform the applicant and future applicants that decorative
window coverings will only be permitted up to the amount
permitted in the Sign Bylaw.
CARRIED
OPPOSED: Councillor Duncan

Facility Use
Agreement for
Cowichan Green

Councillor Staples declared a conflict of interest as she has a
contract with Cowichan Green Community and left the meeting at
8:28 pm.
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Community
(Cowichan Valley
Cooperative
Marketplace)
R-64-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council authorize staff to issue a Facility Use
Agreement to Cowichan Valley Cooperative Marketplace for
their Co-op Farmers’ Picnic titled “Meet your Farmer” in
Charles Hoey Park on May 19, 2016, including up to ten Coop vendors with tables and tents selling their produce.
CARRIED
Councillor Staples returned to the Council Chambers at 8:37 pm.

Duncan Festival
Society - 39 Days of
July
R-65-16

Councillor Bell left the Council Chambers at 8:40 pm.
It was moved and seconded:
That June 24 to August 1, 2016 be proclaimed “The 39 Days
of July" – Cowichan Summer Festival 2016 in Downtown
Duncan ‘a rather fun place to be';
And That extra City Commissionaires assist the Festival
Society during the parade on Saturday, July 16, 2016
commencing at 11 a.m., as it travels through the City;
And That permission be granted to reserve two (2) parking
spots on the east side of Canada Avenue at the corner of
Kenneth Street to facilitate emergency vehicle parking;
And That the Summer Festival Society be advised to contact
the Duncan BIA - City Square Manager to book the use of the
City Square;
And That permission be granted to rope off the area in front
of City Hall, along the Grande Parade route, for disabled
persons ensuring that a portion of the area is left open for
through pedestrian traffic;
And That permission be granted to reserve two (2) parking
stalls on Ingram Street, adjacent to City Square for the
purposes of access by entertainment crews;
And That extra garbage cans be provided in City Square on
the day and evening of June 29 and July 6, 13, 16, 17, 19, 20,
and 27, 2016 (if these dates are approved by the Duncan
BIA), as well as the Train Station Parking lot July 1 and 10,
2016 (Children’s Day);
And That permission be granted to use the Train Station
Parking Lot on July 1, 2016 from 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. to
accommodate the 3rd Annual 4 on 4 Mixed Road Hockey
Tournament and 2nd Annual Human Foosball Tournament
and Canada Day celebrations subject to the following
conditions:
Use light weight ‘Street Hockey’ balls for road hockey;
Fencing is placed on the Canada Avenue side of the
play area to prevent stray balls from going on the
street;
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And That permission be granted to use the Train Station
Parking Lot on July 10, 2016 from 11:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. to
accommodate the Children’s Day event;
And That the public washrooms on Canada Avenue remain
open until 10:00 p.m. every day from June 24 to August 1,
2016, with the City providing extra cleaning of the facility
every day;
And That all activity in Charles Hoey Park be no closer than
10 feet from the nearest railway tracks;
And That the Summer Festival Society erect snow fencing or
some other type of similar barrier 10 feet away from the
railway tracks.
CARRIED
Well #3 - MCC
Upgrade Budget
Amendment

Councillor Bell returned to the Council Chambers at 8:41 pm.
It was moved and seconded:

R-66-16

That Council direct staff to prepare a financial plan
amendment to increase the budget for Well #3 Standby
Generator and Motor Control Centre from $15,000 to
$112,000 with funds to come from the water fund.
CARRIED

Code of Conduct
Policy Amendment
& Guidelines for
Completing a
Conflict of Interest
Disclosure
Statement

It was moved and seconded:

R-67-16
R-68-16

That Council approve the proposed amendments to Section
4.1.3 and Section 4.2 of the Code of Conduct Policy, as it
relates to Conflict of Interest Disclosure Statements for
Council and Committee Members, as attached to the April
18, 2016 report by the Director of Corporate Services.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve the “Declaration of Conflict of Interest
Form” and accompanying “Guidelines for Completing a
Conflict of Interest Disclosure Statement” for Council and
Committee Members, as attached to the April 18, 2016 report
by the Director of Corporate Services.
CARRIED
Reports of Committees

March 30, 2016
Tourism Committee
Recommendation
R-69-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Councillor John Horgan be appointed to the Totem SubCommittee as the Tourism Committee representative.
CARRIED
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April 4, 2016 Committee Recommendations – Grants-in-Aid
Grants in Aid for
2016
R-70-16

BC Forest
Discovery Centre

It was moved and seconded:
That Council receive the April 18, 2016 "Grants in Aid for
2016" report by the Director of Finance for information only.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:

R-71-16

That the BC Forest Discovery Centre be awarded a grant-inaid in the amount of $750 to assist in making the heritage
Doman building 100% wheelchair accessible.
CARRIED

Big Brothers and
Sisters

It was moved and seconded:

R-72-16

Cowichan District
Hospital Foundation

That the Big Brothers Big Sisters Cowichan Valley's request
for a grant-in-aid in the amount of $2,000 to increase
organizational capacity and process incoming applicants be
denied.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:

R-73-16

That the Cowichan District Hospital Foundation be provided
with a donation of a Delmar Johnnie print to be used as a
prize at the Champagne Dinner and Auction.
CARRIED

Cowichan Energy
Alternatives

It was moved and seconded:

R-74-16

Cowichan Folk
Guild
R-75-16

Cowichan
Therapeutic Riding
Association
R-76-16

That the Cowichan Energy Alternatives be awarded a grantin-aid in the amount of $500 to assist in funding a campaign
for community education, engagement and action to
encourage and empower people and businesses in the City
of Duncan to make choices that help them live healthier,
carbon-smart lifestyles.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Folk Guild be awarded a grant-in-aid in
the amount of $1,000 to provide a performance venue for
youth and upcoming performers who are beginning their
musical careers.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Therapeutic Riding Association be
awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to assist with
program operations.
CARRIED
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Cowichan Valley
Intercultural and
Immigrant Aid
Society

Councillor Staples declared a conflict of interest as she works for
Social Planning Cowichan who has a contract with the Cowichan
Valley Intercultural Society and left the room at 8:55 pm.

R-77-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Valley Intercultural and Immigrant Aid
Society be awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to
assist with the Cowichan Intercultural Partnership Summit;
And That the Society be asked to make a presentation to
Council in the future to report on the event's success.
CARRIED
OPPOSED: Councillor Bruce
Councillor Staples returned to the Council Chambers at 8:57 pm.

Cowichan Valley
Performing Arts
Foundation
R-78-16

Duncan BIA for
Duncan Days

It was moved and seconded:
That the Cowichan Valley Performing Arts Foundation be
awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to extend
bursaries and scholarships to applicants requiring financial
assistance for performing arts programs.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:

R-79-16

That the Duncan BIA be awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount
of $2,500 to assist in the delivery of Duncan Days for 2016.
CARRIED
OPPOSED: Councillor Duncan

Duncan Daycare Arcadian Early
Learning

It was moved and seconded:

R-80-16

Duncan Housing
Society

That the Duncan Daycare - Arcadian Learning be awarded a
grant-in-aid in the amount of $750 to support a nutrition
program.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:

R-81-16

That the Duncan Housing Society's grant-in-aid request in
the amount of $27,500 for the purposes of hiring a
liaison/volunteer coordinator to assist Duncan Manor
residents be denied.
CARRIED

Duncan Volunteer
Firefighters
Historical Society

It was moved and seconded:

R-82-16

That the Duncan Volunteer Firefighters Historical Society be
awarded a one-time grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to
assist in covering the Society's core fixed costs such as
insurance, fuel and various other miscellaneous items.
CARRIED
Opposed: Councillor Horgan
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Green Door Society
R-83-16

Growing Together
Child Care Centre
R-84-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the Green Door Society's request for a grant-in-aid in
the amount of $2,000 to cover electricity costs and use of
washrooms for the Duncan Farmers' Market vendors be
denied.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Growing Together Child Care Centre's request for a
grant-in-aid in the amount of $2,500 to add 4 picnic tables
and a gazebo for a shelter in their garden at 490 Cairnsmore
Street be denied;
And That the Growing Together Child Care Centre be
encouraged to contact various service clubs such as the
Duncan Lions Club or Rotary Club to see if there is an
opportunity for assistance with the project.
CARRIED

Jubilee Community
Gardens Society

It was moved and seconded:

R-85-16

That the Jubilee Community Garden Society (Garden Pals)
be awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,500 for the
purposes of installing a drip irrigation system to conserve
water ($1,400) and program materials ($100).
CARRIED

Mill Bay Marine
Rescue Society

Mayor Kent declared a conflict of interest as the Society is a
client of his and left the Council Chambers at 9:02 pm. Councillor
Duncan assumed the Chair.

R-86-16

Councillor Jackson also declared a conflict of interest as she is
developing the Society's website and left the Council Chambers
at 9:02 pm.
It was moved and seconded:
That the request by the Mill Bay Marine Rescue Society for a
grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,500 to refit/rebuild older
vessels to provide marine search and rescue services be
denied.
CARRIED
Mayor Kent and Councillor Jackson returned to the Council
Chambers at 9:03 pm. and Mayor Kent resumed the Chair.
Next Step Outreach
Day Program
R-87-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the request by the Next Step Outreach Day Program
Society for a grant-in-aid in the amount of $5,000, to secure a
location for a day program to address the needs of young
adults with special needs and the purchase of supplies be
denied.
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CARRIED
Somenos Marsh
Wildlife Society
R-88-16

St. John Ambulance
Youth Services

It was moved and seconded:
That the Somenos Marsh Wildlife Society be awarded a
grant-in-aid in the amount $1,000 to host the North American
Trumpeter Swan Society's 24th Annual Swan Conference.
DEFEATED
Opposed: Mayor Kent and Councillors Bruce, Duncan and
Horgan
It was moved and seconded:

R-89-16

That the St. John Ambulance Youth Services Program be
awarded a grant-in-aid in the amount of $1,000 to assist with
training and support for youth to attend first aid
competitions on Vancouver Island.
CARRIED

Vancouver Island
Green Business

It was moved and seconded:

R-90-16

Rotary Spelling Bee
R-91-16

That the Vancouver Island Green Business Program's
request for a grant-in-aid in the amount of $2,500 to launch
an initiative to promote the City of Duncan's sustainability
programs be denied.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council participate in the Rotary Club of Duncan
Spelling Bee for Literacy on Monday, May 18th from 7:30 9:00 am and purchase one table at a cost of $200.
CARRIED

Grant-in-Aid
Surplus Funds
R-92-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the remainder of the grant-in-aid budget totalling $3,888
be placed back in the general government budget.
CARRIED
April 4, 2016 Committee of the Whole Recommendations

Transit Pass Rebate
Program
R-93-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council amend the Transit Pass Rebate Program for
2016 to provide a 75% transit pass rebate for the first pass
and 25% for subsequent passes from May to December of
2016.
And That the remaining funds of $3,888 from the grant-in-aid
budget be utilized to fund any shortfall for the transit pass
rebate program.
CARRIED
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Vision Care
Benefits
R-94-16

Unsightly Premises
- 692 Charlotte
Street
R-95-16

Street Vendors for
the Summer of 2016
R-96-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve a change to the extended health care
benefits for Council to be the same as the benefits received
by union and excluded staff.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council, pursuant to “Unsightly Premises Bylaw No.
1591, 1990,” direct the owners of Lot 5, Block 1, Section 17,
Range 7, Plan VIP1721 (692 Charlotte Street) to remove the
material as listed below from the exterior premises within 30
days or the work will be done by the City or its agents at the
owners' cost:
Scrap metal
Wrecked vehicles
Construction materials
Household appliances
Furniture
Other discarded items and miscellaneous debris
Overgrown lawn in the front yard.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That staff be directed to advertise for applications from food
vendors interested in vending in Charles Hoey and
Centennial Parks during the summer of 2016;
And That staff be directed to convene a meeting of the Street
Vendor Working Group to review the applications and
provide a recommendation to the Committee of the Whole.
CARRIED

Government Street
Traffic
Improvements
R-97-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve the award of the Government Street
Traffic Improvements RFP to Stantec Consulting Ltd. for an
estimated cost of $84,425, plus applicable tax and a modified
scope;
And That Council direct staff to amend the financial plan as
detailed in the April 4, 2016 report by the CAO.
CARRIED
Correspondence

ICF Local
Government Liaison
Committee
Appointee

Mayor Kent declared a conflict as he is a Board member on the
Island Corridor Foundation (ICF) and left the room at 9:17 pm
and Councillor Duncan assumed the Chair.

R-98-16
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Councillor Bruce declared a conflict of interest as his brother is
the CEO of the Island Corridor Foundation and left at 9:17 pm.
It was moved and seconded:
That Councillor Duncan be appointed as the Local
Government Liaison Committee Appointee to the Island
Corridor Foundation Liaison Committee.
That the motion to appoint Tom Duncan as the Local
Government Liaison to the Island Corridor Foundation be
referred to the next Committee of the Whole meeting to
clarify the role that Mayor Kent has on the Island Corridor
Foundation.
CARRIED
Mayor Kent and Councillor Bruce returned to the Council
Chambers at 9:28 pm.
Proclamation Child Find's Green
Ribbon of Hope
Month and National
Missing Children's
Day
R-99-16

Proclamation National Public
Works Week
R-100-16

It was moved and seconded:
That May be proclaimed as Child Find's Green Ribbon of
Hope Month;
And That May 25th be proclaimed as National Missing
Children's Day.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That May 15 - 21, 2016 be proclaimed as National Public
Works Week in the City of Duncan.
CARRIED
Bylaws

Bylaw 3120.01 Waterworks
Regulation
Amendment

It was moved and seconded:

R-101-16

That Council adopt "Waterworks Regulation Bylaw No.
3120.01, 2016" - a bylaw to change the water restriction
sprinkling times and housekeeping amendments.
CARRIED

Bylaw 3151, 2016 Tax Rates for 2016

It was moved and seconded:

R-102-16

Bylaw 3118.07 Bylaw Enforcement
Notice Amendment
R-103-16

That Council give three readings to "Tax Rates Bylaw No.
3151, 2016" - a bylaw to establish tax rates for the year 2016.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council give first three readings to "Bylaw Offence
Notice Enforcement Amendment Bylaw No. 3118.07, 2016" a bylaw to establish ticketing for violations to Development
Permit Area requirements.
CARRIED
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Reports of Mayor and Council
Mayor Kent

The Mayor gave a verbal report on events and meetings he
attended over the past month.
The Manager of Planning left the Council meeting at 9:41 pm.

Councillors

Councillors Duncan, Jackson and Staples gave verbal reports on
events and meetings they attended over the past month.
Question Period

Question Period

The public was afforded the opportunity to ask questions of
Council and staff.
Resolve to go into Closed Meeting

Closed Session
R-104-16

It was moved and seconded:
That this meeting be closed to the public under the following
section of the Community Charter:
90(1)(g) - litigation or potential litigation affecting the
municipality.
CARRIED
Adjournment

Adjourn
R-105-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the April 18, 2016 Regular Council meeting be
adjourned at 9:54 pm.
CARRIED

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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City of Duncan
Special Council Minutes
A Special Council Meeting was held in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 200
Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, May 2, 2016 at 5:30 pm.
Present

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair
Councillor Roger Bruce
Councillor Tom Duncan

Absent

Councillor Michelle Bell

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Dave Pady, Manager of Planning
Marisa Paitson, Accountant/Office Manager
Paige MacWilliam, Corporate Services Coordinator

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Mayor called the May 2, 2016 Special Council meeting to
order at 5:30 pm.
Approval of Agenda

Agenda Approval
R-106-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 2, 2016 Special Council meeting agenda be
adopted, as circulated.
CARRIED
Presentations

PRESENTATION:
Cory Vanderhorst,
Auditor from MNP
Re: City of Duncan
Audited Financial
Statements for 2015

Cory Vanderhorst, Auditor from MNP provided a PowerPoint
presentation regarding their findings on the City's 2015 Financial
Statements. A copy of the presentation is on file at City Hall and
on the City's website at www.duncan.ca.

R-107-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council accept the City of Duncan Audit Findings
Report for the year ending December 31, 2015 and endorse
the 2015 Financial Statements.
CARRIED
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Bylaws
Bylaw 3151, 2016 Tax Rates for 2016
R-108-16

Bylaw 3118.07, 2016
- Bylaw Offence
Notice Enforcement
Amendment
R-109-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt "Tax Rates Bylaw No. 3151, 2016" - a
bylaw to establish the tax rates for 2016.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That Council adopt "Bylaw Offence Notice Enforcement
Amendment Bylaw No. 3118.07, 2016" - a bylaw to establish
ticketing violations for Development Permit Area infractions.
CARRIED
Adjournment

Adjourn
R-110-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 2, 2016 Special Council meeting be adjourned
at 5:42 pm.
CARRIED

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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City of Duncan
Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room, City Hall,
200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, May 2, 2016 at 6:00 PM.
Present

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair
Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Roger Bruce

Absent

Councillor Michelle Bell

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
Dave Pady, Manager of Planning

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Chair called the May 2, 2016 Committee of the Whole
meeting to order at 6:00 pm.
Introduction of Late Items

Late Items

Verbal Discussion Re: Trees Blocking the Travelodge Sign
(to be considered under New Business item 8.3);
Verbal Discussion Re: Topics for the Joint Committee of
the Whole with North Cowichan (to be considered under
New Business item 8.4); and
Replacement recommendation for DVP-2016-02 - 545
Jubilee Street (to be considered under Sustainable
Development item 5.2)
Adoption of Agenda

Agenda Adoption
C/W-85-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 2, 2016 Committee of the Whole agenda be
adopted, as amended, to include the late items.
CARRIED
Presentations and Delegations

PRESENTATION:
Graham Bruce,
Island Corridor
Foundation Re:
Overview of ICF
Organizational
Structure
C/W-86-16

Mayor Kent declared a conflict of interest as he is an ICF Board
member and left the Committee Room at 6:02 pm.
Councillor Bruce declared a conflict of interest as his brother
Graham Bruce is the CEO for the ICF and left the Committee
Room at 6:02 pm.
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Graham Bruce, CEO for Island Corridor Foundation (ICF)
provided an overview of ICF's organizational structure and
outlined the rationale for having a Council appointed (non-voting)
liaison member. He noted that ICF is an independent not-forprofit organization that has its own bylaws and constitution and
membership consists of 5 regional districts, and 10 first nations.
He conveyed that the liaison position has been created in
response to a Court decision in 2013 related to Conflict of Interest
whereby the Courts ruled that Council members appointed to
external Boards that seek funding from local governments could
find themselves in a conflict of interest as they have a fiduciary
responsibility to both organizations. As Mayor Kent is elected to
the ICF Board, and they seek funding from the City, it prevents
him from reporting back on ICF’s initiatives and directives to
Council. By having a non-voting liaison appointed, that liaison
would meet with the ICF Board twice a year and be able to report
back to Council without violating the Conflict of Interest rules.
It was moved and seconded:
That Councillor Duncan be appointed as the Local
Government Liaison to the Island Corridor Foundation
Liaison Committee.
CARRIED
Mayor Kent and Councillor Bruce returned to the Committee
Room at 6:14 pm.
Sustainable Development
DP-2016-05 - 545
Jubilee Street
C/W-87-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That Development Permit Application No. DP-2016-05 for the
proposed development of a three-storey building with six
dwelling units at 545 Jubilee Street and 211 First Street (Lot
1, Section 18, Range 6, District 45, Quamichan District, Plan
4499 and Lot 9, Block 4, Section 18, Range 6, Quamichan
District, Plan 798), as attached to the May 2, 2016 report of
the Manager of Planning be approved, subject to approval of
Development Variance Permit No. DVP-2016-02;
And That the proposed DP-2016-05 contain the following
conditions to be met prior to issuance of a Building Permit
for the proposed development:
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Submission of a stormwater management plan based
on water balance model best management practices to
the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works and
Development Services; and
Provision of a security deposit for 125% of the
proposed hard and soft landscaping costs.
CARRIED
DVP-2016-02 - 545
Jubilee Street
C/W-88-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to forward
Development Variance Permit Application No. DVP-2016-02
for the proposed development of a three-storey building with
six dwelling units at 545 Jubilee Street and 211 First Street
(Lot 1, Section 18, Range 6, District 45, Quamichan District ,
Plan 4499 and Lot 9, Block 4, Section 18, Range 6,
Quamichan District, Plan 798) as attached to the May 2, 2016
report of the Manager of Planning, to Council for approval
subject to consideration of public feedback, to permit the
following:
Setback Variances:
To vary Section 7.5(b)(5) of Zoning Bylaw No. 1540 for the
portions of the development shown in the attachments:
1. To vary the front setback from 7.5 metres to 1.78
metres for the proposed building;
2. To vary the exterior east side setback from 6.0 metres
to 1.8 metres for the proposed building; and
3. To vary the rear setback from 7.5 metres to 2.1 metres
for the proposed building.
Parking Variances:
To vary Table 1 and 2 of the “Off Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw No. 3098” as follows:
1. To vary the required number of parking spaces from
1.2 spaces per unit (8 spaces) to 1 space per unit (6
spaces);
2. To vary the maneuvering aisle width from 7.3 metres
to 6.78 metres; and
3. To vary Section 4.6(a) of the Off Street Parking and
Loading Bylaw No. 3098 to permit 100% of the
proposed parking to be designed specifically for small
cars.
And That the Committee recommend to Council that
proposed DVP-2016-02 contain the following conditions to
be met prior to issuance of a Building Permit for the
proposed development:
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1. Provision of a Statutory Right of Way for 1.0 metre
lane widening from the entrance to the lane to the
proposed driveway, and for 0.5 metre sidewalk
widening along the northern 4 metres of the east side
of the property; and
2. Provision of a security deposit in the amount of 125%
of the estimated costs for off-site improvements to the
sidewalks and lane.
CARRIED
Public Works & Engineering
Station Street Park
Clean-Up
C/W-89-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to proceed with
the clean-up of Station Street Park, as detailed in the May 2,
2016 report by the Operations Manager.
CARRIED
Finance and Administration

Q1 Administration
Department Update

It was moved and seconded:

C/W-90-16

That the Committee of the Whole receive the Q1, 2016
Administration Update by the CAO for information.
CARRIED

Q1 Corporate
Services
Department Update

It was moved and seconded:

C/W-91-16

Q1 EngineeringPublic Works
Department Update
C/W-92-16

Q1 Development
Services
Department Update
C/W-93-16

Q1 Finance
Department Update
C/W-94-16

That the Committee of the Whole receive the Q1, 2016
Corporate Services Department Update by the Director of
Corporate Services for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole receive the Q1, 2016
Engineering-Public Works Department Update by the
Operations Manager for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole receive the Q1, 2016
Development Services Department Update by the Manager of
Planning for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole receive the Q1, 2016
Finance Department Update by the Director of Finance for
information.
CARRIED
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Q1 Financial
Statement Update
C/W-95-16

Councillor Horgan left the Committee Room at 7:12 pm.
It was moved and seconded:
That the Committee of the Whole receive the First Quarter,
2016 Financial Update report by the Director of Finance for
information.
CARRIED
Councillor Horgan returned to the Committee Room at 7:14 pm.

2016 Investment
Report

It was moved and seconded:

C/W-96-16

That the Committee of the Whole receive the May 2, 2016
Investment Report for 2016 by the Director of Finance for
information.
CARRIED

Bylaw 3134.01
Financial Plan
Amendment Bylaw

It was moved and seconded:

C/W-97-16

That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council
for approval:
That Council give first three readings to Financial Plan Bylaw
Amendment Bylaw No 3134.01, 2016.
CARRIED
New Business

Mayor Kent Re:
Verbal Discussion Development
Procedures Bylaw
C/W-98-16

Mayor Kent stated that with the number of development
applications received by the City, it would be advantageous to
revisit the Development Procedures Bylaw so that there are more
defined processes to make it clearer for Council, developers, and
staff. He asked that staff look to other jurisdictions to see what
model bylaws are out there.
It was moved and seconded:
That staff be directed to review other local government
development procedure bylaws so that staff can begin the
process of drafting a new Development Procedures Bylaw.
CARRIED

Mayor Kent Re:
Request to Attend
the Conference
Board of Canada's
Western Business
Outlook Seminar
C/W-99-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Mayor Kent be authorized to attend the Conference
Board of Canada’s Western Business Outlook Seminar on
May 19, 2016.
CARRIED
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Verbal Discussion
Re: Signage at
Travelodge

Councillors Bruce and Horgan stated that the owner of the
Travelodge approached them to ask that the City prune back or
remove the trees that are blocking the hotel sign from the
highway.
The Mayor conveyed that the City is looking at making the
Highway more pedestrian friendly which includes having
businesses move to more ground oriented signage where the
canopy of the trees would be above any signage. He noted that
the cherry trees are at the end of their life and some years back,
the City planned to replace them but those plans were halted
when the community made it clear that they did not want the
trees removed.
The CAO noted that it would require excessive pruning to make
the signs visible and noted that the last time the trees were
heavily pruned, the City also received many calls from concerned
citizens. However, if Council directed staff to prune them, it could
be done.
After a question and answer period ensued, the CAO stated that
he would meet with the Manager of Planning and owner of the
Travelodge on-site to discuss options for comprehensive
landscaping and signage changes.

Verbal Discussion
Re: Topics for Joint
Meeting with North
Cowichan

The Director of Corporate Services stated that the Amalgamation
Working Group would be providing an update to the Joint
Committee of the Whole meeting with North Cowichan on May 9,
2016 but asked if Council had any other topics they wished
added to the agenda.
Council members stated that businesses and residents on
Whistler Street have been experiencing problems since the
"Vancouver Island Liquor" store opened at 5777 Trans-Canada
Highway and wanted to discuss with North Cowichan Council
what options would be available to address the problem.
Resolve to go into Closed Meeting

Closed Session
C/W-100-16

It was moved and seconded:
That this meeting be closed to the public under the following
sections of the Community Charter:
90(1)(c) - labour relations or other employee relations;
90(1)(e) - the acquisition, disposition or expropriation
of land or improvements;
90(1)(f) - law enforcement, if the council considers that
disclosure could reasonably be expected to harm the
interests of the municipality; and
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90(1)(l) - discussions with municipal officers and
employees respecting municipal objectives, measures
and progress reports for the purposes of preparing an
annual report under Section 98.
CARRIED
Adjournment
Adjourn
C/W-101-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 2, 2016 Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at 8:19 pm.
CARRIED

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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City of Duncan
Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
A Special Committee of the Whole Meeting was held in the Committee Room,
City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC, on Monday, May 9, 2016 at 3:30 PM.
Present

Mayor Phil Kent
Councillor Roger Bruce
Councillor Tom Duncan

Absent

Councillor Michelle Bell

Also Present

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services

Guests

Mayor Jon Lefebure, North Cowichan (NC)
Councillor Joyce Behnsen, NC
Councillor Rob Douglas, NC
Councillor Maeve Maguire, NC
Councillor Kate Marsh, NC
Councillor Al Siebring, NC
Councillor Tom Walker, NC
Dave Devana, CAO, NC
Ernie Mansueti, Director of Parks & Recreation, NC
Mark Ruttan, Director of Corporate Services, NC
Mark Frame, Director of Financial Services, NC

Councillor John Horgan
Councillor Sharon Jackson
Councillor Michelle Staples (3:58 pm)

Call to Order
Call to Order

The Chair called the Special May 9, 2016 Committee of the
Whole meeting to order 3:30 pm.
Adoption of Agenda

Agenda Adoption
C/W-102-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 9, 2016 Special Committee of the Whole agenda
be adopted, as circulated.
CARRIED
Finance and Administration

Liquor related
issues/concerns
associated with the
location of the
"Vancouver Island
Liquor" store at
5777 Trans-Canada
Highway
C/W-103-16

Mayor Kent introduced the topic of liquor related issues/concerns
associated with the location of "Vancouver Island Liquor" store at
5777 Trans-Canada Highway and noted that since its opening,
there have been increased incidents of vandalism, loitering, and
drinking in public, which is causing the businesses and residents
in the area a great deal of frustration and concern. He noted that
the location of the liquor store is very close to the Warmland
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Shelter, which is not ideal, and that North Cowichan has been
experiencing increased homelessness in this area. As the
problem borders both North Cowichan and Duncan, he was
looking to share ideas as to how both Councils could proactively
address the issue and how the area could be made safer.
A lengthy discussion ensued with highlights of the discussion as
follows:
• it was recommended that the issue be referred to the
CVRD Community Safety Advisory Committee meeting for
their input;
• the use of Commissionaires to patrol problem areas in the
downtown has been useful in the past;
• concern was expressed about the store breaking up their
beer cases so that cans and bottles can be sold
individually, which makes traffic flow in and out of the store
more frequent and convenient for panhandlers;
• it has become a problem for the businesses and residents
in the area as well as for staff at the Island Savings
Centre;
• there are camps being established by the dike;
• concern was expressed about its proximity to schools and
whether cameras or increased lighting should be installed
as a deterrent;
• as a matter of policy, Duncan comments on all liquor
licence applications and holds public hearings to seek
input. North Cowichan noted that its policy position is to
not comment on liquor licence applications;
• it was suggested that a Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) analysis be conducted for
the area;
• there are homeless and intoxicated individuals are
sleeping in the doorways of businesses;
• it is both a social and legal problem and there are many
organizations trying to help;
• the problem is growing in the region and everyone is
feeling the pressure;
Mr. Mansueti, North Cowichan’s Director of Parks and Recreation
advised that the proximity of the liquor store is such that it is a
direct route to the Lewis, Government and York St. areas where
young adults congregate and establish camps along the dike.
He also noted that there has been a proliferation of needles being
used in that area and in the last two weeks, approximately 50
needles were removed from the needle drop off boxes. He noted
that when McDonald's has its promotions, whereby it gives away
free coffee, it promotes loitering. He further conveyed that those
camping in the area do not care if they are videotaped and
City of Duncan, Special Committee of the Whole Minutes - May 9, 2016

Page 33 of 136

4. 4.4.

additional extra lighting can actually attract the individuals. It
appears nothing the RCMP can do seems to affect them. Many
of them are coming from other communities and are there by
choice. He suggested that North Cowichan contact the liquor
store personally and advise them of the issues to see what
assistance they can offer to mitigate the issue.
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for
approval:
That the liquor related issues/concerns in the
Alexander/Whistler Street area be referred to the CVRD
Community Safety Advisory Commission (CSAC) and RCMP
to consider expanding the Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) study of the Beverly Street
area.
CARRIED
Verbal Update from
the Amalgamation
Working Group Re:
Terms of Reference
Status
C/W-104-16
C/W-105-16
C/W-106-16
C/W-107-16
C/W-108-16

Members of the Amalgamation Task Force provided an update to
both Councils regarding the progress they've made on the
proposed terms of reference for the Citizen's Assembly. It was
noted that the meetings have been very productive and decisions
have been made by consensus. Staff were thanked for their work
to date and for drafting the recommendations that were circulated
at the meeting.
It was moved and seconded:
That the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study
Process dated May 5, 2016, as circulated by the CAO, be
received for information.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan Council for approval:
That Council amend Resolution R-323-15, which was
previously adopted on November 20, 2015, by substituting it
with the following:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan direct their staff to work collaboratively with
two Councillors from each municipality to draft a process for
conducting an amalgamation study, along with a Citizens'
Assembly that will make a recommendation to both Councils
on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED
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It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the
Municipality of North Cowichan Council for approval:
That Council amend the resolution previously adopted on
December 2, 2015 regarding the Amalgamation Study by
substituting it with the following:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan direct their staff to work collaboratively with
two Councillors from each municipality to draft a process for
conducting an amalgamation study, along with a citizens'
assembly that will make a recommendation to both Councils
on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for
approval:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of
North Cowichan approve the Draft Citizens’ Assembly
Amalgamation Study Process dated May 5, 2016 and direct
staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from each
municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED
It was moved and seconded:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the City
of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan Councils for
approval:
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the
Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development for
a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the
Amalgamation Study and Citizens’ Assembly and include a
copy of the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study
Process document dated May 5, 2016 to support the request.
CARRIED
Adjournment
Adjournment
C/W-109-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the May 9, 2016 Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at 5:11 pm.
CARRIED

Councillor Tom Duncan, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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Resolution Previously Adopted on November 20, 2015

Amalgamation Study
(Considered at the
November 20, 2015
Committee of the
Whole meeting)
R 323 15

It was moved and seconded:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan
direct their staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from each
municipality to draft terms of reference for a citizens' assembly that will
make a recommendation to both councils on the scope of the study on
amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to complete the
entire study process within the current term.
CARRIED
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Draft Citizen’s Assembly Amalgamation Study Process – May 5, 2016
Steps:
Both Councils

Council Steering
Committee

Citizen’s Assembly
Consultant

Citizen’s Assembly

Study Advisory
Panel

Amalgamation
Study Consultant

Amalgamation
Study

Citizen’s Assembly
Discussions
4 6 Saturdays
28 36 Random People

Citizen’s Assembly
Recommendations
Councils publicly
consider
1. Council approve process and approve a joint application to the province
2. Staff apply to the province for a grant and to approve the process
3. Staff jointly issue an RFP for the Citizen’s Assembly Consultant, the Terms of the RFP approved
by the Council Steering Committee, and approved by both Councils
4. Staff jointly issue an RFP for the “Amalgamation Study”, the Terms of the RFP approved by the
Study Advisory Panel, and approved by both Councils
Process:
"Council Steering Committee" – (“the Committee” ) 4 Councillor Committee
The Committee will approve the terms of the Citizen’s Assembly Consultant RFP. The Citizen’s
Assembly Consultant RFP will be approved by both Councils
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The Committee will review the RFP responses and make the award recommendations to both
Councils.

The Committee will work with the "Citizen's Assembly Consultant" (the “Assembly Consultant”)
to:
Create TOR for the "Citizen's Assembly"
decide on the Design choices ( demographics, #s from each municipality/community, what
experts will be brought in, what experts will be utilized)
Commit to making the results of the assembly public
Commit to responding to the assembly recommendation in a considered fashion.
Select who will sit on the "Study Advisory Panel"
The Citizen’s Assembly TOR , demographics, Study Advisory Panel members, etc. to be
approved by both Councils.

“ Study Advisory Panel” (“The Panel”) Made up of 6 8 people knowledgeable about Local Government
and local context, yet “above the fray” to have an objective view.
The Panel will review and recommend the terms of the RFP for the “Amalgamation Study”
(“the Study”)
The Amalgamation Study RFP will be approved by both Councils
The Panel will make the award of the “Amalgamation Study Consultant” – (the “Study
Consultant”) recommendation to both Councils.
The Panel will work with the Study Consultant to inform the assumptions of the study such as:
o
o
o
o

Service delivery levels
Staffing levels
Fleet amalgamation opportunities
Etc.

The Amalgamation Study will be provided directly to the Assembly prior to being provided to staff
and Council’s.

"Citizen's Assembly" (the “Assembly”) 28 – 36 Randomly selected people
The Assembly Consultant is responsible for form, organizing, and supporting the Assembly
and their work
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4 6 Saturday meetings , likely alternating Saturdays
Start to finish, approximately 4 months.
Halfway through there could be an opportunity for a public open house to allow public
discussion between the Assembly and the general citizenry
Possible Timeline Goals (further refinement required):
First Panel meeting in September
Award of Study before end of 2016
First Assembly meeting January 2017
Assembly Recommendation May 2017

Approximate Costs:
Assembly Consultant
Assembly costs
Study Consultant
Total cost

$55,000 $75,000
$10,000 (daycare, meals, venue, eldercare, mileage)
$60,000

$125,000 $145,000

The Province may contribute up to 1/3 of the costs.

Recommendation:
That Council amend Resolution R 323 15:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan direct their staff to work
collaboratively with two Councillors from each municipality to draft terms of reference a process for
conducting an amalgamation study along with a citizens' assembly that will make a recommendation
to both councils on the scope of the study on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
Recommendation:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan approve the Draft
Citizen’s Assembly Amalgamation Study Process dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work
collaboratively with two Councillors from each municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
Recommendation:
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural
Development for a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the amalgamation study and Citizen’s
Assembly and include the information in this report to help support that request.
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Committee of the Whole Meeting
Monday, July 4, 2016 @ 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order

2.

Introduction of Late Items

3.

Adoption of Agenda
3.1

Agenda Adoption
That the July 4, 2016 Committee of the Whole agenda be adopted,
as circulated.

4.

5.

Presentations and Delegations
4.1

DELEGATION: Mr. Keith Williams Re: request to increase current nosmoking distance from 3m to 7m from doorways

4.2

DELEGATION: Junior Council and Safer Futures Re: Junior Council
Update

Finance and Administration
5.1

Junior Council Recommendations from the June 20, 2016 Council
Meeting
Consideration of approving a Junior Council website page and
business cards for Junior Council was referred to the July 4, 2016
Committee of the Whole meeting so that further discussions could
be held regarding the role of Junior Council and its administration.
First Recommendation:
1. That Council approve a Junior Council content page on the
City of Duncan website with information on Junior Council's
role, function, and application process; or
2. That Council not approve a Junior Council content page on
the City of Duncan website.
Second Recommendation:
1. That Council approve the purchase of generic City of
Duncan Junior Council business cards, with funding to
come from the Junior Council budget; or
2. That Council not approve the purchase of generic City of
Duncan Junior Council business cards.

City of Duncan, Committee of the Whole Meeting - July 4, 2016

4-7
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5.2

Citizen's Assembly Consultant Draft RFP

8 - 21

That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to issue the Citizens’
Assembly Consultant RFP substantially as attached to the July 4,
2016 report by the Director of Finance.
5.3

CSAC Replacement Appointment

22 - 26

That the Committee of the Whole either:
1. Recommend appointing Councillor ______as the City’s
representative on the CVRD Community Safety Advisory
Committee (CSAC) to replace Councillor Bell; or
2. Not appoint a Council member to the CVRD Community
Safety Advisory Committee at this time.
5.4

Farmers' Market Expansion

27 - 35

That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to draft a Licence of
Occupation for the Downtown Duncan Business Improvement
Area, expiring December 31, 2018, for the expansion of the western
boundary of the Duncan Farmer’s Market on Ingram Street from the
western Telus driveway, to a line 10ft east of the Dobson’s Glass
driveway; subject to any additional fees collected by the Downtown
Duncan BIA being provided to the City.
5.5

"Small. In a Big Way." Brochure Finalization and Distribution (brochure
to be distributed at the meeting)

36 - 38

That the Committee of the Whole review and approve the design
and content of the "Small. In a Big Way." marketing brochure, as
presented at the July 4, 2016 meeting.
And That staff be authorized (under the Purchasing Policy) to
renew the distribution service agreement for an additional year
with Certified Folder Display Service, as attached to the June 30,
2016 Tourism Committee agenda, for the "Small. In a Big Way."
marketing brochure.
5.6

Community Consultation for Land Use Applications Policy

39 - 41

That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council for
approval:
That the Community Consultation Process for Land Use
Applications Policy, as attached to the July 4, 2016 report by the
Director of Corporate Services, be approved.
5.7

Delegation Requests for Development Application Policy
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council for
approval:

City of Duncan, Committee of the Whole Meeting - July 4, 2016
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That the Delegation Requests for Development Application Policy,
as attached to the July 4, 2016 report by the Director of Corporate
Services, be approved.
5.8

Public Hearing Process Policy
That the following recommendation be forwarded to Council for
approval:
That Council the Public Hearing Process policy, as attached to the
July 4, 2016 report by the Director of Corporate Services, be
approved.

6.

Question Period

7.

Resolve to go into Closed Meeting
7.1

8.

That this meeting be closed under the following sections of the
Community Charter:
Section 90(1)(k) - negotiations and related discussions
respecting the proposed provision of a municipal service
that are at their preliminary stages;
Section 90(2)(b) - the consideration of information received
and held in confidence related to negotiations between the
municipality and the federal government.

Adjournment
8.1

Adjourn
That the July 4, 2016 Committee of the Whole meeting be
adjourned at ___.

City of Duncan, Committee of the Whole Meeting - July 4, 2016
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Request for Decision
To:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Date:

July 4, 2016

From:

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Re:

Citizens’ Assembly Consultant Draft RFP

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to issue the Citizens’ Assembly Consultant RFP
substantially as attached to the July 4, 2016 report by the Director of Finance.

BACKGROUND:
In May of 2016, Council passed resolution R-120-16
That Council approve the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from
each municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to complete the entire study
process within the current term.
Additionally, Council passed resolution R-121-16
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development for a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the
Amalgamation Study and Citizens’ Assembly and include a copy of the Draft Citizens’
Assembly Amalgamation Study Process document dated May 5, 2016 to support the
request.
The funding request was submitted to the Ministry, but a response has not yet been received.

ANALYSIS:
In order to meet the timelines set out in the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
document, the RFP for the Citizens’ Assembly Consultant needs to be issued as soon as possible.
Attached is a draft of the RFP. It includes specific mention of the potential grant funding from the
Province and allows the City and the Municipality to cancel or amend the RFP without awarding it
pending the decision of the Province.
The RFP has been drafted such that the City of Duncan will award and manage the contract with the
consultant.
As noted in the Process document, the Citizens’ Assembly Consultant will assist with:
Creating a Terms of Reference for the Citizens’’ Assembly
Deciding on the design choices (demographics, numbers from each municipality, what
experts will be brought in)
Committing to responding to the assembly recommendation in a considered fashion
Selecting who will sit on the Study Advisory Panel that will inform the Amalgamation Study.
Page 1 of 2
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The Amalgamation Study Consultant will perform the study in consultation with an advisory panel
examining service delivery and staffing levels as well as other amalgamation opportunities.

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

It is anticipated that the RFP will result in costs between $65,000 and $85,000 for the
Citizens’ Assembly Consultant. The Amalgamation Study Consultant is estimated to cost
$60,000 for a total project cost of $125,000-$145,000. A funding request has been
submitted to the Ministry.

Policy:

n/a

Strategic Priority:

1.1 Review amalgamation and boundary realignment in cooperation with North Cowichan.

Sustainability:

n/a

Communication:

The Citizens’ Assembly is a public process, the successful proponent will be inviting
participants.

ATTACHMENTS:
Draft Citizens’ Assembly Consultant RFP
Respectfully submitted,

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Reviewed by CAO
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
RFP 2016 03
July xx, 2016

Citizens’ Assembly Consultant

c/o City of Duncan, Administration
Attention: Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance
City of Duncan, 200 Craig Street,
Duncan, BC, V9L 1W3
Submission Deadline: Date Needed Here
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
Citizens’ Assembly Consultant: RFP 2016 03

DEFINITIONS
“CONTRACTOR or CONSULTANT” means the Proponent whose Proposal has been accepted by
the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan and is awarded a contract by the
City of Duncan to carry out the Work.
“CITY” means the City of Duncan.
“MUNICIPALITY” means the Corporation of the District of North Cowichan also referred to as the
Municipality of North Cowichan.
“PROPONENT” means the responder to this RFP.
“PROPOSAL” means a proposal to carry out the Work submitted by a Proponent in response to
this RFP.
“RFP” means this Request for Proposal.
“WORK” means anything and everything required to be done for fulfillment and completion
of the project in accordance with this RFP and Proposal.

1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 PURPOSE
The City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan are seeking a consultant to assist
with the establishment and conduct of a Citizens’ Assembly which will hear from experts
in local government and review an amalgamation study through the process identified in
Section 4.3 (Work Plan). In May of 2016, the Duncan and North Cowichan councils each
passed resolutions directing their staff and a couple of councilors from each municipality
“to draft a process for conducting an amalgamation study, along with a citizens' assembly
that will make a recommendation to both Councils on amalgamation of the two
municipalities, with the aim to complete the entire study process within the current
term.” This process was developed and subsequently approved by both councils who
have now approved the terms of this RFP.
1.2 BACKGROUND
During the 2014 municipal election, Duncan and North Cowichan each included a non‐
binding opinion question on their ballots regarding amalgamation of the two
municipalities. In North Cowichan, 68% of electors favoured conducting a study to
explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation. In Duncan, 52% of electors favoured
conducting an amalgamation study.
Both Councils agree that it is important to keep an amalgamation study as unbiased as
possible and believe that the use of a Citizens’ Assembly will help avoid the appearance of
bias. To this end, Duncan and North Cowichan have decided to commission an
amalgamation study using an independent and qualified consultant guided by an advisory
panel. The Citizens’ Assembly will consider the results of this study and make
recommendations to both Councils at a joint meeting.

3
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2.0 INSTRUCTIONS TO PROPONENTS
2.1 SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS
The Proposals and their envelopes should be clearly marked with the name and address
of the Proponent and the RFP program title. The sealed envelope should be addressed to
the following:
Talitha Soldera
Director of Finance
200 Craig Street
Duncan, BC V9L 1W3
3 hard copies of the proposal should be received on or before the Closing Time of:
TIME: 4:00 p.m. PST
DATE: enter date here
It is the Proponent’s sole responsibility to ensure its Proposal is received at the address
set out above by the Closing Time.
Proponents wishing to make changes to their Proposals after submission but prior to the
Closing Time may do so by submitting the revisions by fax (250‐746‐6129), email
(duncan@duncan.ca) or hard copy. It is the Proponent’s sole responsibility to ensure the
revisions are received by the City prior to the Closing Time.
Proposals received after the Closing Time may not be accepted or considered.
2.2 INQUIRIES
Proponents shall carefully examine the RFP documents and shall fully inform themselves
as to the intent, existing conditions and limitations which may affect their Proposal
submission. No consideration will be given after submission of a Proposal to any claim
that there was any misunderstanding with respect to the conditions imposed.
Proponents finding discrepancies or omissions in the contract or RFP, or having doubts
as to the meaning or intent of any provision, should immediately notify the above listed
project contact. If there are any changes, additions, or deletions to the Proposal scope,
conditions, or closing date, Proponents will be advised by means of an Addendum issued
by the City and posted on BCBid. It is the responsibility of the Proponent to check for
Addenda. All Addenda will become part of the Proposal Documents and receipt of
Addenda should be acknowledged by the Proponent in the submission.
Verbal discussion between the City, the Municipality or staff and a Proponent will not
become a part of the RFP or modify the RFP unless confirmed by written Addendum.
A Proponent must not attempt to influence the outcome of the RFP process by engaging in
lobbying activities. Any attempt by the Proponent to communicate for this purpose
directly or indirectly with any employee, contractor or representative of the City or
4
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Municipality, including members of the evaluation committee and any elected officials of
the City or Municipality, or with the media, may result in disqualification of the Proponent.

3.0 GENERAL TERMS OF PROPOSAL PROCESS
3.1 PROPOSAL PREPARATION COSTS
All expenses incurred by the Proponent in preparation and submission of this Proposal
are to be borne by the Proponent, with the express understanding that no claims for
reimbursements against the City or Municipality will be accepted. Neither the City nor
the Municipality shall be responsible for any costs involved in or associated with any
meetings, discussions or negotiations following submission that could lead to acceptance
of the Proposal and award of a contract.
3.2 PROPOSAL EVALUATION
The City and the Municipality recognize that “Best Value” is the essential part of
purchasing a product and/ or service and therefore may prefer a Proposal with a higher
price, if it offers greater value and better serves the City and the Municipality’s interests,
as determined by the City and the Municipality, over a Proposal with a lower price.
Appendix “ A ” contains the information regarding how Proposals will be evaluated.
The City and the Municipality, at their sole discretion, reserve the right to:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Reject any or all Proposals whether complete or not;
Reject any Proposal they consider not in their best interests;
Waive any minor irregularity or insufficiency in the Proposal submitted;
Not be liable for misunderstandings or errors in the Request for Proposals;
Issue addenda to the Request for Proposal;
Contact references provided by the Proponents;
Retain independent persons or contractors for assistance in evaluating Proposals;
Request points of clarification to assist in evaluating Proposals;
Negotiate changes with a preferred Proponent; and
Withdraw the Request for Proposal.

Note: A request for funding has been submitted to the Province of British Columbia. The
City and the Municipality reserve the right to not award a contract if Provincial funding is
not approved.
3.3 PROPOSAL PRESENTATION
The City and the Municipality reserve the right to request one or more of the
Proponents whose submissions are of particular interest, to make oral presentations.
3.4 PROPOSAL CONFIDENTIALITY AND PROPRIETARY INFORMATION
All submissions become the property of the City and the Municipality and will not be
returned to the Proponent. The City and the Municipality will consider all Proposals
submitted as confidential but reserve the right to make copies of all Proposals received
5
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for internal review and for review by their financial, accounting, legal, and technical
consultants.
Proponents should be aware that the City and the Municipality are “public bodies” as
defined in and subject to the provisions of the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act.
If the Proponent believes any of the information requested in this RFP and provided by
them is confidential, then they should identify it as such and provide a rationale as to why
it should not be released under “Freedom of Information” legislation.
The rationale for keeping information confidential under this legislation includes:
a) Trade secrets of the Proponent;
b) Financial, commercial, scientific or technical information, the disclosure of
which could reasonably be expected to result in material financial loss or gain
or could reasonably be expected to prejudice the competitive position of the
Proponent; or
c) Information, the disclosure of which could be reasonably expected to
interfere with contractual or other negotiations of the Proponent.
3.5 CONFLICT OF INTEREST
A Proponent must disclose in its Proposal any actual or potential conflicts of interest
and existing business relationships it may have with the City or the Municipality, its
elected or appointed officials or employees, any property ownership (direct or indirect) in
the jurisdictions. The City and the Municipality may rely on such disclosure.
3.6 NO COLLUSION
Except as otherwise specified or as arising by reason of the provision of the contract
documents, no person whether natural, or body corporate, other than the Proponent has
or will have any interest or share in this Proposal or in the proposed contract which may
be completed in respect thereof. There must be no collusion or arrangement between the
Proponent and any other actual or prospective Proponents in connection with Proposals
submitted for this project and the Proponent must have no knowledge of the contents of
other Proposals and have made no comparison of figures or agreement or arrangement,
express or implied, with any other party in connection with the making of the Proposal.
3.7 LITIGATION
Proponents who, either directly or indirectly through another corporation or entity, have
been or are in litigation, or who have served notice with intent to proceed with court
action against the City or the Municipality in connection with any contract for works or
services, may be considered ineligible Proponents. Receipt of Proposals from such
Proponents may be disqualified from the evaluation process.
3.8 NO CONTRACT
This RFP is not a tender and does not commit the City or the Municipality in any way to
select a preferred Proponent. By submitting a Proposal and participating in the process
6
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as outlined in this RFP, Proponents expressly agree that no contractual, tort or other legal
obligation of any kind is formed under or imposed on the City or the Municipality by this
RFP or submissions prior to the completed execution of a formal written contract.
3.9 ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSAL
The acceptance of a Proposal will be made in writing from the City and the Municipality
through a joint letter and will be addressed to the successful Proponent at the address
given in the submitted Proposal. Following acceptance and approval to proceed with the
Proposal, the Proponent is expected to enter into a contract with the City to perform
the works or services set out and agreed upon in the Proposal.
The contract that the successful Proponent will be expected to execute with the City will
contain terms similar to those contained in the attached Standard Consultant Agreement.
The contract attachments will include the entire Request for Proposal, the Proponent’s
total Proposal submission and any mutually agreed upon modifications, changes or
negotiated adjustments.
3.10 PROPOSAL CONTENT
Content to be included in the Proposal, but not limited to:
• Contact Information: Full name, address and telephone number of the
submitting office of the Proponent and where applicable, the name, address and
telephone number of any branch office, affiliate or sub‐consultant(s) that will be
involved in the project.
• Project Manager: The Proposal must:
Identify the proposed project manager who will be the single point of
contact, responsible for direct interaction with t h e City and the
Municipality;
State his or her position and professional discipline;
Describe the work to be performed by the project manager, his or her
qualifications and substantive experience directly related to the
proposed Work.
• Proposed Project Team: The Proposal must:
List key individuals including the project manager who will have major
responsibilities for the performance of the Work;
Describe the work to be performed by each listed individual and their
qualifications in terms of education and substantive experience directly
related to the proposed project.
The Proposal should include the following endorsement:
“Identified Key Project Team members may only be replaced with written
approval of the City and the Municipality.”
• Methodology: The Proposal must:
Contain an outline of strategies and skills that will be used to manage
the project’s expectations, resources, budget, and quality control;
Discuss how each task will be carried out and what services or
7
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interaction is required from/with the City and the Municipality;
Suggest alternatives, if appropriate;
Identify any specialized equipment, unique approaches, or concepts or
cost saving measures which your company may use relevant to the
required services.
• References: The Proposal must:
Provide no less than two (2) references that are relevant to the
proposed Work. The references should be from a third party who can
provide information about the performance of the Proponent in
delivering services for the experience cited.
3.11 SUBCONTRACTORS
The Proposal must include the company name of all sub‐contractors and sub‐consultants
proposed to be used in the performance of the Work with a description of the work
they would be performing.
The sub‐contractors and sub‐consultants listed in the Proposal may not be changed
without the written consent of the City and the Municipality. If the City and the
Municipality so require, the Proponent must be prepared to confirm to the City and the
Municipality the competence of sub‐contractors and sub‐consultants prior to acceptance
of the Proposal.
3.12 PROPOSAL CONTENT & INNOVATION
The Proponent must address in the Proposal submission, all the information as requested
in the RFP documentation. The Proponent is also encouraged to include innovative,
alternative or unique solutions to the Proposal subject that may, along with other things,
indicate cost saving initiatives, better public relations and/ or project acceptance,
reduced risk, improved management or administrative efficiencies. Any alternative
Proposals submitted should include all the requirements of the original RFP with costs
identified for comparative purposes.
3.13 WORKERS COMPENSATION ACT
The Proponent, and any proposed sub‐contractors and sub‐consultants, should
provide a Work Safe BC (Workers Compensation Board) Registration Number in the
Proposal and must, at the time of signing the contract agreement, provide proof of
payment of claims in good standing with Work Safe BC.

4.0 SCOPE OF WORK AND SCHEDULE
4.1 STATEMENT OF UNDERSTANDING
The Proponent must show that it has an understanding of what the Work involves and
what is required to complete the project. The Proponent is responsible to demonstrate
that it possesses the required knowledge, understanding and capacity to carry out the
Work as outlined in this RFP.

8
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4.2 SCHEDULING
Proponents must provide a proposed project schedule indicating the tasks and
deliverables. Time is of the essence in this project. It is anticipated that the process will
begin in the fall of 2016 with the first assembly meeting occurring in January of 2017 and
the final recommendation presented in May of 2017.
4.3 WORK PLAN
The Citizens’ Assembly Consultant will work with a steering committee made up of two
councillors from each local government with staff support to:
Create the terms of reference for the Citizens’ Assembly;
Decide on the design choices (demographics, numbers of participants from each
municipality, what experts to bring in);
Recommend who should sit on the Study Advisory Panel to guide the amalgamation
study.
The above noted items must be approved by both Councils.
The Citizens’ Assembly Consultant must work independently (with staff support as
required) to form and conduct the Citizens’ Assembly. This will entail:
Sending out invitations to participate in the Citizens’ Assembly;
Selecting participants (28‐36 randomly selected participants);
Scheduling and conducting meetings (4‐6 Saturdays) including venue and catering
arrangements;
Arrange for experts to make presentations to the Citizens’ Assembly;
Conducting at least two public open houses to allow public discussion between the
Citizens’ Assembly and the general citizenry;
Assist the Citizens’ Assembly to produce a final report to be presented to both
Councils at a joint Council Meeting.
The City and the Municipality may negotiate with a preferred consultant to minimize or
change some of the requested duties prior to signing a contract.

5.0 COMMUNICATIONS
Regular updates to the steering committee are required throughout the project. The Proponent
should indicate how they propose to meet this requirement (i.e. weekly emails, written reports)

6.0 FEES AND DISBURSEMENTS
The Proponent must provide a lump sum fee Proposal. Any costs incurred by the Consultant
above the submitted lump sum cost will be the sole responsibility of the Consultant unless pre‐
approved by the City and the Municipality.
A schedule of hourly rates for all personnel proposed, equipment and disbursement rates for the
project must be included in the Proposal in sufficient detail to facilitate evaluation of the level of
effort by task and cost. Specific cost for each open house should also be detailed.
Fee Estimates must include all applicable taxes, but show taxes as separate items.
9

Page 19 of 44

Citizens’ Assembly Consultant – Request for Proposal

10

Page 20 of 44

Citizens’ Assembly Consultant – Request for Proposal

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL
RFP 2016 03
Insert Date Here

APPENDIX “A”

Request for Proposal
Evaluation Form
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APPENDIX “A”

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL EVALUATION FORM
Proponent’s Name:
Project Title:

Citizens’ Assembly Consultant

Evaluation Date:
Evaluator:
Step 1:
Mandatories

YES
Proposal received prior to closing
Sub-consultant list submitted (if applicable)
Project Manager identified
Proposed project schedule included
Reference List
Hourly rates provided
Lump sum fee estimate included
Complete proposal as requested

Step 2:
Proponent

Proposal

NO

Points

Qualifications of firm and project team members
Experience of firm and project team members
Past Performance / References
Resources
Scope
Methodology
Scheduling
Project Team - Level of Effort
Clarity of Proposal

Price

Points for Price

Total Score

Proponent + Proposal + Price Scores

12
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CITY OF DUNCAN
Agenda
Regular Council Meeting
Monday, December 19, 2016 @ 6:00 p.m.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 200 Craig Street, Duncan, BC
Page #
1.

Call to Order

2.

Introduction of Late Items

3.

Approval of Agenda
3.1.

Agenda Approval
That the December 19, 2016 Council agenda be adopted, as
circulated.

4.

Adoption of Minutes
4.1.

November 4, 2016 Special Committee of the Whole Minutes
That the November 4, 2016 Special Committee of the Whole
minutes be amended as follows:
By removing the following from page 3, under resolution C/W-19716:
"Councillor Staples declared a conflict of interest regarding the
grant requests for the Cowichan Green Community, as she is an
employee for the Cowichan Green Community and for the
Cowichan Intercultural and Immigrant Aid Society, as she does
contract work for that organization"
and replacing it with the following:
"Councillor Staples declared a conflict of interest regarding the
grant requests for the Cowichan Green Community, and the
Cowichan Intercultural and Immigrant Aid Society as she holds
contracts for both organizations"
And by removing the following from page 12, under resolution
C/W-227-16:
"Cowichan Staples declared a conflict of interest as she is an
employee of the Cowichan Green Community"
and replacing it with the following:
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"Councillor Staples declared a conflict of interest as she holds a
contract with the Cowichan Green Community"
And That Council adopt the November 4, 2016 Special Committee
of the Whole minutes, as amended.
4.2.

November 21, 2016 Council Minutes

19 - 32

That Council adopt the November 21, 2016 Council minutes, as
presented.
4.3.

December 5, 2016 Council (Annual Meeting) Minutes

33 - 39

That the December 5, 2016 Council minutes be amended as
follows:
That Council amend Resolution R-307-16 by:
removing Councillor Jackson as the CVRD Community
Safety Advisory Commission appointee and replacing her
with Councillor Horgan and appointing Councillor Jackson
as the alternate; and
removing Councillor Bruce as the alternate to the North
Cowichan Parks and Recreation Committee.
And That Council adopt the December 5, 2016 Council minutes, as
amended.
5.

Delegations
5.1.

DELEGATION: Judy Stafford, Executive Director, Cowichan Green
Community (CGC) Re: CGC Grant Request for 2017

6.

Report of the Chief Administrative Officer

7.

Reports of Staff
7.1.

DP-2015-18 - 135 Kenneth Street
That Council approve the proposed Development Permit DP-201518 for the construction of a two-story mixed-use building located at
135 Kenneth Street (Lot 3, Block 11, Section 17, Range 6,
Quamichan District, Plan 2070).
And That Council approve the following conditions of Development
Permit DP-2015-18 to be met prior to issuance of a Building Permit
for the proposed development:
Subject to a rainwater management plan to the satisfaction
of the Director of Public Works and Development Services.
Provision of a security deposit for 125% of the proposed
hard and soft landscaping costs.
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Provision of off-site works and services in accordance with
Engineering/Public Works department requirements
including sidewalk improvements to eliminate vehicular
access from Kenneth Street.
Confirmation of easement agreement to allow for vehicular
access only to the rear of the property.
7.2.

DP-2016-15 - 461 Trans-Canada Highway

76 - 91

That Council approve the proposed Development Permit DP-201615 for the renovations to an existing auto dealership located at 461
Trans-Canada Highway (Lot A Section 17 Range 6 Quamichan
District Plan 44109).
7.3.

Building Statistics for November, 2016

92 - 93

That the Building Statistics/Summary of Building Permits for the
month of November, 2016, as attached to the report by the Building
Inspector, be received for information.
7.4.

Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP

94 - 110

That Council direct staff to issue the Amalgamation Study
Consultant RFP substantially in the form as attached to the
December 19, 2016 report by the Director of Finance.
7.5.

Advisory Committee on Disability Issues Membership Changes

111 - 117

That the Advisory Committee on Disability Issues Terms of
Reference be amended to:
remove the MS Society representative from the Committee
as they no longer have an office in Duncan;
add a Vancouver Island Providence Community Association
representative to the Committee; and,
remove one at-large member.
8.

Reports of Committees
8.1.

November 4, 2016 Committee Recommendations
8.1.1. Cowichan Green Community

118 - 128

That Council deny a grant in aid to the Cowichan Green
Community in the amount of $4,000 for annual operations as
funding for operations does not meet the criteria under the
grants in aid policy or qualify as a fee for service.
8.1.2. Cowichan Intercultural and Immigrant Aid Society
That Council award a grant in aid to the Cowichan
Intercultural and Immigrant Aid Society in the amount of
$1,000 to go towards a refugee support program.
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8.1.3. Cowichan Intercultural and Immigrant Aid Society
That Council deny the Cowichan Intercultural and Immigrant
Aid Society's request for a grant in aid in the amount of
$1,000 to be used for a public awareness campaign related
to Syrian refugees.
8.2.

December 1, 2016 Tourism Committee Recommendations
8.2.1. Sesquicentennial Totem Pole Signage

150

That the Sesquicentennial Totem Project Manager be
directed to consult with Cowichan Tribes on the information
that will be included on the signage for the Sesquicentennial
Totem pole.
8.2.2. Tourism Cowichan Vacation Guide - Advertising Content

151

That Council support allocating up to $3800 from the 2017
Tourism Committee budget to advertise in the Tourism
Cowichan Vacation Guide in 2017.
And That Council support allocating up to $1000 from the
2017 Tourism Committee budget to have Hot House
Marketing redesign the Tourism Cowichan Vacation Guide
advertisement using the new marketing graphics.
9.

Bylaws
9.1.

Bylaw 3134.02 - Financial Plan Amendment Bylaw (adoption)

152 - 154

That Council adopt “Financial Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw No
3134.02, 2016” - a bylaw to amend the Financial Plan.
9.2.

Bylaw 3155, 2016 - Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw (adoption)

155 - 179

That Council adopt "Fees and Charges Bylaw Amendment No.
3155, 2016" - a bylaw to amend the fees and charges for utilities for
2017.
10.

Correspondence
10.1. Proclamation - Kinsmen and Kinettes Day

180 - 181

That Council proclaim February 20, 2017 Kinsmen and Kinettes
Day in the City of Duncan.
10.2. Request from Heather Kaye, Coordinator, Cowichan Green Community
Re: requesting the City place a 1.5" x 3" ad in the Buy Local! Buy Fresh!
Cowichan Farm Map Guide at a cost of $325, plus GST. Note: Should
Council approve placing the ad, funds would come from the
Environment Committee budget.

182 - 184

10.3. Letter from Duncan Cowichan Festival Society confirming July 15, 2017

185 - 186
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as the date for the Grand Parade
11.

Reports of Mayor and Council
11.1. Mayor Kent
11.2. Councillors

12.

Question Period

13.

Resolve to go into Closed Meeting
13.1. Closed Session
That this meeting be closed to the public under the following
sections of the Community Charter:
Section 90(1)(c) - labour relations or other employee
relations;
Section 90(1)(e) - the acquisition, disposition or
expropriation of land or improvements if the Council
considers that disclosure could reasonably be expected to
harm the conduct of an investigation under or enforcement
of an enactment.
Section 90(1)(g) - litigation or potential litigation affecting the
municipality.

14.

Rise and Report

15.

Adjournment
15.1. Adjourn
That the December 19, 2016 Council meeting be adjourned at ___.
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Appointment of
Acting Mayor and
Committee of the
Whole Chair
R-308-16

It was moved and seconded:
That Council approve the 2017 Acting Mayor and Committee
of the Whole Chair Appointments as follows:
January

Councillor Bell

February & March

Councillor Bruce

April & May

Councillor Duncan

June & July

Councillor Horgan

August & September

Councillor Jackson

October & November

Councillor Staples

December

Councillor Bell
CARRIED

Mayor's Address
Mayor's Address

The Mayor delivered the following address for 2016:
"I want to welcome each and every one of you to the City of
Duncan annual meeting to celebrate the special contributions of
just some of our citizens. I would like to acknowledge our
presence on the traditional territories of the Cowichan's first
people. We welcome our City's Freemen, Glenn Mackie, Joan
Gillatt (who unfortunately could not make it this evening) and
Michael Coleman. We have former Councillors of the City here
tonight, Ray Cadorette, Noreen Butt, John Richmond and Jim
Kocurek. Thank you all for attending. I want to recognize the
members of our Duncan Volunteer Fire Department here tonight,
Chief Mike McKinlay, Deputy Chief Art Sanderson and Officers,
and we are always honoured to have our representatives of the
Duncan / North Cowichan RCMP. Thank you all for coming.
I want to acknowledge and give sincere thanks to all of our City
employees for their dedication on behalf of the City of Duncan
this past year. I’d also like to acknowledge the members of
Tourism Committee, Totem Sub-Committee, Environment &
Sustainability Committee, Advisory Committee on Disability
Issues, and the Advisory Design Panel for volunteering their time
and sharing their expertise with the City. A sincere thank you!
Council is at the mid-term of our mandate. It is important that
Council maintains its focus to ensure that we facilitate and enable
the aspirations and needs of our citizens and business
community. We have completed many projects toward reaching
the goals and vision for our community in this first half of our
term.
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Specific projects of note: our water and flood protection
infrastructure. We have worked collaboratively with our
community partners, North Cowichan, Cowichan Tribes and the
CVRD to provide the critical infrastructures to protect the access
and safety of water supply and protect homes and businesses
against future flood risk and damage. In the past two years, we
have continued to plan and complete a number of road
reconstruction projects, park improvements, and maintenance of
City assets that contribute to the resilience of our community.
Our work in first half of 2017 will include a review of the priorities
of the City's Strategic direction, and the first opportunity in 40
years for citizens to be engaged in a fulsome study and dialogue
about how they vision the governance of their community. I want
to acknowledge the work of North Cowichan and Duncan
Council's and specifically the two Councillors from each Council
and their work with staff in establishing terms of reference for the
Citizens Assembly, who will be tasked with developing
recommendations to both Councils on the question of
amalgamation. The opportunity for citizens to participate in this
unique process begun this month, and I encourage all citizens to
take a keen interest in learning about and discussing the future of
your incredible community.
2016 has been undoubtedly an interesting and challenging year.
The way forward for all of us may look somewhat uncertain, but
with resolve and commitment to continual improvement we can
achieve greater success. We have some distinct advantages and
opportunities in the City and Region and the substantial upgrade
to telecommunications infrastructure has placed us as one the of
top connected communities in North America, and BC Business
magazine has placed Duncan as one of the 2017 Best Cities for
Work in BC. I have begun to reach out for development of new
strategies to realize these economic opportunities. I am also
encouraged by the pace of new development of both residential
and commercial projects in the City, planned and underway. We
continue to work towards a more streamlined and robust
development process to ensure we maintain the vibrancy and
quality of neighbourhoods.
Having just completed our 2016 Citizens Survey, the results show
that overall satisfaction with the services and programs provided
by the City of Duncan has continued to increase over the last two
years. There is, however, clear feedback with respect to citizens
perception around safety and security. We will work to address
these issues with are partners, and look toward solutions that
respect the needs of everyone.
Council can only achieve its goals with the help of all of our
constituents, working collaboratively with citizens, business, nonprofit organizations, First Nations and our local and regional
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government neighbours. We are, together, the architects of our
future.
In closing, I want to on behalf of City Council, and all our staff, to
wish you all a very Merry Christmas!"
Awards Ceremony
Perpetual Arts
Award for 2016
Presented to Gia
Jane

Councillor Staples made the following comments before
presenting the City of Duncan Perpetual Arts Award for 2016 to
Gia Jane:
"Gia was born in Regina into a musical family. Her father was a
musician who moved around a bit when she was younger, she
lived in Regina, Las Vegas, and Calgary, before settling down in
small towns in Saskatchewan: Maryfield and Kenosee Lake.
She grew up with a love of music, her passion is the piano. She
went to the University of Regina to study music and teaching.
In 1989, Gia moved to Duncan and began teaching music in the
French Immersion program, where she has been ever since.
Gia's passion to see kids grow through music is impressive.
Throughout her years as a teacher, she has shown drive,
devotion and dedication to children’s development. She has
worked tirelessly to inspire thousands of students to excel in
amazing musical performances and helped them realize
outstanding achievements in the arts. Gia has a supportive
network of teachers, principals, and support staff to help her
along the way, many of whom are in the audience here tonight to
recognize her for her many achievements.
This Award is supported by the Cowichan Valley Arts Council and
the Duncan Free Press. This year the Arts Award “keeper piece”
has been generously donated by a local photographer, Nathalie
Mansey. Her piece is an image of a bouquet, which is about
memories. A bouquet is a thank you offering in celebration of a
moment and/or a feeling. When the bouquet passes, moments
and feelings become memories that last forever. Gia gave
countless hours to help artists and, like memories of a bouquet,
her efforts will have a lasting impact on the arts community.
It is with great pleasure that I ask you to join me in congratulating
Gia Jane for receiving the 2016 Perpetual Arts Trophy from the
City of Duncan."

Perpetual
Excellence and
Sportsmanship
Trophy for 2016

Councillor Bruce made the following comments before presenting
the Perpetual Excellent and Sportsmanship Trophy to Glen
Martin:

City of Duncan, Regular Council Minutes - December 5, 2016

Page 38 of 186

4. 4.3.

Presented to Glen
Martin

"Glen was born in Duncan in 1960 to parents Bob and Barb
Martin. He is the third of five siblings; Brian, Debbie, Shelley and
Barry. He married Lynne in 1985 and they have two children,
Robbie and Barbara. Many of Glen’s family members are here in
the audience tonight.
Glen is being recognized for his excellence and sportsmanship.
He has had a long career in both golf and soccer.
Glen started golfing when he was 10 years old at March
Meadows Golf Course. His dad was working construction at
March Meadows and took Brian and Glen with him one day. That
is when the Martin brothers fell in love with the game of golf.
Three years later he won the March Meadows Jr. Championship,
beating his older brother Brian. Glen went on to participate in and
win many Jr. Club Championships and Men’s Club
Championships.
His other passion is soccer. He started playing soccer, with his
dad as the coach, around the same time he started golfing. He
went on to become a coach in 1979. In 1998 he started coaching
the Cowichan Dynamo Gold Team. In 2002-2003, the Cowichan
Dynamo U16 won the provincial championships. In 2004-2005,
the Cowichan Dynamo U18 won the provincial championships. In
2005, Glen started to coach the Division 1 Men’s Team. They
have won the Jackson Cup four times in the last six years,
qualified for the Provincials every year for the last seven years
and won the league the last two years in a row.
Glen Martin is truly dedicated to his team, on November 24th he
participated in his 1100th straight practice and game, even
though he had experienced two heart attacks and pneumonia
during that time.
It is with great pleasure that I ask you to join me in congratulating
Glen Martin for receiving the 2016 Perpetual Trophy for
Excellence and Sportsmanship from the City of Duncan."

Scroll of Honour
Designation for
2016 Presented to
Marina Stanko

Councillor Duncan made the following comments before
presenting Marina Stanko the Scroll of Honour Designation for
2016:
"The City received letters from the Kinesmen and Kinette Clubs of
Duncan, Special Olympics Cowichan Valley, and the Clements
Centre Society nominating Marina Stanko as this year’s Scroll of
Honour recipient. All of these organizations spoke of Marina’s
twenty plus years of volunteer commitment, her work on
countless projects and her dedication to helping people.
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Marina Stanko and her family moved to the Cowichan Valley in
1964, where her husband, Tom taught at the Occupational
Program at Mt. Prevost School and later became the Work
Experience Coordinator for the School District. Marina stayed
home with their five children the first year and then taught school
for two years at Sahtlam School to acquire her permanent
teaching certificate. When all the children were in school, she
went back to teaching, first at Gibbins Rd. School and later at
Alexander. She retired from teaching in 1995.
In 1992, Marina joined the board of Cowichan Valley Association
for Community Living, now the Clements Centre Society. Marina
served in many positions with the Clements Centre Society,
including 10 years as president of the organization. Marina also
volunteered on the executive of Cowichan Valley Special
Olympics as registrar. In addition, Marina and her late husband
Tom worked to increase collaboration between the Kinsmen and
Kinette Clubs of Duncan and the Clements Centre Society, which
resulted in a number of successful joint projects.
Marina’s colleagues describe her as a humble person who does
not speak of her own contributions, someone that can be counted
upon when problems arise and a calm voice of reason during
difficult times.
Over the years, Marina's relationships with people participating in
the programs and services of these organizations demonstrates
the caring, compassionate and kind person that she is. Thanks to
Marina’s efforts, many citizens of Duncan have developed a
sense of confidence and belonging.
Please join me in congratulating Marina Stanko for being
awarded the 2016 Scroll of Honour from the City of Duncan."
Adjournment
Adjourn
R-309-16

It was moved and seconded:
That the December 5, 2016 Council meeting be adjourned at
6:34 pm.
CARRIED

Mayor Phil Kent, Chair

Karen Robertson, Director of Corporate Services
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Request for Decision
To:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Date:

December 19, 2016

From:

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Re:

Amalgamation Study Consultant Request For Proposals

File No:

1220-20

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council direct staff to issue the Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP substantially in the
form as attached to the December 19, 2016 report by the Director of Finance.

BACKGROUND:
In May of 2016, Council passed resolution R-120-16
That Council approve the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from
each municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to complete the entire study
process within the current term.

ANALYSIS:
In order to meet the timelines set out in the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
document, the RFP for the Amalgamation Study Consultant needs to be issued as soon as possible.
Attached is a draft of the RFP.
The RFP has been reviewed by the Council Steering Committee. It has been drafted such that the
City of Duncan will award and manage the contract with the consultant.
In the process document, both Councils were to choose 6-8 people knowledgeable about Local
Government and local context, yet “above the fray” to have an objective view. These people were to
form a Study Advisory Panel who would review and recommend the terms of the RFP for the
Amalgamation Study. However, at the joint Council meeting, it was discussed that the Amalgamation
Study Consultant should help vet these people. The RFP has been drafted to reflect this change and
to reduce the number of people to 4-6 in case there are challenges in getting volunteers.
The Amalgamation Study Consultant will perform the study in consultation with the advisory panel,
examining service delivery and staffing levels as well as other amalgamation opportunities.

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

The total project cost is estimated to be $141,000 including the Citizens’ Assembly and the
Amalgamation Study components. This cost is being shared equally between the City of
Duncan, the Municipality of North Cowichan and the Province of BC through a grant. It is
anticipated that the Amalgamation Study component will cost a maximum of $60,000.

Policy:

n/a

Strategic Priority:

1.1 Review amalgamation and boundary realignment in cooperation with North Cowichan.
Page 1 of 2
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Request for Decision – Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP – December 19, 2016

Sustainability:

n/a

Communication:

The Amalgamation Study will be presented to the Citizens’ Assembly for their review and
comment as part of the study process.

ATTACHMENTS:
Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP
Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process Document
Respectfully submitted,

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Reviewed by CAO

Page 2 of 2
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!
!
!
REQUEST!FOR!PROPOSAL!
!
RFP!2016"07!
December!20,!2016!
!

Amalgamation!Study!Consultant!
!
!
c/o!City!of!Duncan,!Administration!
Attention:!!Talitha!Soldera,!Director!of!Finance!
City!of!Duncan,!200!Craig!Street,!
Duncan,!BC,!V9L!1W3!
!
Submission!Deadline:!"!January!9,!2017!

!

!!

!
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Amalgamation!Study!Consultant!–!Request!for!Proposal!
!

REQUEST!FOR!PROPOSAL!
Amalgamation!Study!Consultant:!RFP"2016"07!!
!
!
!
!

DEFINITIONS!
!

“CONTRACTOR!or!CONSULTANT”!means!the!Proponent!whose!Proposal!has!been!accepted!by!
the!City!of!Duncan!and!Municipality!of!North!Cowichan!and!is!awarded!a!contract!by!the!
City!of!Duncan!to!carry!out!the!Work.!
“CITY”!means!the!City!of!Duncan.!
“MUNICIPALITY”!means!the!Corporation!of!the!District!of!North!Cowichan!also!referred!to!as!the!
Municipality!of!North!Cowichan.!
“PROPONENT”!means!the!responder!to!this!RFP.!
“PROPOSAL”!means!a!proposal!to!carry!out!the!Work!submitted!by!a!Proponent!in!response!to!
this!RFP.!
“RFP”!means!this!Request!for!Proposal.!
“WORK”!means!anything!and!everything!required!to!be!done!for!fulfillment!and!completion!
of!the!project!in!accordance!with!this!RFP!and!Proposal.!

!

1.0!"!INTRODUCTION!
!

!

!

1.1!PURPOSE!
The!City!of!Duncan!and!Municipality!of!North!Cowichan!are!seeking!a!consultant!to!assist!
with!the!establishment!and!conduct!of!an!Amalgamation!Study!which!will!examine!the!
costs!and!benefits!of!amalgamation!through!the!process!identified!in!Section!4.3!(Work!
Plan).!!In!May!of!2016,!the!Duncan!and!North!Cowichan!councils!each!passed!resolutions!
directing!their!staff!and!a!couple!of!councilors!from!each!municipality!“to!draft!a!process!
for!conducting!an!amalgamation!study,!along!with!a!citizens'!assembly!that!will!make!a!
recommendation!to!both!Councils!on!amalgamation!of!the!two!municipalities,!with!the!
aim!to!complete!the!entire!study!process!within!the!current!term.”!!!This!process!was!
developed!and!subsequently!approved!by!both!councils!who!have!now!approved!the!
terms!of!this!RFP.!
!
1.2!BACKGROUND!
During!the!2014!municipal!election,!Duncan!and!North!Cowichan!each!included!a!non"
binding!opinion!question!on!their!ballots!regarding!amalgamation!of!the!two!
municipalities.!!In!North!Cowichan,!68%!of!electors!favoured!conducting!a!study!to!
explore!the!costs!and!benefits!of!amalgamation.!!In!Duncan,!52%!of!electors!favoured!
conducting!an!amalgamation!study.!
!
Both!Councils!agree!that!it!is!important!to!keep!an!amalgamation!study!as!unbiased!as!
possible!and!believe!that!the!use!of!a!Citizens’!Assembly!will!help!avoid!the!appearance!of!
bias.!!To!this!end,!Duncan!and!North!Cowichan!have!decided!to!commission!an!
amalgamation!study!using!an!independent!and!qualified!consultant!guided!by!an!advisory!
panel.!!The!Amalgamation!Study!will!be!presented!to!a!Citizens’!Assembly!who!will!
consider!the!results!of!this!study!and!make!recommendations!to!both!Councils!at!a!joint!
meeting.!!!
!
3!
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Amalgamation!Study!Consultant!–!Request!for!Proposal!
!
The!Citizens’!Assembly!contract!has!been!awarded!to!MASS!LBP!who!is!currently!
recruiting!participants!and!will!begin!meetings!in!January!of!2017.!!!
!
!
!
!

!

!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!

!

!

2.0!"!INSTRUCTIONS!TO!PROPONENTS!
2.1!SUBMISSION!OF!PROPOSALS!

The!Proposals!and!their!envelopes!should!be!clearly!marked!with!the!name!and!address!
of!the!Proponent!and!the!RFP!program!title.!The!sealed!envelope!should!be!addressed!to!
the!following:!
Talitha!Soldera!
Director!of!Finance!!
200!Craig!Street!
Duncan,!BC!V9L!1W3!
!
3!hard!copies!of!the!proposal!should!be!received!on!or!before!the!Closing!Time!of:!
TIME:!!4:00!p.m.!PST!
DATE:!!January!9,!2017!
It!is!the!Proponent’s!sole!responsibility!to!ensure!its!Proposal!is!received!at!the!address!
set!out!above!by!the!Closing!Time.!
Proponents!wishing!to!make!changes!to!their!Proposals!after!submission!but!prior!to!the!
Closing!Time!may!do!so!by!submitting!the!revisions!by!fax!(250"746"6129),!email!
(duncan@duncan.ca)!or!hard!copy.!It!is!the!Proponent’s!sole!responsibility!to!ensure!the!
revisions!are!received!by!the!City!prior!to!the!Closing!Time.!
Proposals!received!after!the!Closing!Time!may!not!be!accepted!or!considered.!
2.2!INQUIRIES!
Proponents!shall!carefully!examine!the!RFP!documents!and!shall!fully!inform!themselves!
as!to!the!intent,!existing!conditions!and!limitations!which!may!affect!their!Proposal!
submission.!No! consideration! will! be! given! after! submission!of! a! Proposal! to! any! claim!
that! there! was!any!misunderstanding!with!respect!to!the!conditions!imposed.!
Proponents!finding!discrepancies!or!omissions!in!the!contract!or!RFP,!or!having!doubts!
as!to!the!meaning!or!intent!of!any!provision,!should!immediately!notify!the!above!listed!
project!contact.!If!there!are!any!changes,!additions,!or!deletions!to!the!Proposal!scope,!
conditions,!or!closing!date,!Proponents!will!be!advised!by!means!of!an!Addendum!issued!
by!the!City!and!posted!on!BCBid.!!It!is!the!responsibility!of!the!Proponent!to!check!for!
Addenda.!!All!Addenda!will!become!part!of!the!Proposal!Documents!and!receipt!of!
Addenda!should!be!acknowledged!by!the!Proponent!in!the!submission.!
Verbal!discussion!between!the!City,!the!Municipality!or!staff!and!a!Proponent!will!not!
become!a!part!of!the!RFP!or!modify!the!RFP!unless!confirmed!by!written!Addendum.!
!
4!
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!
A!Proponent!must!not!attempt!to!influence!the!outcome!of!the!RFP!process!by!engaging!in!
lobbying!activities.!!Any!attempt!by!the!Proponent!to!communicate!for!this!purpose!
directly!or!indirectly!with!any!employee,!contractor!or!representative!of!the!City!or!
Municipality,!including!members!of!the!evaluation!committee!and!any!elected!officials!of!
the!City!or!Municipality,!or!with!the!media,!may!result!in!disqualification!of!the!Proponent.!
!

3.0!"!GENERAL!TERMS!OF!PROPOSAL!PROCESS!
!

!

!
!

!

!
!
!
!

3.1!PROPOSAL!PREPARATION!COSTS!
All!expenses!incurred!by!the!Proponent!in!preparation!and!submission!of!this!Proposal!
are!to!be!borne!by!the!Proponent,!with!the!express!understanding!that!no!claims!for!
reimbursements! against!the!City!or!Municipality! will! be!accepted.!Neither!the!City!nor!
the!Municipality!shall!be!responsible!for!any!costs!involved!in!or!associated!with!any!
meetings,!discussions!or!negotiations!following!submission!that!could!lead!to!acceptance!
of!the!Proposal!and!award!of!a!contract.!
3.2!PROPOSAL!EVALUATION!
The!City!and!the!Municipality!recognize!that!“Best!Value”!is!the!essential!part!of!
purchasing!a!product!and/!or!service!and!therefore!may!prefer!a!Proposal!with!a!higher!
price,!if!it!offers!greater!value!and!better!serves!the!City!and!the!Municipality’s!interests,!
as!determined! by!the!City!and!the!Municipality,!over!a!Proposal!with! a! lower!price.!
Appendix! “ A ”!contains! the! information!regarding! how!Proposals! will! be! evaluated.!! !
!
The!City!and!the!Municipality,!at!their!sole!discretion,!reserve!the!right!to:!
•!!! Reject!any!or!all!Proposals!whether!complete!or!not;!
•!!! Reject!any!Proposal!they!consider!not!in!their!best!interests;!
•!!! Waive!any!minor!irregularity!or!insufficiency!in!the!Proposal!submitted;!
•!!! Not!be!liable!for!misunderstandings!or!errors!in!the!Request!for!Proposals;!
•!!! Issue!addenda!to!the!Request!for!Proposal;!
•!!! Contact!references!provided!by!the!Proponents;!
•!!! Retain!independent!persons!or!contractors!for!assistance!in!evaluating!Proposals;!
•!!! Request!points!of!clarification!to!assist!in!evaluating!Proposals;!
•!!! Negotiate!changes!with!a!preferred!Proponent;!and!
•!!! Withdraw!the!Request!for!Proposal.!
!
3.3!PROPOSAL!PRESENTATION!
The!City!and!the!Municipality!reserve! the! right! to! request! one! or! more! of! the!
Proponents! whose!submissions!are!of!particular!interest,!to!make!oral!presentations.!
3.4!PROPOSAL!CONFIDENTIALITY!AND!PROPRIETARY!INFORMATION!
All!submissions!become!the!property!of!the!City!and!the!Municipality!and!will!not!be!
returned!to!the!Proponent.!!The!City!and!the!Municipality!will!consider!all!Proposals!
submitted!as!confidential!but!reserve! the! right! to! make! copies! of! all! Proposals! received!
5!
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!
for! internal! review! and! for!review!by!their!financial,!accounting,!legal,!and!technical!
consultants.!
Proponents!should!be!aware!that!the!City!and!the!Municipality!are!“public!bodies”!as!
defined!in!and!subject!to!the!provisions!of!the!Freedom!of!Information!and!Protection!of!
Privacy!Act.!
!
If!the!Proponent!believes!any!of!the!information!requested!in!this!RFP!and!provided!by!
them!is!confidential,!then!they!should!identify!it!as!such!and!provide!a!rationale!as!to!why!
it!should!not!be!released!under!“Freedom!of!Information”!legislation.!
The!rationale!for!keeping!information!confidential!under!this!legislation!includes:!
a) Trade!secrets!of!the!Proponent;!
b) Financial,!commercial,!scientific!or!technical!information,!the!disclosure!of!
which!could!reasonably!be!expected!to!result!in!material!financial!loss!or!gain!
or!could!reasonably!be!expected!to!prejudice!the!competitive!position!of!the!
Proponent;!or!
c) Information,! the! disclosure! of! which! could! be! reasonably! expected! to!
interfere! with!contractual!or!other!negotiations!of!the!Proponent.!
3.5!CONFLICT!OF!INTEREST!
A! Proponent! must! disclose! in! its! Proposal! any! actual! or! potential! conflicts! of! interest!
and!existing!business!relationships!it!may!have!with!the!City!or!the!Municipality,!its!
elected!or!appointed!officials!or!employees,!any!property!ownership!(direct!or!indirect)!in!
the!jurisdictions.!The!City!and!the!Municipality!may!rely!on!such!disclosure.!
3.6!NO!COLLUSION!
Except!as!otherwise!specified!or!as!arising!by!reason!of!the!provision!of!the!contract!
documents,!no!person!whether!natural,!or!body!corporate,!other!than!the!Proponent!has!
or!will!have!any!interest!or!share!in!this!Proposal!or!in!the!proposed!contract!which!may!
be!completed!in!respect!thereof.!There!must!be!no!collusion!or!arrangement!between!the!
Proponent!and!any!other!actual!or!prospective!Proponents!in!connection!with!Proposals!
submitted!for!this!project!and!the!Proponent!must!have!no!knowledge!of!the!contents!of!
other!Proposals!and!have!made!no!comparison!of!figures!or!agreement!or!arrangement,!
express!or!implied,!with!any!other!party!in!connection!with!the!making!of!the!Proposal.!
3.7!LITIGATION!
Proponents!who,!either!directly!or!indirectly!through!another!corporation!or!entity,!have!
been!or!are!in!litigation,!or!who!have!served!notice!with!intent!to!proceed!with!court!
action!against!the!City!or!the!Municipality!in!connection!with!any!contract!for!works!or!
services,!may!be!considered!ineligible!Proponents.!Receipt!of!Proposals!from!such!
Proponents!may!be!disqualified!from!the!evaluation!process.!
3.8!NO!CONTRACT!
This!RFP!is!not!a!tender!and!does!not!commit!the!City!or!the!Municipality!in!any!way!to!
select!a!preferred!Proponent.!! By!submitting!a!Proposal!and!participating!in!the!process!
6!
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!
as!outlined!in!this!RFP,!Proponents!expressly!agree!that!no!contractual,!tort!or!other!legal!
obligation!of!any!kind!is!formed!under!or!imposed!on!the!City!or!the!Municipality!by!this!
RFP!or!submissions!prior!to!the!completed!execution!of!a!formal!written!contract.!

!

3.9!ACCEPTANCE!OF!PROPOSAL!

!

The!acceptance!of!a!Proposal!will!be!made!in!writing!from!the!City!and!the!Municipality!
through!a!joint!letter!and!will!be!addressed!to!the!successful!Proponent!at!the!address!
given!in!the!submitted!Proposal.!Following!acceptance!and!approval!to!proceed!with!the!
Proposal,!the!Proponent!is!expected!to! enter! into! a! contract! with!the!City! to! perform!
the! works! or! services! set! out!and!agreed!upon!in!the!Proposal.!

!

The!contract!attachments!will!include!the!entire!Request!for!Proposal,!the!Proponent’s!
total!Proposal!submission!and!any!mutually!agreed!upon!modifications,!changes!or!
negotiated!adjustments.!

!

3.10!PROPOSAL!CONTENT!

!

Content!to!be!included!in!the!Proposal,!but!not!limited!to:!

!

!

!

!

!

•!Contact!Information:!Full!name,!address!and!telephone!number!of!the!
submitting!office!of!the!Proponent!and!where!applicable,!the!name,!address!
and!telephone!number!of!any!branch!office,!affiliate!or!sub"consultant(s)!that!
will!be!involved!in!the!project.!
•!Project!Manager:!!The!Proposal!must:!
! Identify!the!proposed!project!manager!who!will!be!the! single! point! of!
contact,! responsible! for! direct! interaction! with! t h e ! City!and!the!
Municipality;!!
! State!his!or!her!position!and!professional!discipline;!!!
! Describe!the!work!to!be!performed!by!the!project!manager,!his!or!her!
qualifications!and!substantive!experience!directly!related!to!the!
proposed!Work.!
•!Proposed! Project! Team:!!The! Proposal! must:!
! List! key! individuals! including! the! project!manager!who!will!have!major!
responsibilities!for!the!performance!of!the!Work;!
! Describe!the!work!to!be!performed!by!each!listed!individual!and!their!
qualifications!in!terms!of!education!and!substantive!experience!directly!
related!to!the!proposed!project.!
The!Proposal!should!include!the!following!endorsement:!
“Identified!Key!Project!Team!members!may!only!be!replaced!with!written!
approval!of!the!City!and!the!Municipality.”!
•!Methodology:! The! Proposal! must:!
! Contain! an! outline! of! strategies! and! skills! that! will! be!used!to!manage!
the!project’s!expectations,!resources,!budget,!and!quality!control;!
! Discuss!how!each!task!will!be!carried!out!and!what!services!or!
interaction!is!required!from/with!the!City!and!the!Municipality;!
! Suggest!alternatives,!if!appropriate;!
7!
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Identify!any!specialized!equipment,!unique!approaches,!or!concepts!or!
cost!saving!measures!which!your!company!may!use!relevant!to!the!
required!services.!

•!References:!The!Proposal!must:!
! Provide!no!less!than!two!(2)!references!that!are!relevant!to!the!
proposed!Work.!!The!references!should!be!from!a!third!party!who!can!
provide!information!about!the!performance!of!the!Proponent!in!
delivering!services!for!the!experience!cited.!
3.11!SUBCONTRACTORS!

!

The!Proposal!must!include!the!company!name!of!all!sub"contractors!and!sub"consultants!
proposed! to! be! used! in! the! performance! of! the! Work! with! a! description! of! the! work!
they!would!be!performing.!

!

The!sub"contractors!and!sub"consultants!listed!in!the!Proposal!may!not!be!changed!
without!the!written!consent!of!the!City!and!the!Municipality.!If!the!City!and!the!
Municipality!so!require,!the!Proponent!must!be!prepared!to!confirm!to!the!City!and!the!
Municipality!the!competence!of!sub"contractors!and!sub"consultants!prior!to!acceptance!
of!the!Proposal.!

!

3.12!PROPOSAL!CONTENT!&!INNOVATION!

!

The!Proponent!must!address!in!the!Proposal!submission,!all!the!information!as!requested!
in!the! RFP! documentation.!The!Proponent!is!also!encouraged!to!include!innovative,!
alternative!or!unique!solutions!to!the!Proposal!subject!that!may,!along!with!other!things,!
indicate!cost!saving!initiatives,!better!public!relations!and/!or!project!acceptance,!
reduced!risk,!improved!management!or!administrative!efficiencies.!Any!alternative!
Proposals!submitted!should!include!all!the!requirements!of!the!original!RFP!with!costs!
identified!for!comparative!purposes.!

!

3.13!WORKERS!COMPENSATION!ACT!

!

!

The! Proponent,! and! any! proposed! sub"contractors! and! sub"consultants,! should!
provide! a!Work! Safe! BC! (Workers! Compensation! Board)! Registration! Number! in! the!
Proposal! and!must,!at!the!time!of!signing!the!contract!agreement,!provide!proof!of!
payment!of!claims!in!good!standing!with!Work!Safe!BC.!

4.0!"!SCOPE!OF!WORK!AND!SCHEDULE!
!
!

!
!

4.1!STATEMENT!OF!UNDERSTANDING!
The!Proponent!must!show!that!it!has!an!understanding!of!what!the!Work!involves!and!
what!is!required!to!complete!the!project.! The!Proponent!is!responsible!to!demonstrate!
that!it!possesses!the!required!knowledge,!understanding!and!capacity!to!carry!out!the!
Work!as!outlined!in!this!RFP.!
!
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!

4.2!SCHEDULING!

!

!

Proponents! must!provide! a! proposed! project!schedule!indicating! the! tasks!and!
deliverables.!Time!is!of!the!essence!in!this!project.!!It!is!anticipated!that!the!process!will!
begin!in!January!of!2017!with!the!final!report!presented!to!the!Citizens’!Assembly!
Consultant!by!March!20,!2017.!
!
4.3!WORK!PLAN!
The!Amalgamation!Study!Consultant!will!work!with!a!steering!committee!made!up!of!two!
councillors!from!each!local!government!with!staff!support!to!recommend!participants!in!a!
Study!Advisory!Panel.!!The!final!makeup!of!the!Study!Advisory!Panel!will!be!confirmed!by!
both!Councils.!
!
The!Study!Advisory!Panel!(the!Panel)!will!be!made!up!of!4"6!people!who!are!
knowledgeable!about!Local!Government!and!local!context,!yet!“above!the!fray”!to!have!
an!objective!view.!!The!Panel!will!work!with!the!Study!Consultant!to:!
!
! Inform!the!assumptions!of!the!study!such!as:!
o Service!delivery!levels!
o Staffing!levels!
o Fleet!management!opportunities!
o Etc.!
The!Amalgamation!Study!Consultant!will!prepare!a!report!that!will!include:!
!
!

!

!

!

!

A!description!of!the!existing!municipal!structure!including:!population,!settlement!
structure,!tax!base,!and!a!review!of!community!issues.!
Service!Delivery:!!
o Details!of!existing!services!including!jurisdiction,!costs,!fees,!service!areas!
and!locations,!capacity,!standards!and!service!levels,!capital!investment!
plans!etc.!
Financial!Overview!
o Property!taxes!and!other!charges!for!a!range!of!properties;!
o Exploration!and!explanation!of!the!potential!shift!in!property!taxes;!!
o Comparison!of!basic!municipal!indicators!with!those!of!existing!
comparable!municipalities!including!tax!multiples,!population!and!service!
levels.!
Administrative!implications!of!amalgamation:!
o Address!specific!local!financial!issues;!
o Assess!any!cost!differences!in!municipal!staffing!standards;!
o Make!recommendations!on!any!transition!measures!that!may!smooth!an!
amalgamation!process!if!it!proceeds.!
Answer!any!questions!posed!by!the!Citizens’!Assembly.!

!
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!

The!Amalgamation!Study!Consultant!must!attend!two!Citizens’!Assembly!meetings:!
!

!

!

Saturday,!February!25,!2017!where!the!Citizens’!Assembly!will!pose!some!
questions!to!the!consultant!for!investigation!as!part!of!the!Amalgamation!Study,!
and!
Saturday,!April!1,!2017!where!the!report!will!be!provided!to!the!Citizens’!
Assembly!who!will!have!the!opportunity!to!ask!questions!or!seek!clarification.!

The!City!and!the!Municipality! may! negotiate! with! a!preferred! consultant! to! minimize! or!
change! some! of! the!requested!duties!prior!to!signing!a!contract.!
!

5.0!"!COMMUNICATIONS!

!
Regular!updates!to!the!steering!committee!are!required!throughout!the!project.!!The!Proponent!
should!indicate!how!they!propose!to!meet!this!requirement!(i.e.!weekly!emails,!written!reports).!
!

6.0!"!FEES!AND!DISBURSEMENTS!

!
The!Proponent!must!provide!a!lump!sum!fee!Proposal.!Any!costs!incurred!by!the!Consultant!
above!the!submitted!lump!sum!cost!will!be!the!sole!responsibility!of!the!Consultant!unless!pre"
approved!by!the!City!and!the!Municipality.!
!
A!schedule!of!hourly!rates!for!all!personnel!proposed,!equipment!and!disbursement!rates!for!the!
project!must!be!included!in!the!Proposal!in!sufficient!detail!to!facilitate!evaluation!of!the!level!of!
effort!by!task!and!cost.!!Specific!cost!for!each!open!house!should!also!be!detailed.!
!
Fee!Estimates!must!include!all!applicable!taxes,!but!show!taxes!as!separate!items.!
!
!
!
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REQUEST!FOR!PROPOSAL
RFP!2016"07!

December!20,!2017!
!

APPENDIX!“A”!
!
Request!for!Proposal!
Evaluation!Form!
!
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APPENDIX!“A”!

!
!

Proponent’s!Name:!!!!
Project!Title:!

!

Amalgamation!Study!Consultant!
!

Evaluator:!!!!

!
!

!
Qualifications of!firm and project!team!members!
Experience of!firm!and project!team!members
Past!Performance /!References
Resources!
Scope!
Methodology
Scheduling!
Project!Team!" Level!of!Effort
Clarity!of!Proposal

Proponent!
!

!

!
!

!
!

Proposal!!
!
Price!!
Total!Score!
!
!

YES!
Proposal!received prior!to closing
Sub"consultant!list!submitted (if!applicable)
Project!Manager!identified
Proposed!project!schedule included
Reference!List
Hourly!rates provided
Lump!sum!fee estimate!included
Complete!proposal!as!requested

Mandatories!

Step!2:!

!

!

Evaluation!Date:!!!!

Step!1:!
!

REQUEST!FOR!PROPOSAL!EVALUATION!FORM!

!

Proponent!+!Proposal!+!Price!Scores!

12!

NO!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
Points!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!

Points!for!Price!!
!

!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

!

!

!
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Draft Citizen’s Assembly Amalgamation Study Process – May 5, 2016
Steps:
Both Councils

Council Steering
Committee

Citizen’s Assembly
Consultant

Citizen’s Assembly

Study Advisory
Panel

Amalgamation
Study Consultant

Amalgamation
Study

Citizen’s Assembly
Discussions
4‐6 Saturdays
28‐36 Random People

Citizen’s Assembly
Recommendations
Councils publicly
consider
1. Council approve process and approve a joint application to the province
2. Staff apply to the province for a grant and to approve the process
3. Staff jointly issue an RFP for the Citizen’s Assembly Consultant, the Terms of the RFP approved
by the Council Steering Committee, and approved by both Councils
4. Staff jointly issue an RFP for the “Amalgamation Study”, the Terms of the RFP approved by the
Study Advisory Panel, and approved by both Councils
Process:
"Council Steering Committee" – (“the Committee” ) ‐ 4 Councillor Committee
The Committee will approve the terms of the Citizen’s Assembly Consultant RFP. The Citizen’s
Assembly Consultant RFP will be approved by both Councils
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The Committee will review the RFP responses and make the award recommendations to both
Councils.

The Committee will work with the "Citizen's Assembly Consultant" ‐(the “Assembly Consultant”)
to:
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Create TOR for the "Citizen's Assembly"
decide on the Design choices ( demographics, #s from each municipality/community, what
experts will be brought in, what experts will be utilized)
Commit to making the results of the assembly public
Commit to responding to the assembly recommendation in a considered fashion.
Select who will sit on the "Study Advisory Panel"

The Citizen’s Assembly TOR , demographics, Study Advisory Panel members, etc. to be
approved by both Councils.

“ Study Advisory Panel” (“The Panel”) ‐ Made up of 6‐8 people knowledgeable about Local Government
and local context, yet “above the fray” to have an objective view.
The Panel will review and recommend the terms of the RFP for the “Amalgamation Study” ‐
(“the Study”)
The Amalgamation Study RFP will be approved by both Councils
The Panel will make the award of the “Amalgamation Study Consultant” – (the “Study
Consultant”) recommendation to both Councils.
The Panel will work with the Study Consultant to inform the assumptions of the study such as:
o
o
o
o

Service delivery levels
Staffing levels
Fleet amalgamation opportunities
Etc.

The Amalgamation Study will be provided directly to the Assembly prior to being provided to staff
and Council’s.

"Citizen's Assembly" ‐ (the “Assembly”) 28 – 36 Randomly selected people
‐

The Assembly Consultant is responsible for form, organizing, and supporting the Assembly
and their work

Page 110 of 186

7. 7.4.

‐
‐
‐

4 ‐6 Saturday meetings , likely alternating Saturdays
Start to finish, approximately 4 months.
Halfway through there could be an opportunity for a public open house to allow public
discussion between the Assembly and the general citizenry

Possible Timeline Goals (further refinement required):
‐
‐
‐
‐

First Panel meeting in September
Award of Study before end of 2016
First Assembly meeting January 2017
Assembly Recommendation May 2017

Approximate Costs:
‐
‐
‐

Assembly Consultant
Assembly costs
Study Consultant

Total cost

$55,000 ‐ $75,000
$10,000 (daycare, meals, venue, eldercare, mileage)
$60,000

$125,000 ‐ $145,000

The Province may contribute up to 1/3 of the costs.

Recommendation:
That Council amend Resolution R‐323‐15:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan direct their staff to work
collaboratively with two Councillors from each municipality to draft terms of reference a process for
conducting an amalgamation study along with a citizens' assembly that will make a recommendation
to both councils on the scope of the study on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
Recommendation:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan approve the Draft
Citizen’s Assembly Amalgamation Study Process dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work
collaboratively with two Councillors from each municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
Recommendation:
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural
Development for a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the amalgamation study and Citizen’s
Assembly and include the information in this report to help support that request.

Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

May 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/ Boundary Realignment question(s)

File No: 2370-01

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council request the Municipality of North Cowichan place the following two non-binding
plebiscite questions on the November 15, 2014 ballot so that the same questions appear on
both ballots:
1. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits for the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs,
and benefits of a boundary realignment of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Committee meeting held on April 14, 2014 between the Municipality of North Cowichan
and the City of Duncan, after a lengthy discussion, it appeared that all present had settled on the
following plebiscite question:
Are you in favour of spending $ (amount to be determined) to study the options, costs, and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan?
However, the North Cowichan Council view of the resolution passed at the Joint Committee of the
Whole meeting was that the resolution was a “Duncan” resolution, and amended the resolution at their
April 16, 2014 meeting to remove the words “or restructuring” as their Council did not support the
inclusion. This would limit the study to amalgamation only, and not to alternative solutions to what is
perceived to be duplication within the greater Duncan area.
The CAO for North Cowichan, and I have had some discussions regarding the plebiscite question(s)
and agree that it is important that both jurisdictions ask the same question(s) and we have collaborated
on the wording of the above second question.
1. On the issue of how the study should be conducted, I believe that it is important that a separate
body be established to commission and direct the study to create some independence. As
stakeholders, City and North Cowichan staff would provide critical input and feedback, but should
not direct the study itself. The Consultant needs to be separated from staff and Council.
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2. I have stated that whether Boundary Realignment or Amalgamation are “the answer”, the new
entity(s) would look substantially different and would lose the City’s $545,530 Small Community
Grant from the Province, and policing would go from 70% to 90%, therefore costing an additional
$342,000 annually. In my view, with either Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, it is unlikely
there will be any net savings, and there will likely be higher taxes overall. Amalgamation and
Boundary Realignment should be considered for other reasons (planning, efficiencies, etc.), not for
lower taxes.
3. It appears both municipalities agree that the study(s) will hopefully provide more informed answers
on the pros and cons (financially, operationally, planning, etc.) and will be very dependent on
whether it is Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment, or both, that is being considered.
4. At this time we have not determined how the study(s) would be cost shared.
Having two questions does not mean people have to choose now. They can select both, we just need
to know if people want to study one, both or nothing.
Attempts should be made to avoid any protectionist stances or mindsets, and let the study recommend
what is beneficial.
This is not about North Cowichan swallowing up Duncan, or Duncan carving off a chunk of North
Cowichan. It is not about Duncan staff, it is not about North Cowichan staff. This is about studying
possibilities and going from there. Although no one can look at the boundary where it is now and say
“oh that makes sense”, nothing will happen in the end if the study shows change isn’t desirable
(amalgamation or boundary realignment).
I do not believe we should complicate this discussion with inclusion of any Electoral Areas into this
study. That can be looked at in the future if desired.
Respectfully submitted,

Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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Request for Decision
To:

Committee of the Whole

Date:

August 5, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
Council direction is sought.

BACKGROUND:
At the April 14, 2014 Special Joint Committee of the Whole meeting with North Cowichan a
discussion ensued regarding a motion North Cowichan Council proposed to be placed on its
November ballot related to the potential amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
the City of Duncan and the broader amalgamation of local governments in the Cowichan Region. At
that meeting the following question was recommended to be forwarded to both the North Cowichan
and Duncan Councils for approval:
“Are you in favour of spending $(amount to be determined) to study the options, costs and
benefits for the amalgamation or restructuring of the municipalities of North Cowichan and
Duncan.”
At North Cowichan’s subsequent Council meeting, Council put forward an amended motion to
remove the words “or restructuring.” They conveyed that they were not interested in any form of
potential boundary re-alignment of North Cowichan and that the only interest was in amalgamation of
North Cowichan and Duncan.
This new information was reviewed by the City of Duncan Council at its May 5th Special Council
meeting and the May 15, 2014 Special Committee of the Whole with no resolutions for potential
wording of the question confirmed (see copies attached). Council felt they needed additional
information and passed the following resolution in hopes to attain more information to assist them in
deciding what question or questions to potentially be placed on the November ballot:
“That consideration of a non-binding plebiscite question or questions to be placed on the
November ballot, related to amalgamation and/or boundary re-alignment, be deferred until the
results of the Citizen Satisfaction Survey are concluded.”
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole, the Citizen Satisfaction Survey final report was
presented to Council and the results on the questions related to amalgamation and boundary
realignment were as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
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Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
3. Which option would you prefer?
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan – 42%
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan – 19%
Neither. Keep as is – 22%
Not Sure – 17%
4. If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired. Who do
you think the consultant should work with?
A randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly – 59%
A committee consisting of politicians and staff – 23%
Not Sure – 18%
Considerations:
1. Confirm whether to place a question and/or questions on the November ballot
Council should decide whether they wish to pursue putting a non-binding plebiscite question
or questions on the November ballot. Council could look to the survey results as an indicator
that the majority of citizens are in favour of a study related to amalgamation and/or boundary
re-alignment and thus the need to ask the question formally on the ballot would not be
required.
2. Process for moving forward:
The District of North Cowichan and City of Duncan Councils must agree on whether options
for amalgamation and/or boundary realignment are to be considered. Without agreement by
both Councils as to what would be studied, the issue could never be potentially considered by
the Ministry. Likewise, should a study be conducted and it is decided that a future referendum
is desired, it is legislated that the question would have to be the exact same question on both
ballots, passed by more than 50% of the electorate to be legally considered.
As North Cowichan has expressed it does not wish to entertain any form of potential
boundary re-alignment and the City of Duncan wishes to pursue a study on both the options
of amalgamation and the boundaries generally, a meeting with North Cowichan Council
should be set up to discuss the issue further. If both municipalities cannot agree, as noted
above, it is a moot point for North Cowichan to place the question on their ballot.
As the prospect of the study including any Electoral Areas at this time greatly complicates the
study and findings, it may be difficult to get agreement with North Cowichan on such a study,
let alone one that just includes realignment solely between North Cowichan and the City.
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3. Costs to Conduct a Study
Should North Cowichan and Duncan agree to a question and/or questions, the next step
would be to seek a cost sharing agreement to conduct the study?
Staff have been provided a very rough estimate to undertake the study from a firm that has
performed these studies in the past:
A phased approach is recommended, with a Phase 1 study looking at the overall picture of
service delivery, governance, and finance. It would broadly identify “who does what” and “what
could change” under various governance scenarios, which could include (increasing in order
of complexity and scope):
-

Amalgamation of the City of Duncan and District of North Cowichan into one municipality;
Realignment of the City of Duncan municipal boundaries (to include lands currently within
the DNC);
Larger governance restructure study which would include the City of Duncan, District of
North Cowichan, and adjacent lands within the Cowichan Valley Regional District.

A rough estimate of a Phase 1 study would be around $25,000 to $40,000. At the lower end of
the scale, the study would entail working directly with staff from both the City of Duncan and
District of North Cowichan, and then providing presentations to both councils (either separately
or as a group). If a committee were to be formed to guide the process, this would add about
$10,000 to the budget, and if public consultation were required within this phase, it would be at
the top end of the budget estimate.
Depending on the decision to proceed with further study (Phase 2) on the above scenarios,
the detailed technical and engagement process would vary widely in scope and budget,
between about $60,000 on the lower end, to $150,000 and above on the high end (depending
on the amount of technical information required, e.g. water and road condition assessment,
detailed cost estimates).
All of this work would need to be undertaken within the Ministry’s guidelines for boundary
extension / restructure, and there is potential for funding from the Ministry to undertake this
work.
Therefore it is estimated that:
- a study to consider amalgamation might cost approximately $100,000;
- a study that also considers boundary realignment might cost approximately $130,000
- to conduct a study that also considers the adjacent CVRD lands might cost approx
$200,000

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

There will likely be significant educational costs (est. $5,000) regardless of
whether there is a non-binding plebiscite question on the Duncan ballot or
not, if the District of North Cowichan goes ahead with a Ballot question.
This Educational messaging would likely focus, from the City’s
perspective, on what the study will entail and what studying Boundary
Realignment possibly means, and most people understand simple

Page 3 of 4

Request for Decision – Amalgamation/Boundary Restructure Question – August 5, 2014 Committee of the Whole

amalgamation.
Costs for the study itself can be incorporated into the 2015 budget.
Policy:

N/A

Strategic Priorities:

10.5

Sustainability:

N/A

Utilize Service Agreements to provide higher quality, more
affordable services/

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it has garnered
sufficient input from Duncan residents to initiate spending in 2015 on a joint study
with the District of North Cowichan to encompass the following:
a) To study both the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation and the
alternative options, costs, and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the
City of Duncan and the District of North Cowichan
b) The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the Consultant would be
paid for through the Citizen’s Assembly
c) The study would be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizen’s Assembly.
d) The recommendations of the Citizens’ Assembly would be non binding
e) Staff of both jurisdictions would be resources for the Assembly, but the assembly
would be led by the Consultant.
And That City Council advise the District of North Cowichan that it is not prepared to
undertake a study that only contemplates Amalgamation as the only potential
consideration.
2. That the following resolution be forwarded to Council for adoption
That the Committee of the Whole request a joint meeting with the District of North
Cowichan in September, to discuss the results of the Citizen Satisfaction survey
results regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Summary of Council and Committee meeting resolutions on Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment
2. May 5, 2014 - CAO report on Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

September 29, 2014

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

Amalgamation/Boundary Realignment Question for Ballot

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council select one of the following options:
1. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter and as adopted by
Council at its August 18, 2014 meeting:
“Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to study both the options, costs
and benefits for amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan?”
OR:
2. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter as adopted by the
Municipality of North Cowichan at its September 17, 2014 Council meeting:
“Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
OR:
3. That Council direct staff to place the following two non-binding community opinion questions
on the November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of
the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the
existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with an
amalgamation study?
OR:
4. That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
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“Are you in favour of studying the governance of the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan?”
OR:
5. That Council provide direction to staff as to an alternate question/s to be placed on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter.

BACKGROUND:
At the August 18, 2014 Council meeting, Council passed the following resolution:
Amalgamation/Boundary
Realignment Question
R-256-14

It was moved and seconded:
That Council advise the Municipality of North Cowichan that it
has garnered sufficient input from Duncan residents through
the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results to initiate placing the
following non-binding plebiscite question on the November
15, 2014 ballot:
• Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to
study both the options, costs and benefits for
amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and
benefits for the re-alignment of the boundaries of the City
of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan?
And That should the non-binding question receive over 50%
approval to the question in each jurisdiction, the joint study
with the Municipality of North Cowichan encompass the
following:
• The study would be led by an independent, randomly
selected Citizen's Assembly;
• The study would be cost shared on a 50/50 basis, and the
Consultant would be paid for through the Citizen's
Assembly;
• The recommendation of the Citizen's Assembly would be
non-binding; and
• Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the
Citizen's Assembly, but the Assembly would be led by the
Consultant.
And That a joint meeting be scheduled with North Cowichan in
September to discuss the Citizen Satisfaction Survey results
regarding Amalgamation and Boundary Re-alignment.
CARRIED

On September 8, 2014, a Joint meeting between North Cowichan and Duncan Councils was held to
discuss the amalgamation/boundary re-alignment issue. No consensus was reached at that meeting
on a question to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot by both jurisdictions.
On September 15, 2015, North Cowichan Council passed the following motion:
“That Council place the following question on the upcoming election ballot: “Are you in favour
of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation of the municipalities
of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
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As the question that North Cowichan will be placing on its ballot differs from the question that Duncan
is considering for its ballot, staff is seeking final direction from Council as to the non-binding question
or questions to be placed on the November 15, 2014 ballot.
Under all the options below, press releases and explanatory materials would be produced by City
staff to educate the citizens of Duncan, and the general public on the issues, and the ballot question
or questions.
What is Boundary Realignment?
A great deal of discussion has revolved around perceived confusion regarding 1) what boundary
realignment is; 2) whether the costs suggested in my previous report were accurate; 3) whether it would
be too difficult to study; and 4) that studying boundary realignment is only in the City's interests. I will
address each of these points as follows:
1. Boundary realignment is the moving of the border between two municipalities. It is done quite
commonly in BC on a smaller scale when the boundaries no longer make sense, and the two
municipalities agree to move the border. There is a recent example in Sidney where the
border was moved so that Sidney could address storm drainage issues. As with
Amalgamation, Boundary Realignment can only occur with the agreement of both municipal
councils, and the approval of the Province.
2. In order to determine approximate costs for conducting a study, staff corresponded with a
reputable company who does this type of work. The company provided estimates of what this
type of study would entail. This included utilizing a citizen’s assembly to commission and guide
the work, so that there was no perceived political interference.
3. As touched on in my previous report, the study could/should take two phases as suggested by
the consulting firm staff spoke with. The first phase identifies the issues, who does what, what
could change under the two scenarios, and would allow the assembly to also discuss the
potential realigned borders that they think would make sense. This is not about where the tax
base is; it is about community identity. Some have suggested the boundary used by Duncan
Junior Baseball just north of Mays Road. Some suggest Herd Road, or the sewer service area.
Once a few scenarios are settled on, phase 2 would proceed, where amalgamation is studied
and to evaluate cost savings, increases, and the positive and negative aspects of
amalgamation. To add the calculations of cost and benefit for a few boundary realignments is
a mathematical exercise based on assessments, road costs, administration costs, etc. There
are not innumerable scenarios that would make sense from a community identity perspective.
4. The notion that studying boundary realignment is only in the City’s interests is truly the most
important misrepresentation or misunderstanding to dispel. What is being proposed is a study.
It is not a proposed land grab by the City of Duncan, nor by North Cowichan. It would be a
study of the costs and benefits of both concepts - a study of changing the way governance
works in Duncan. To be frank, to ignore boundary realignment in the study is ignoring a viable
alternative.
This is a comparative example: When staff provide a report to Council, they provide Council
with all available options on an issue and provide the pros and cons for each option so Council
can make the most informed decision possible for its taxpayers. Staff wouldn’t provide a report
to Council recommending it sole source a contract to one construction company when staff is
aware of another company in town and not bother to investigate their availability and suitability.
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The 1978 amalgamation vote was rejected soundly in Chemainus, Crofton, and Duncan, yet
the vote passed or was close in the south end voting locations. While much has changed since
1978, much is still the same: Chemainus and Crofton see themselves as separate from the
Duncan area, and the South end of Duncan wishes we were all one area. So perhaps we are
asking the wrong question if we only talk about amalgamation. Is amalgamation better for
Chemainus than a boundary realignment? We won't know unless we study it. Lastly, no one
area needs to be left "holding the bag." The Province ensures this when electoral area
boundaries change, and IF realignment proceeded, or amalgamation proceeded, it would only
be if it was beneficial to the residents of Chemainus, Crofton, the South end, Duncan, and
Maple Bay. As noted, neither Amalgamation nor Boundary Realignment would occur without
the approval of both councils, and the approval of the Province, likely with conditions, and
almost certainly with a referendum in both jurisdictions.
OPTION 1:
Should Council choose option 1, it would be confirming the motion it passed at the August 18, 2014
Council meeting.
That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter and as adopted by Council at
its August 18, 2014 meeting:
“Are you in favour of spending approximately $130,000 to study both the options, costs
and benefits for amalgamation and the alternative options, costs and benefits for the realignment of the boundaries of the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North
Cowichan?”
Advantages to Option 1:
For approximately $100,000, a consultant could study the options, costs and benefits for possible
amalgamation. For an additional $30,000 (if studied simultaneously) a study could also be conducted
related to the options, costs and benefits of possible boundary re-alignment to look at where it makes
most sense to have the boundaries between the two municipalities. Some suggestions related to the
boundary re-alignment question have included: having the boundaries aligned with the water service
boundary; having the boundaries aligned with the sewer system boundary; or having the boundary be
defined at Herd Road.
Disadvantages to Option 1:
If there was a desire to study both options and they were done independently of one another, the cost
savings would not be realized. Also by not asking the same question as North Cowichan, it will be
difficult to interpret the results and accurately ascertain public preference.
OPTION 2:
That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter and as adopted by the
Municipality of North Cowichan at its September 17, 2014 Council meeting:
“Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs and benefits of
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?”
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Advantages to Option 2:
The question would be the same as the question North Cowichan would be placing on its ballot. This
would provide clarity as it relates to the topic of simple amalgamation.
Disadvantages to Option 2:
By not exploring possible boundary re-alignment, Council could never realize whether other options
existed that may make more sense other than simple amalgamation. The topic of simple amalgamation
has failed in the past and typically when expending funds for a study, one looks at available options.
From there, the all-encompassing information would be available for the public to make an informed
decision as to what option makes the most sense for all North Cowichan and Duncan residents.
OPTION 3:
That Council direct staff to place the following two non-binding community opinion questions on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
“Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation
of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
“Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the
existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together with an
amalgamation study?”
Advantages to Option 3:
At the July 7, 2014 Committee of the Whole meeting, the following results were presented regarding
amalgamation and boundary re-alignment. In both cases, the majority of those surveyed answered
yes to both questions as follows:
1. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes – 67%
No – 33%
2. Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes – 57%
No – 43%
By asking two separate questions, clear direction can be provided to Council as to whether support is
given by the public to study amalgamation or boundary re-alignment, both, or none. It would provide
clarity on question one related to simple amalgamation as it would mimic North Cowichan’s ballot
question. It would also provide under question two, the option of exploring what options are
associated with boundary re-alignment.
Disadvantages to Option 3:
Should the majority of Duncan residents vote in favour of exploring the boundary realignment option, the costs associated with conducting this may be borne solely by the City
of Duncan residents if North Cowichan does not agree realignment in the study.
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OPTION 4:
That Council direct staff to place the following non-binding community opinion question on the
November 15, 2014 ballot as per Section 83 of the Community Charter:
“Are you in favour of studying the governance of the City of Duncan and the Municipality
of North Cowichan?”
Advantages to Option 4:
Choosing option 4 allows the possibility of introducing realignment into the study with North Cowichan
and undertaking an analysis of what would be most beneficial to the residents of Chemainus, Crofton,
the South end, Duncan, and Maple Bay through one question on the ballot.
Disadvantages to Option 4:
It may be perceived by North Cowichan as not a strong enough mandate by North Cowichan to
introduce the concept of boundary realignment, when compared to the certainty of the question in
Option 3. This option could potentially require a higher level of explanation.

ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

2014-08-25 North Cowichan Staff Report – Proposed Question
2014-08-05 Amalgamation-Boundary Restructure Update – Staff Report
2014-08-05 Boundary Restructure – Amalgamation Minutes History
2014-05-05 Amalgamation Question – Staff Report
1978 Article in NewsLeader Re: Amalgamation Results

Peter de Verteuil, Chief Administrative Officer
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Request for Decision
To:

Mayor and Council

Date:

November 2nd, 2015 Committee of the Whole

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

North Cowichan Joint Meeting item – Amalgamation

File No:

6410

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to bring forward a report detailing City Council’s
key components of the Amalgamation/Governance Study.
And That the Committee of the Whole indicate that it concurs with an apportionment of 50/50
cost sharing on the Amalgamation portion of the study, and 100% of the cost of the
Realignment portion of the study.

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Council meeting in March 2015, both Councils discussed Amalgamation and Boundary
Restructure at length and were not able to come to an agreement on next steps.

“Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan indicated that he and Peter de Verteuil, CAO
would negotiate the process for amalgamation but that he was not mandated by his Council
to explore boundary realignment.”
The following motion was then passed:

That the following recommendation be forwarded to the Municipality of North
Cowichan and the City of Duncan Councils for consideration:
That staff be directed to prepare a report for the options and steps regarding
the study and public process for the amalgamation of the City of Duncan and
the Municipality of North Cowichan.
And the following:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to City of Duncan Council for
consideration:
That Council direct staff to prepare a report regarding the options of studying
boundary alignment concurrently with the amalgamation study with North
Cowichan.
Unfortunately, Mr. Devana and I have only had one brief conversation on the topic, and I have been
primarily consumed with other City projects and issues.
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Through our one discussion we did agree that it would make sense for there to be one consultant to
do the work, and based on the discussion at the Joint meeting and with Mr. Devana, it appears clear
that the City will need to pay for the Realignment consideration of the study on its own.
So essentially there are two main components to iron out. 1. Funding proportions 2. How the study is
conducted, and who drives it.
Funding
I recommend that in order to move this matter forward, the City should agree to 50/50 cost sharing on
the Amalgamation portion of the study, and 100% of the cost of the Realignment portion of the study.
As the consultant would most certainly be selected through a Request for Proposal process, the RFP
can ensure the proposal costs are apportioned appropriately.
Additionally, I recommend that both Councils pass a resolution directing staff to write to the Minister of
Community, Sport and Cultural Development to request Ministry participation in the study. Initial
discussion with the Ministry indicate that a proposal should include:
The purpose or objective of the study;
Geographic extent of the study;
Local government partners;
Scope of process or topics under examination;
Format or structure of local project oversight;
Anticipated timeline of work; and
Estimated costs and local contributions.
A detailed proposal demonstrating our commitment to the process could enable us to receive some
funding to help support the project.
How the study is conducted
Duncan Council strongly believes the study should still be citizen led. In order for North Cowichan
and City staff to be able to move forward, both Councils need to agree on the process.
Key questions to agree upon are:
1. Agreement the study be directed by the Citizens
2. How to select the citizens (random or appointed)
3. How many Citizens should be selected
4. What proportions from each community are desired
5. Should former Councillors or Mayors be eligible
6. Should the Council’s appoint the consultant, or the citizens
7. Should the same citizens consider and make recommendations on both portions of the study
8. Should we confirm if provincial funding is available for the study before proceeding with the
study, or issue the RFP first to get a better sense of cost.
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IF all these questions are answered at the joint meeting with agreement from both Councils we can
then attempt to make some headway with this process.

Other Key points
a) In my opinion, the study must be led by Citizens to avoid any potential perceptions of bias.
b) The City cannot study realignment as a separate study as the costs would be prohibitive
c) There is little argument for not proceeding with a concurrent study if the City pays the
proportions proposed.
d) This study would NOT include the areas south of the river that this City serves with water or
fire protection, as that is a separate and distinct process that is clearly defined, and would
immensely complicate and already complicated study.
e) Neither Council is bound to any recommendation from the Citizens Assembly, and if it is not a
win/win scenario for the vast majority, nothing need proceed. Similarly, when the financial
scenarios for boundary restructure south of the river could not be aligned to create a win/win
for all, the City did not proceed any further.

ALTERNATE RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. Too many to list!

ATTACHMENTS:
1. 2015-03-23 – Amalgamation Boundary Restructure – PDV Mar 2015 report.pdf
Respectfully submitted,
______________________________
Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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Memorandum
To:

Dave Devana, CAO, North Cowichan

Date:

November 13nd, 2015

From:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Re:

North Cowichan Joint Meeting – Amalgamation

File No:

7930.01

RECOMMENDATION:
That the following resolution be considered as an additional option on your November 13, 2015 report
to the Joint Council meeting:
That the Councils for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan direct their staff
to work collaboratively on a terms of reference for a community based Amalgamation Options
Citizens Assembly who will make recommendation to Councils on the scope of the study
between the two municipalities.
And that subject to subsequent approval by both Councils of the scope, staff issue an
Request for Proposals for a Consultant do lead the process and the study, with costs of the
Citizens Assembly and the Consultant to be shared on a 50/50 bases between the two
municipalities.

BACKGROUND:
At the Joint Council meeting in March 2015, both Council’s discussed Amalgamation and Boundary
Restructure at length and were not able to come to an agreement on next steps.
“Dave Devana, CAO for North Cowichan indicated that he and Peter de Verteuil, CAO would
negotiate the process for amalgamation but that he was not mandated by his Council to explore
boundary realignment.”
The following motion was then passed:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to the Municipality of North
Cowichan and the City of Duncan Councils for consideration:
That staff be directed to prepare a report for the options and steps regarding the
study and public process for the amalgamation of the City of Duncan and the
Municipality of North Cowichan.
And the following:
That the following recommendation be forwarded to City of Duncan Council for
consideration:
That Council direct staff to prepare a report regarding the options of studying boundary
alignment concurrently with the amalgamation study with North Cowichan.
Unfortunately, you and I have only had one brief conversation on the topic, and I have been primarily
consumed with other City projects and issues.
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Recent Duncan Council discussion
On November 2, 2015 Duncan Council discussed the Amalgamation study. They directed that I write
a report (this report) summarizing Duncan Council’s key components.
Duncan Council indicated strongly that:
1. they believe the study should still be citizen led
2. the Citizens should determine the scope of the study between North Cowichan and the City
3. they were agreeable to 50/50 cost sharing under a Citizen led process
In order for North Cowichan and City staff to be able to move forward, both Councils need to agree
on the process.
Once both Councils agree on the process, other key questions to agree upon are:
1. Citizen selection:
a. How to select the citizens (random or appointed)
b. How many Citizens should be selected
c. What proportions from each community are desired
d. Should former Councillors or Mayors be eligible
2. Should the Council’s appoint the consultant, or the citizens
3. Should we confirm if provincial funding is available for the study before proceeding with the
study, or issue the RFP first to get a better sense of cost.
IF the process is agreed to by both Council, and the above questions are answered; we can then
attempt to make some headway with the study.
Other Key points
a) This study would NOT include the areas south of the river that the City serves with water or
fire protection, as that is a separate and distinct process that is clearly defined, and would
immensely complicate and already complicated study.
b) Neither Council is bound to any recommendation from the Citizens Assembly, and if it is not a
win/win scenario for the vast majority, nothing need proceed. Similarly, when the financial
scenarios for boundary restructure south of the river could not be aligned to create a win/win
for all, the City did not proceed any further.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. 2015-03-23 – Amalgamation Boundary Restructure – PDV Mar 2015 report.pdf
Respectfully submitted,
______________________________
Peter de Verteuil, CAO
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Request for Decision
To:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Date:

July 4, 2016

From:

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Re:

Citizens’ Assembly Consultant Draft RFP

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Committee of the Whole direct staff to issue the Citizens’ Assembly Consultant RFP
substantially as attached to the July 4, 2016 report by the Director of Finance.

BACKGROUND:
In May of 2016, Council passed resolution R-120-16
That Council approve the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from
each municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to complete the entire study
process within the current term.
Additionally, Council passed resolution R-121-16
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development for a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the
Amalgamation Study and Citizens’ Assembly and include a copy of the Draft Citizens’
Assembly Amalgamation Study Process document dated May 5, 2016 to support the
request.
The funding request was submitted to the Ministry, but a response has not yet been received.

ANALYSIS:
In order to meet the timelines set out in the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
document, the RFP for the Citizens’ Assembly Consultant needs to be issued as soon as possible.
Attached is a draft of the RFP. It includes specific mention of the potential grant funding from the
Province and allows the City and the Municipality to cancel or amend the RFP without awarding it
pending the decision of the Province.
The RFP has been drafted such that the City of Duncan will award and manage the contract with the
consultant.
As noted in the Process document, the Citizens’ Assembly Consultant will assist with:
Creating a Terms of Reference for the Citizens’’ Assembly
Deciding on the design choices (demographics, numbers from each municipality, what
experts will be brought in)
Committing to responding to the assembly recommendation in a considered fashion
Selecting who will sit on the Study Advisory Panel that will inform the Amalgamation Study.
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The Amalgamation Study Consultant will perform the study in consultation with an advisory panel
examining service delivery and staffing levels as well as other amalgamation opportunities.

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

It is anticipated that the RFP will result in costs between $65,000 and $85,000 for the
Citizens’ Assembly Consultant. The Amalgamation Study Consultant is estimated to cost
$60,000 for a total project cost of $125,000-$145,000. A funding request has been
submitted to the Ministry.

Policy:

n/a

Strategic Priority:

1.1 Review amalgamation and boundary realignment in cooperation with North Cowichan.

Sustainability:

n/a

Communication:

The Citizens’ Assembly is a public process, the successful proponent will be inviting
participants.

ATTACHMENTS:
Draft Citizens’ Assembly Consultant RFP
Respectfully submitted,

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Reviewed by CAO
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Request for Decision
To:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Date:

December 19, 2016

From:

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Re:

Amalgamation Study Consultant Request For Proposals

File No:

1220-20

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council direct staff to issue the Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP substantially in the
form as attached to the December 19, 2016 report by the Director of Finance.

BACKGROUND:
In May of 2016, Council passed resolution R-120-16
That Council approve the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work collaboratively with two Councillors from
each municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to complete the entire study
process within the current term.

ANALYSIS:
In order to meet the timelines set out in the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process
document, the RFP for the Amalgamation Study Consultant needs to be issued as soon as possible.
Attached is a draft of the RFP.
The RFP has been reviewed by the Council Steering Committee. It has been drafted such that the
City of Duncan will award and manage the contract with the consultant.
In the process document, both Councils were to choose 6-8 people knowledgeable about Local
Government and local context, yet “above the fray” to have an objective view. These people were to
form a Study Advisory Panel who would review and recommend the terms of the RFP for the
Amalgamation Study. However, at the joint Council meeting, it was discussed that the Amalgamation
Study Consultant should help vet these people. The RFP has been drafted to reflect this change and
to reduce the number of people to 4-6 in case there are challenges in getting volunteers.
The Amalgamation Study Consultant will perform the study in consultation with the advisory panel,
examining service delivery and staffing levels as well as other amalgamation opportunities.

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

The total project cost is estimated to be $141,000 including the Citizens’ Assembly and the
Amalgamation Study components. This cost is being shared equally between the City of
Duncan, the Municipality of North Cowichan and the Province of BC through a grant. It is
anticipated that the Amalgamation Study component will cost a maximum of $60,000.

Policy:

n/a

Strategic Priority:

1.1 Review amalgamation and boundary realignment in cooperation with North Cowichan.
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Sustainability:

n/a

Communication:

The Amalgamation Study will be presented to the Citizens’ Assembly for their review and
comment as part of the study process.

ATTACHMENTS:
Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP
Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process Document
Respectfully submitted,

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Reviewed by CAO
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Request for Decision
To:

Peter de Verteuil, CAO

Date:

January 23, 2017

From:

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Re:

Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP Award

File No:

2370-30

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council award the Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP to Urban Systems for a cost of
$59,500 plus tax.

BACKGROUND:
The Amalgamation Study Consultant RFP was issued on December 20, 2016 with a closing date of
January 13, 2017. The amalgamation study will be conducted in conjunction with the Citizens’
Assembly so that detailed financial information can be considered by the Citizens’ Assembly and
inform their recommendation to the Councils.
The Council Steering Committee met on January 19, 2017 to review the submissions.

ANALYSIS:
Five proposals were received. One was received after the closing date. The wording of the RFP
does allow late proposals to be considered.
In order from most to least expensive, the proposals are:
Western Management Consultants
Urban Systems
Maclaren Municipal Consulting Inc
Sancton / Cobban
Strategic Steps Inc

$104,248
59,500
57,100
52,350
23,670

The Council Steering Committee recommends awarding the contract to Urban Systems. A summary
of key points of each of the proposals follows:
Western Management Consultants
This is the most expensive proposal and is significantly above the budget allotted for this project. The
experience cited by the proposal is predominantly in reviews of service delivery with little direct
experience with amalgamations.
Urban Systems
This firm has the most extensive British Columbia experience and has conducted many
amalgamation studies. Their proposal is clear and detailed and their methodology addresses the
requirements of the RFP. They also have worked with the local governments before and are
knowledgeable about the area.
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Maclaren Municipal Consulting Inc
The submission was received after the deadline. The firm has extensive experience with
municipalities from across Canada but limited experience with boundary extension/amalgamation in
BC. Their methodology is very clearly laid out and detailed and addresses the requirements of the
RFP.
Sancton/Cobban
The proposal team has extensive academic experience and a large proprietary database of municipal
amalgamations from across Canada, however, they do not have direct BC experience. This proposal
does have a detailed and clear methodology and addresses the requirements of the RFP.
Strategic Steps Inc (Thrive)
This proposal provides the least detail regarding the work plan and methodology. The firm seems to
have a lot of experience with governance reviews but did not mention much experience with the
financial analysis required of this project.

IMPLICATIONS:
Financial:

The proposed budget for the Amalgamation Study is $60,000. Urban System’s proposal
falls within this budget amount.

Policy:

n/a

Strategic Priority:

1.1 Review Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment in conjunction with North
Cowichan.

Sustainability:

n/a

Communication:

Following award of the contract, all of the consultants will be contacted with the results.

Respectfully submitted,

Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance

Reviewed by CAO
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DISCOVERY RESEARCH

2014 Duncan Citizen Survey
Detailed Report on Findings

Prepared For: City of Duncan
Prepared By: Discovery Research
Date: May 2014

DISCOVERY RESEARCH – www.discoveryresearch.ca
PHONE: 250-503-2181 FAX: 250-503-2189 TOLL FREE: 1-800-296-2237

Executive Summary
A telephone survey was conducted with a random sample of 400 Duncan residents in May 2014.
Residents were asked to rate their satisfaction with the services provided by the City of Duncan.
Amalgamation was favoured
Two-thirds of respondents (67%) are in favour of studying the options, costs and benefits for
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan. If forced to choose
between amalgamation or realigning Duncan’s municipal boundaries, 42% would prefer
amalgamation, 19% would prefer boundary realignment and 22% would prefer not to make any
changes to Duncan’s boundaries.
Quality of life in Duncan given high ratings
The average rating given by Duncan residents for the overall quality of life in Duncan was 7.9
on a 10-point scale. The average rating was 7.9 for Duncan as a place to retire and 7.4 for
Duncan as a place to raise children.
Citizens Satisfied with Services and Programs
Twenty-two percent of Citizens were very satisfied and 53% were somewhat satisfied with the
services and programs provided by the City of Duncan.
Customer service provided by City employees - Excellent
The service provided by City staff received excellent satisfaction rating. The vast majority of
residents feel that City staff are friendly, knowledgeable and treat customers fairly.
Most important issue facing Duncan – Traffic
Nineteen percent indicated that too much traffic was the single most important issue facing the
City of Duncan.
Most important environmental concern facing Duncan – Air quality
Twenty-four percent of respondents felt that air quality is the most important environmental
concern facing the City of Duncan. Related to air quality, 15% indicated the most important
environmental concern was too many cars.
Communications from City Adequate
The majority (73%) of respondents feel the City provides an adequate amount of information to
Citizens. Seventy-seven percent of respondents learn about local government issues from
reading the newspaper.
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Introduction
In May of 2014, the City of Duncan conducted a comprehensive telephone survey with a random
sample of Citizens. Residents of Duncan were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with a variety
of City services and programs. The survey is an important step in the process to include input from
Citizens when the City is making operational, service and budgeting decisions for the upcoming
year.
Discovery Research, an independent consulting firm, was retained to conduct the 2014 Citizen
Survey. The survey was designed so that Citizens’ opinions could be easily summarized and
prioritized. This report provides detailed results from this year’s telephone survey and makes
comparisons with the 2014 study when applicable.

Objectives
The 2014 Citizen Survey has the following objectives:
Measure Citizens’ satisfaction levels with the various City services.
Determine the public’s views as to the types of changes needed in City services.
Identify areas for improvement.
Summarize the public’s views as to the priority of future operational or infrastructure
improvements.
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Methodology
A random sample of 400 Duncan residents completed a telephone survey in May 2014. The
random sample was generated such that each household in Duncan had an equal opportunity of
being selected for the research.
Sample Size By Margin of Error

This bar graph displays the margin
of error associated with various
sample sizes.
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Statistics generated from a sample
size of 400 will be accurate within
±4.9%, at the 95% confidence
interval (19 times out of 20).
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Weighting
Duncan’s actual population distribution by age was taken from the 2011Canadian census results.
The sample statistics have been weighted to match the age distribution of the entire population of
Duncan.
Age
18-44
45-64
65+

Population from
2011 Census
29%
32%
39%

Unweighted
Sample
13%
39%
48%

Weighted
Sample
29%
32%
39%
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Section 1 – Living in Duncan
Q2. Quality of life in Duncan

The average rating for the overall
quality of life in Duncan was 7.9 on
a 10-point scale, with 1 equal to
poor and 10 equal to excellent.
Similarly, the average rating was
7.9 for Duncan as a place to retire.
Citizens gave an average rating of
7.4 for Duncan as a place to raise
children.

Q3. City of Duncan

In general I believe the City of
Duncan is doing a good job
received an average rating of 7.1.

The agreement rating was 6.3 for
the City of Duncan listens to
Citizens and encourages their
involvement in making decisions.
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Q4. Overall Satisfaction with City of Duncan’s Services and Programs

Fifty-three percent were somewhat
satisfied and 22% very satisfied with
the services and programs provided
by the City of Duncan.

Why are you dissatisfied?
Council does not listen to Citizens
Reduction in services, lack of services
Roads
Transit
Recycling, Garbage collection services
Want Amalgamation
Bylaw enforcement
Responses
Base

40%
25%
14%
13%
12%
5%
5%
16
14

Among the 14 respondents who were
not satisfied, 40% indicated that
Council does not listen to Citizens
and 25% indicated a reduction or
lack of services.

Page 8

Q5. Changes in the Quality of life in Duncan over past 5 years

Thirty-nine percent of Duncan
residents feel the quality of life
for has gotten better in the past
5 years. Forty-one percent felt
the quality of life has not
changed and 13% felt it got
worse.

Why do you feel the quality of life is better?
Services, entertainment, recreation opportunities
Stores, shopping
Infrastructure
Parks and trails
Downtown revitalization, streetscaping, clean
Roads
Seniors programs, ammenities
Not sure, just better
Council listening
Recycling, garbage collection
Transit
Crime down, better care for homeless, less homeless
Other
Sidewalks
Responses
Base

38%
30%
11%
8%
8%
8%
6%
5%
4%
4%
3%
3%
3%
2%
206
155

Among the 155 respondents who felt the quality of
life has gotten better, 38% feel life quality has
improved because of improved services,
entertainment and recreational opportunties and
30% have seen an increase in shopping available.

Why do you feel the quality of life is worse?
Crime, safety, homeless 19%
Jobs, economy, low income, financial 17%
Transit 13%
Services for youth 13%
Traffic 12%
Other 11%
Infrastructure 7%
Recycling, garbage 6%
Overpopulated, crowded 4%
Bylaw enforcement 3%
Health care 3%
Council doesn't listen 3%
Parking 3%
Responses 57
Base 50

Among the 50 respondents who thought the
quality of life was worse, 19% thought
issues related to crime and safety have
gotten worse and 17% feel economic
conditions have gotten worse.
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Q6. Safety of living in Duncan

The majority (65%) feel that
Duncan has the same level of
safety compared to 5 years ago.
Sixteen percent feel Duncan is
less safe and 12% feel it is safer
than 5 years ago.
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Q7. The single most important issue facing the City of Duncan

Nineteen percent of Citizens
feel that traffic is the single
biggest issue facing the City
of Duncan.
Ten percent felt issues
related to a poor economy
and economic development
were the most important
issues facing Duncan.
A further 7% thought the
biggest issue was related to
crime and safety.
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Q8. Favourite thing about living in Duncan

Twenty-six percent of
respondents indicated their
favourite thing about living
in Duncan is the size of the
community. Thirteen
percent of respondent’s
favourite thing was friendly
people and 12% stated
access to outdoor
recreation.
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Section 2 – City Services
Q9. Satisfaction with Recreation and Leisure Services

Overall satisfaction with the
City’s recreation services was
high, with an average rating of
8.1 out of 10.
City playgrounds (8.8) and
City sports fields (8.7) both
received high ratings. City
playgrounds and sports fields
received higher rating among
older respondents than younger
age groups.
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Q10. Satisfaction with City Utilities

Overall satisfaction with the
City utilities was 7.8.
Water supply (8.9) and sewage
treatment (8.7) both received
high ratings.

Availability of public
washrooms received the lowest
rating at 7.2.
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Q11. Community Safety Issues

Overall satisfaction with the
Community Safety Issues was
7.9.
Fire protection (8.8) and police
protection (8.3) both received
high ratings.

Traffic violation enforcement
received the lowest rating at
7.1.
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Q12. Road and Transportation Services

Overall satisfaction with the
road and transportation
services was 7.1.
Public transit (8.4) and bicycle
paths (8.2) both received high
ratings.

Road maintenance and repair
(6.7) and downtown parking
(6.4) received lower ratings.
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Q13 & Q14. Importance and Satisfaction of Other City Services

Several items were rated for
satisfaction and importance.
The issues rated the highest in
importance were air quality
(8.9), transit services (8.8), and
economic development (8.6).
The issues that received the
highest satisfaction ratings
were transit services (8.5), City
beautification (8.0), and land
use planning (7.9).
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Importance-Performance Analysis:
An importance-performance grid was generated which plots the importance of certain elements of
service delivery by the satisfaction ratings (performance) given to those elements. Performance
ratings for a particular service attribute were measured on a 10-point scale, where 1 is equal to poor
and 10 is equal to excellent.

Air Quality
Transit
Services

Economic
Development
Sidewalks

Land Use Planning

Bylaw
Enforcement
Street
Maintenance
Citizen
Engagement

City Beautification

Lower performance in more important areas
Room for improvement
Lower performance in less important areas
Meeting expectations

Higher performance in more important areas
Excellent service
Higher performance in less important areas
Exceeding expectations

The City of Duncan is delivering excellent service on transit services, land use planning and air
quality. There is room for improvement on economic development and sidewalks.
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Q15 & Q16. Increase or Reduce Existing City Services

Thirty-five percent would
prefer if the City maintain or
increased existing services by
increasing user fees and 22%
would maintain or increase
services by increasing tax
rates.
Twenty-one percent would
reduce services in order to
maintain the current tax rate.

Which services would you like reduced?
No services- use money more efficiently 58%
Not Sure 18%
Bylaw Enforcement 10%
Transit 5%
All services 5%
Other 3%
Recreation services 1%
Adminstrative services 1%
Responses 87
Base 85

Among the 85 respondents who were
not satisfied, 58% indicated that no
services should be reduced and
money should be used more
efficiently and 10% indicated bylaw
enforcement efforts could be
reduced.
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Q17. New City Services
Are there any new City services you would
like to see introduced or increased?
No 63%
Not sure 13%
Yes-other 5%
Yes-Transit 4%
Yes-Recycling, garbage 3%
Yes-Bike path, bike lane, walking paths or trails 3%
Yes-Bylaw enforcment, police patrols 3%
Yes-Programs for youth and seniors 2%
Yes-Bypass, traffic flow 2%
Yes-Road maintenance 1%
Yes-Street sweeping 1%
Yes-Parking 1%
Base 400

The majority (63%) did not want any
new City services and 13% were not
sure. The remaining 24% provided
several different services
improvements. Four percent wanted
increased transit services and 3%
mentioned improvements to recycling
and garbage services.
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Section 3 – City Employee Customer Service
Q18. Contact with City employees

Thirty percent of
respondents had some
personal contact with City
employees in the past 12
months.
The remainder of the
questions in this section
were asked to the 118
Citizens who had personal
contact with City
employees.

Q19. Method of Contact with City employees
Among the 118
respondents who had
contact with a City
employee in the past 12
months, 59% made contact
in person at City Hall or
Public Works Office.
Twenty-nine percent made
contact on the telephone
and 16% made contact in
the community.
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Q20. Type of service or information

Among the 118
respondents who had
contact with a City
employee, 26% made
contact related to finance
and 15% made inquiries
related to public works.
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Q21. Quality of service

The service provided by City of
Duncan staff was excellent.
Duncan staff were perceived as
being friendly (8.5), treated
customers fairly (8.4) and
knowledgeable (8.3).
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Section 4 – Environment
Q22. Most important environmental concern

The most important environmental
concern for the City of Duncan is
air quality (24%), followed by too
many cars at (15%).
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Section 5 – City Communications
Q23. Source of information on local government issues

The vast majority of Citizens
(77%) learn about local
government issues from a
newspaper. Twenty-two percent
learn about government issues
from word of mouth and 17% learn
through the TV.

Q24. Internet Access
Seventy-seven percent of
respondents have access to
the Internet at home and
31% have Internet access
on a smart phone.

Page 25

Q25. Email
Seventy-four percent of
respondents use email.

Q26. Social Media

Sixty percent of respondents
do not use social media.
Forty percent used
Facebook and only 8% used
Twitter.

18-44 45-54
Facebook 56% 51%
Twitter 13%
8%
LinkedIn 8%
8%

65+
19%
4%
1%

Respondents aged 18-44
were the most likely to use
Facebook and only 19% of
respondents older than 65
used Facebook.
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Q27. Online Interaction with City of Duncan

Fifty-seven percent of
respondents would consider
using the City Website to
interact with the City of
Duncan and 29% would
consider using Facebook.

Q28. Visited the City Website

Forty-nine percent
indicated they have visited
the City website.
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Q29. Use City Website for services

Forty-one percent would
pay utility fees using the
City of Duncan web page
and 38% would buy a dog
licence or pay property
tax.

Q30. City newsletter

Sixty percent of residents
have read the City
newsletter inserted in their
utility bill.
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Q31. Amount of information provided by City

The majority (73%)
of respondents feel
the City provides an
adequate amount of
information to
Citizens.
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Section 6 – Amalgamation, Boundary Restructure
Respondents were read:
“Council would like to seek the community’s input on issues related to amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan, or the possible re-alignment of the City’s
boundaries generally.”

Q32-1. Should Duncan consider Amalgamation

Two-thirds (67%) are
in favour of studying
the options, costs and
benefits for
amalgamation of the
municipalities.

Q32-2. Should Duncan consider Realignment of boundaries?

Over half (57%) are in
favour of studying the
options, costs and
benefits for the
realignment of
existing boundaries of
the City of Duncan.
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Q32-3. Amalgamation or Realignment?

Forty-two percent
would prefer
amalgamation and
22% would prefer to
keep the boundaries
the same. Nineteen
percent would prefer
to realign the
existing boundaries
and 17% are not
sure.

Q32-4. Who should consultant work with?

If the City proceeds
with researching
options, 59% feel
the consultant
should work with a
randomly selected
Citizen assembly.
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Section 7 – Respondent information

The average number of
years that respondents have
lived in the City of Duncan
was 22 years.

The distribution of age was
weighted to match the
population distribution
determined from 2011
Census.

Eighty percent of
respondents owned their
home and 20% rent their
home.
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Seventy percent of the
sample lived in a single
detached house and 21%
live in an apartment or
condo.

Forty-three percent of the
sample was retired and
34% were employed full
time.

The sample was evenly
split between males and
female respondents.
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Appendices
Appendix 1 – Telephone Questionnaire
Appendix 2 – Detailed Tables

Page 34

Appendix 1 – Telephone Questionnaire
Hello, my name is __________ and I am calling on behalf of the City of Duncan. We are talking to
Duncan residents to help the City guide strategic planning, set budget priorities and improve
services. Your responses will remain completely confidential.
1.
Just to confirm, are you over 18 years age and live within the boundary of the City of Duncan?
[If clarification needed: You pay property tax to the City of Duncan (not just water bill?]
Yes
No
[Thank and terminate]
2.

On a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Poor and 10 equal to Excellent how would you rate…
Poor
Excellent
1……………………………….10

The overall quality of life in Duncan?
Duncan as a place to raise children?
Duncan as a place to retire?

3.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10

On a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 equal to strongly disagree and 10 equal to strongly agree please rate
your level of agreement with the following statements…
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
1……………………………….10

I receive good value for the taxes I pay
The City of Duncan listens to Citizens and
encourages their involvement in making
decisions.
In general, I believe the City of Duncan is doing
a good job
4.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

How do you rate your overall satisfaction with the services and programs provided by the City of
Duncan? [Read list]
Very satisfied [GO TO Q5]
Somewhat satisfied [GO TO Q5]
Neutral [GO TO Q5]
Somewhat dissatisfied
Not satisfied
Q4b. Why are you dissatisfied? ____________________________
_____________________________________________________
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5.

Compared to 5 years ago, how do you feel the quality of life for Duncan residents has changed?
[Read list]
Better
No change [GO TO Q6]
Worse
Not sure [DO NOT READ] [GO TO Q6]
Q5b. If “better” or “worse”: Why do you feel the quality of life is better/ worse?
___________________________________________________

6.

Compared to 5 years ago, do you feel Duncan is a safer place to live? [Read list]
Yes, safer
The same
Less safe
Not sure [DON’T READ]

7.

In your opinion, what is the single most important issue facing the City of Duncan? [Do not read,
mark one only]
Traffic – too much
Population growth / Overcrowding / Urban Planning
Population decline
Road conditions
Aging infrastructure
Lack of Jobs/ poor economy
Climate / weather
Air quality
Pollution
Crime / Safety of Citizens
None
Don’t Know
Other ____________________

8.

What is your favourite thing about living in Duncan? [Do not read, mark one only]
Relaxed lifestyle
Friendly people
Great place to raise a family
Climate/Weather
Community spirit
Access to outdoor recreation
Economy / Jobs
Safe community – low crime
Clean air
Clean water
Size of community
Ocean, close to ocean
Not sure
Other please specify: ___________________
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9.

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how satisfied are
you with the following Recreation and Leisure Services?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

City Parks
City Playgrounds
City museum
City sports fields not including
schools
Overall satisfaction with recreation
services
10.

1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how satisfied are
you with the following City Utilities?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

Water supply
Sewage treatment
Garbage collection
Street lighting
Animal control
Recycling services
Availability of public washrooms
Overall satisfaction with utilities

11.

Don’t
know

1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10

Don’t
know

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how satisfied are
you with the following Community Safety issues?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

Police protection
Traffic violation enforcement
Fire protection
By-law enforcement

1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2

Don’t
know

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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Overall satisfaction with protective
services
12.

10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how satisfied are
you with the following Road and Transportation Services?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

Road maintenance and repair
Snow removal from roads
Public transit
Bicycle paths
Condition of City sidewalks
Downtown Parking
Overall satisfaction with roads and
transportation services
13.

1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10

Don’t
know

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not satisfied and 10 equal to Very satisfied, how satisfied are
you with the following Other City Services?
Not satisfied
Very Satisfied
1………………………………..10

City beautification
Citizen engagement
Land use planning
Economic Development
Air Quality
Street maintenance
Regulatory bylaws including nuisance
control, animal control, open air
burning, noise, untidy/unsightly
premises
Transit services
Sidewalks

1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10

Don’t
know

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10
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14.

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to Not important and 10 equal to Very important, how important
are the following issues for the City?
Not important
Very Important
1…………………………..……..10

City beautification
Citizen engagement
Land Use planning
Economic Development
Air Quality
Street Maintenance
Regulatory bylaws including
nuisance control, animal control,
open air burning, noise,
untidy/unsightly premises
Transit services
Sidewalks

15.

1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10
1 2
10

Don’t
know

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9
3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
10

If you had to make a choice regarding City service levels, what would your choice be? [Read]

Maintain or increase existing services by increasing property tax rates [GO TO Q17]
Maintain or increase existing services by increasing user fees for services [GO TO
Q17]
Reduce services in order to maintain current property tax rates
No opinion [Don’t read] [GO TO Q17]

16.

Which services would you like reduced? [DO NOT READ, MARK ALL]

o
o
o
o
o
o
17.

Bylaw Enforcement
Protective Services
Garbage and recycling services
No services- use money more efficiently
All service
Not Sure

Other – specify:_____________________

Are there any new City services you would like to see introduced or increased?
No
Not sure
Yes – please specify:_________________________________________________
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18.

Have you had any personal contact either in-person, on the phone, by email or fax with a
City of Duncan employee over the last 12 months?

o
o
o
19.

20.

Yes
No [GO TO Q22]
Not sure [GO TO Q22]

What method or methods did you use to contact the City of Duncan employee?
[DON’T READ, MARK ALL]

o
o

In person at City Hall or Public Works office

o
o
o
o
o

Telephone

In person in community (at home, on the street, at a community meeting, community
facility)
Mail
Fax
E-mail
Other _________________________________________

During your most recent contact with a City of Duncan employee, what type of service were
you seeking? [DO NOT READ]
1. Building Inspector – calling for an inspection
2. Building Permits
2. Planning (zoning, development permits)
3. Finance (payment of taxes, utilities)
5. Information related to Council meetings, agendas
6. Bylaws (parking, animal control)
7. Public works (snow removal, garbage collection, road repair)
8. Garbage, recycling
8. Other ______________________

21.

On a scale from 1 to 10 with 1 equal to poor and 10 is equal to excellent please rate the
service provided by the City of Duncan employee during your most recent contact…
Poor
Excellent
1 … … … … 10
1
2
3
4
5

22.

Friendliness
Level of knowledge
Competent
Treated you fairly
Staff went the extra mile to make sure I got what I needed

What do you think is the most important environmental concern for the City of Duncan? [DON’T
READ, MARK ONE ONLY]
Air quality
Flood
Water supply
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Water quality
Wildlife
Invasive plants
Too many cars
Improve public transit
Other ________________

23.

24.

How do you learn about local government issues? [DO NOT READ, MARK ALL]
Contact member of City staff
Community organization
Word of mouth: neighbours, friends
City website
TV
Radio
Local newspaper
Internet, Online
Don’t learn about government issues
Don’t know
Other ___________________________________________________________
Do you have access to the internet? [READ, MARK ALL]
At home
At work
On a smart phone
No access

25.

Do you use e-mail?
Yes
No

26.

Which of the following social media do you use? [READ, MARK ALL]
Facebook
Twitter
Linked In
None [DON’T READ]

27.

Which of the following would you consider using to interact with the City of Duncan?
[READ, MARK ALL]
City Website
Facebook
Twitter
None [DON’T READ]
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28.

Have you visited the City website?
Yes
No

29.

If the following services were offered on the City of Duncan web page, would you use
them? [READ, MARK ALL]

o
o
o
o
o

Pay for a Building Permit
Pay utility fees
Pay property taxes
Buy a Dog License
None [DON’T READ]

30.

Have you read the City Newsletter inserted into your utility bill?
Yes
No

31.

In general, how do you feel about the amount of information provided by the City? [READ]
Too much information provided
Adequate information provided
Too little information
Not sure [DON’T READ]

Amalgamation/Boundary Restructure Question:
32.

Council would like to seek the community’s input on issues related to amalgamation of the
municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan, or the possible re-alignment of the City’s
boundaries generally.

1.

Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits for
the amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan?
Yes
No

2.

Are you in favour of studying the options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the
existing boundaries of the City of Duncan?
Yes
No

3.

Which option would you prefer? [READ, CHECK ONE]
Amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and Duncan
Realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan
Neither, keep as is. [GO TO Q33]
Not sure [DON’T READ]
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4.

If the City decides to proceed with researching options, a consultant will be hired.
Who do you think the consultant should work with? [READ, CHECK ONE]
A randomly selected Citizen's Assembly – OR
A committee consisting of politicians and staff
Not sure [DON’T READ]

And just a few last questions about you….
33. How long have you lived in the City of Duncan? ________Years
34. Which of the following age groups do you fall into? [Read]
18-24 years
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65 years or older
Refused [DO NOT READ]
35. Do you rent or own your place of residence? [READ]
Own
Rent
Refused [DO NOT READ]
36. Which of the following do you live in? [READ]
Single detached house
Apartment or condo
Townhome or duplex
Basement suite
Mobile home
Other
Refused [DO NOT READ]
37. What is your current employment status? [READ]
Employed full time
Employed part time
Self employed
Student
Retired
Homemaker
Unemployed
Other
Refused [DO NOT READ]
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38. What is your postal code?

V9L -__ __ __
Refused

39. Indicate Gender. [Don’t read]
Male
Female
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Appendix 2 – Detailed Tables

Banner Legend:
Question

Banner
Gender

Male Female
Neither
Province or Sun

Which newspapers
Province Only
have you read or
looked into in the past Sun Only
week?
Both Province
and Sun
Total

Base

Grand Total:
Marital Status

Single/
never
married

Living Divorced/
with a separated/
Married partner widowed

Grand
Total

27%

34%

33%

28%

25%

34%

30%

22%

21%

22%

23%

17%

18%

21%

22%

24%

17%

25%

17%

26%

23%

30%

21%

29%

24%

42%

22%

26%

250

250

119

264

24

82

500

Response
percentages
for all
people
answering
Question

Column Percentage:

Base:

Columns add up to 100%
Example: Out of all Females:
34% read neither Province or Sun
21% read Province only
24% read Sun only
21% read both Province and Sun
100% of Females

Number of people answering
both Question & Banner
Note:
If Base <100, interpret column
percentages with caution.
If Base <50, interpret column
percentages with extreme caution.
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How would you rate...
Which of the following

Total

of life in Duncan?

Total

Duncan as a place
to raise children?

Total

Duncan as a place
to retire?

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

4%

1%

5%

2%

0%

2%

5%

0%

4-7

27% 24%

30%

29%

30% 24%

25%

19%

36%

Excellent: 8-10

71% 71%

70%

66%

68% 76%

74%

76%

64%

Poor: 1-3
The overall quality

age groups do you fall

2%

Mean

7.9

7.9

7.9

7.6

7.8

8.1

7.9

7.9

7.8

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Poor: 1-3

1%

1%

0%

2%

1%

4-7

41% 38%

44%

37%

40% 45%

42%

36%

44%

Excellent: 8-10

58% 61%

56%

63%

60% 53%

57%

64%

55%

1%

Mean

7.4

7.4

7.4

7.5

7.5

7.2

7.2

7.6

7.4

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Poor: 1-3

3%

5%

2%

5%

3%

2%

2%

6%

2%

4-7

25% 24%

27%

32%

31% 16%

28%

26%

23%

Excellent: 8-10

72% 72%

71%

63%

66% 83%

70%

68%

75%

Mean

7.9

7.9

8.0

7.5

7.7

8.4

7.9

7.7

8.2

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Poor and 10=Excellent
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Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements...
Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

for the taxes I pay

Total
The City of Duncan

their involvement in
making decisions.

Total
In general, I believe
the City of Duncan is
doing a good job

Total

Years lived in Duncan?

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

7%

7%

8%

6%

7%

1%

6%

12%

4-7

59% 59%

58%

76%

57% 47%

61%

63%

53%

Agree: 8-10

35% 34%

35%

16%

37% 46%

38%

31%

35%

7%

Mean

6.6

6.7

6.4

6.0

6.8

6.8

6.7

6.6

6.4

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Disagree: 1-3

8%

9%

7%

8%

9%

8%

7%

13%

5%

4-7

62% 62%

61%

61%

60% 63%

59%

58%

68%

Agree: 8-10

30% 28%

32%

31%

31% 29%

34%

29%

27%

listens to Citizens
and encourages

into?

Male
Disagree: 1-3
I receive good value

Gender

Mean

6.3

6.3

6.3

6.3

6.3

6.2

6.3

6.2

6.3

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Disagree: 1-3

5%

4%

7%

3%

7%

6%

4%

6%

6%

4-7

46% 50%

42%

47%

46% 46%

44%

51%

44%

Agree: 8-10

48% 46%

51%

50%

48% 48%

52%

43%

50%

Mean

7.1

7.0

7.2

7.2

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.0

7.1

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Strongly Disagree and 10=Strongly Agree

Which of the following

Total

How do you rate your
overall satisfaction
with the services and
programs provided by
the City of Duncan?

Total

age groups do you fall
Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Very satisfied

22% 19%

25%

17%

20% 27%

27%

15%

23%

Somewhat satisfied

52% 56%

49%

52%

52% 54%

47%

55%

55%

Neutral

22% 20%

24%

31%

23% 15%

23%

27%

17%

Somewhat dissatisfied

2%

3%

2%

4%

3%

3%

2%

3%

Not satisfied

1%

2%

0%

1%

2%

1%

1%

1%

Base

400

200

200

127

156

123

122

155

118
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Which of the
following age
groups do you

Total

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

25%

25% 56%

25%

18%

66%

25% 26%

25%

40% 10%

50%

18%

11%

Roads

14%

37%

10% 19%

18%

23%

Transit

13% 13%

12%

15% 10%

12% 12%

12%

25%

Reduction in services,
lack of services
Why are you
Recycling, Garbage
collection services

Male

Female

40% 49%

Want Amalgamation

5%

13%

Bylaw enforcement

5%

12%

45-54

Years lived in Duncan?
1-10 yrs

to Citizens

Total

fall into?
65+

Council does not listen

dissatisfied?

Gender

25%

11%
28%

10%

11%

18%
10%

11%

Responses

16

9

7

7

9

4

4

8

Base

14

9

5

7

7

4

4

6

Base: Respondents who somewhat dissatisfie d or not satisfie d
Column percentages may exceed 100% because multiple answers given

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Compared to 5 years
ago, how do you feel

changed?

Total

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Better

39% 39%

39%

47%

40% 32%

44%

32%

40%

No change

41% 47%

35%

33%

42% 47%

33%

51%

40%

Worse

13% 10%

15%

11%

13% 13%

6%

13%

18%

the quality of life for
Duncan residents has

Gender

Not sure

7%

4%

11%

9%

5%

8%

17%

4%

2%

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155
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Which of the following

Total

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

38% 41%

35%

52%

40% 20%

39%

56%

25%

Stores, shopping

30% 34%

26%

45%

25% 19%

42%

14%

30%

Infrastructure

11%

7%

15%

7%

18%

9%

11%

16%

8%

8% 12%

5%

11%

11%

3%

19%

6%

1%

8%

7%

9%

12% 13%

3%

8%

13%

8% 13%

3%

6%

7%

5%

recreation opportunities

Parks and trails
Downtown revitalization,
streetscaping, clean
Roads
do you

Gender
Male

Services, entertainment,

Why

age groups do you fall

Seniors programs,

11%

9%

3%

15%

1% 17%

7%

10%

2%

6%
5%

5%

feel the

ammenities

quality

Not sure, just better

5%

5%

6%

Council listening

4%

6%

3%

7%

5%

2%

2%

7%

4%

7%

1%

2% 10%

2%

7%

3%

3%

1%

5%

8%

3%

2%

3%

4%

3%

1%

4%

7%

2%

2%

5%

2%

Other

3%

1%

4%

4%

5%

Sidewalks

2%

3%

1%

4%

1%

2%

2%

Responses

206

110

97

73

73

60

80

48

78

Base

155

77

78

55

51

49

55

39

62

of life is
better?

Recycling, garbage
collection
Transit

7%

12%

Crime down, better care
for homeless, less
homeless

Total

7%

Base: Respondents who felt quality of lif e is better
Column percentages may exceed 100% because multiple answers given
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

19% 16%

22%

14%

29% 14%

65%

17% 26%

11%

Transit

13% 28%

2%

45%

Services for youth

13%

21%

28%

Traffic

12% 16%

Other

11%

income, financial

Why do

quality of
life is
worse?

9%

5%

15%

Infrastructure

7% 10%

4%

Recycling, garbage

6%

10%

4%

7%

Overpopulated,
crowded

Total

Years lived in Duncan?

Female

Jobs, economy, low

the

into?

Male
Crime, safety, homeless

you feel

Gender

5%

14%

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

18%

25% 21%

31%

14%

3%

37%

2%

4%

7%

17% 14%

4%

19%

4% 14%

11%

14%

12%

3%

51%

16%
14%

12%

6%

9%

9%

12%

2%

9%

2%

Bylaw enforcement

3%

8%

Health care

3%

4%

Council doesn't listen

3%

4%

6%

5%

Parking

3%

4%

6%

5%

4%

6%

3%

8%

Responses

57

22

35

15

17

24

9

16

31

Base

50

21

30

13

17

21

7

16

27

Base: Respondents who felt quality of lif e is worse
Column percentages may exceed 100% because multiple answers giv en

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Compared to 5
years ago, do

to live?

Total

into?

Male

Female

18-44

Yes, safer

12% 12%

12%

The same

65% 71%

Less safe

16% 13%

you feel Duncan
is a safer place

Gender

45-54

Years lived in Duncan?
65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

3%

13% 18%

9%

12%

14%

58%

73%

62% 61%

59%

73%

62%

19%

14%

22% 12%

14%

14%

19%

Not sure

7%

4%

11%

9%

4%

9%

18%

1%

5%

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Traffic – too much

19% 21%

17%

10%

22% 23%

17%

13%

25%

Don't Know

15% 13%

16%

16%

14% 14%

14%

15%

15%

10% 10%

10%

13%

9%

9%

12%

10%

9%

2%

11%

3%

12%

5%

6%

7%

7%

6% 10%

1%

5%

6%

7%

9%

3%

6%

6%

3%

9%

11%

2%

5%

5%

5%

6%

5%

7%

4%

13%

1%

3%

9%

1%

5%

Road conditions

4%

5%

4%

5%

4%

4%

6%

6%

2%

Almalgamation

4%

6%

2%

7%

4%

1%

4%

6%

Aging infrastructure

3%

3%

4%

3%

1%

6%

7%

1%

2%

Transit

3%

5%

1%

5%

3%

1%

3%

6%

Lack of services

2%

5%

5%

2%

1%

2%

6%

Youth activities

2%

1%

4%

3%

4%

0%

2%

4%

1%

2%

3%

1%

3%

3%

1%

2%

3%

2%

2%

1%

3%

3%

Lack of Jobs, poor
economy, economic
developement
Crime, Safety of Citizens,
Homeless, Drugs
Fiscal responsibility,
lower costs, taxes
Other

7%

Population growth,
Overcrowding, Urban
Planning

In your
opinion,
what is
the single
most
important
issue

Highway bypass,

facing the

overpass

City of
Duncan?

Housing
Promote multicultural

4%

3%

1%

2%

1%

2%

2%

1%

3%

None

1%

2%

1%

1%

3%

3%

2%

Garbarge, recycling

1%

1%

2%

2%

1%

0%

2%

0%

Air quality

1%

2%

3%

Parking

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

community

Better communication
with Council
Hospital, healthcare
Climate, weather, climate
change
Water system, sewage
system

Total

2%

3%
1%

1%

2%

1%

2%

2%

2%

0%

2%

0%

1%

2%

0%

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

Pollution

1%

1%

Senior services

0%

1%

Base

400

200

1%

200

118

127

1%

1%
1%

0%

1%

1%

1%

156

123

122

155
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Whic h of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender

in to?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Size of community

26% 30%

21%

41%

17% 21%

21%

31%

25%

Friendly people

13%

8%

18%

16%

7% 15%

13%

14%

11%

12% 11%

14%

9%

17% 10%

11%

14%

11%

11% 12%

9%

3%

13% 14%

6%

13%

13%

17% 10%

15%

4%

11%

Access to outdoor
recreation
Climate, Weather
Accessibilit y,

10%

8%

12%

3%

Relaxed lif estyle

7%

9%

6%

8%

6%

8%

12%

3%

7%

Other

5%

5%

4%

3%

3%

7%

6%

5%

3%

3%

4%

2%

8%

2%

0%

5%

4%

0%

Downtown

3%

3%

2%

5%

3%

0%

2%

5%

2%

Not sure

2%

3%

2%

4%

3%

3%

1%

3%

Communit y spirit

2%

2%

3%

3%

1%

3%

1%

3%

Familiar

2%

3%

1%

2%

3%

Services availa ble

1%

1%

2%

1%

3%

1%

1%

2%

Quiet

1%

1%

1%

2%

1%

1%

1%

1%

Clean water

1%

1%

1%

2%

1%

1%

2%

1%

1%

0%

2%

0%

convenience, central,
stores

What is

Great place to raise a

your

family

favorit e
thing
about
living in
Duncan?

Safe communit y – low
crime

Total

3%

4%

2%

0%

Economy, Jobs

0%

1%

1%

1%

Clean air

0%

0%

1%

1%

Ocean, close to ocean

0%

0%

Base

400

200

200

0%
118

127

156

0%
123

122

155
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How satisfied are you with the following Recreation and Leisure Services?
Which of the following

Total

Total

City Playgrounds

Total

City museum

Total
City sports fields
not including
schools

Total
Overall satisfaction
with recreation
services

Total

Gender
Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

5%

1%

5%

2%

3%

4-7

30% 29%

32%

37%

31% 24%

Satisfied: 8-10

67% 66%

67%

58%

67% 73%

Not satisfied: 1-3
City Parks

age groups do you fall
into?

3%

Years lived in Duncan?
1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

6%

3%

31%

35%

25%

69%

58%

72%

Mean

8.1

8.0

8.2

7.5

7.9

8.6

8.3

7.5

8.3

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

5%

8%

3%

6%

4%

4%

10%

3%

4-7

37% 42%

33%

33%

45% 33%

23%

44%

40%

Satisfied: 8-10

58% 50%

64%

61%

51% 62%

77%

45%

57%

Mean

8.8

8.8

8.8

8.1

8.3

9.7

9.5

7.8

9.1

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

5%

4%

6%

10%

3%

4%

7%

4%

4-7

52% 62%

44%

79%

47% 39%

50%

64%

46%

Satisfied: 8-10

43% 34%

50%

21%

43% 58%

46%

29%

50%

Mean

8.6

8.6

8.6

8.6

8.2

9.1

8.8

8.6

8.5

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

1%

1%

0%

1%

2%

2%

1%

4-7

26% 27%

24%

34%

22% 20%

24%

33%

21%

Satisfied: 8-10

73% 71%

75%

66%

77% 77%

76%

65%

78%

Mean

8.7

8.7

8.8

8.1

8.4

9.4

8.9

8.3

8.9

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

0%

1%

0%

1%

0%

1%

4-7

29% 32%

26%

31%

29% 28%

26%

36%

27%

Satisfied: 8-10

70% 68%

73%

69%

70% 71%

74%

63%

73%

Mean

8.1

8.0

8.2

7.9

7.9

8.5

8.1

7.7

8.4

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Not Satisfied and 10=Very Satisfie d
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How satisfied are you with the following City Utilities?
Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Total

Sewage treatment

Total

Garbage collection

Total

Female

4-7

13% 13%

12%

Satisfied: 8-10

87% 87%

Total

Animal control

Total

Recycling services

Total

Availability of public
washrooms

Total

with utilities

Total

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

1%

1%

19%

8% 11%

16%

11%

11%

90% 89%

1%

45-54

2%

20+ yrs

86%

81%

84%

88%

88%

8.9

8.9

8.9

8.7

8.9

9.0

8.8

8.8

9.1

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

1%

1%

2%

2%

2%

3%

2%

4-7

21% 20%

23%

28%

16% 21%

21%

24%

20%

Satisfied: 8-10

77% 79%

82% 77%

75%

72%

77%

74%

80%

Mean

8.7

8.5

8.9

8.6

8.7

8.7

8.6

8.6

8.9

Base

399

200

199

118

126

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

1%

1%

2%

2%

2%

1%

2%

1%

4-7

22% 23%

22%

33%

19% 17%

31%

18%

20%

Satisfied: 8-10

76% 76%

76%

67%

79% 81%

68%

80%

79%

Mean

8.4

8.4

8.5

8.1

8.4

8.7

8.3

8.3

8.6

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

1%

1%

1%

1%

4-7

29% 27%

31%

43%

28% 19%

36%

38%

16%

Satisfied: 8-10

1%

70% 72%

69%

57%

72% 80%

64%

61%

83%

Mean

8.1

8.0

8.2

7.8

8.0

8.5

7.9

7.9

8.6

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

7% 11%

4%

12%

6%

5%

4%

8%

10%

4-7

35% 29%

40%

37%

34% 33%

36%

35%

33%

Satisfied: 8-10

58% 60%

61% 61%

56%

51%

61%

57%

57%

Mean

8.1

8.2

8.1

7.6

8.1

8.5

8.4

7.9

8.0

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

3%

4%

2%

4%

6%

4%

2%

4%

4-7

34% 38%

30%

43%

35% 26%

38%

35%

30%

Satisfied: 8-10

63% 57%

68%

57%

61% 68%

58%

63%

66%

Mean

7.9

7.7

8.2

7.6

7.9

8.2

7.9

7.8

8.1

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

14% 12%

15%

10%

20% 11%

12%

19%

11%

4-7

54% 50%

57%

51%

51% 58%

59%

47%

54%

Satisfied: 8-10

33% 37%

28%

39%

29% 31%

29%

34%

35%

Mean

7.2

7.4

7.0

7.1

6.5

7.8

7.2

6.9

7.4

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

4-7

35% 37%

34%

34%

42% 31%

35%

40%

32%

Satisfied: 8-10

64% 62%

57% 69%

Not satisfied: 1-3
Overall satisfaction

1%

18-44

Years lived in Duncan?

Mean

Not satisfied: 1-3
Street lighting

into?

Male
Not satisfied: 1-3
Water supply

Gender

1%

65%

66%

64%

60%

67%

Mean

7.8

7.7

7.9

7.8

7.5

8.1

7.7

7.7

7.9

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Not Satisfied and 10=Very Satisfied
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How satisfied are you with the following Community Services?
Which of the following

Total

Total

Traffic violation
enforcement

Total

Fire protection

Total

By-law enforcement

Total
Overall satisfaction
with protective
services

Total

Gender
Male

Female

2%

2%

4-7

26% 26%

26%

Satisfied: 8-10

72% 71%

Not satisfied: 1-3
Police protection

age groups do you fall
into?

2%

18-44

Years lived in Duncan?

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

4%

2%

1%

1%

4%

31%

26% 23%

32%

22%

25%

72%

69%

70% 75%

67%

78%

71%

Mean

8.3

8.2

8.3

8.2

8.1

8.5

8.3

8.3

8.2

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

10% 11%

9%

5%

12% 12%

5%

13%

11%

4-7

47% 49%

46%

43%

53% 46%

56%

43%

44%

Satisfied: 8-10

43% 41%

45%

52%

34% 43%

39%

44%

45%

Mean

7.1

6.8

7.5

7.1

6.8

7.5

7.3

6.9

7.2

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

4-7

13% 17%

9%

19%

12%

9%

16%

13%

11%

Satisfied: 8-10

86% 82%

91%

81%

88% 89%

83%

87%

89%

Mean

8.8

8.8

8.9

8.6

8.8

9.0

8.8

8.7

9.0

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

11% 17%

5%

12%

10% 10%

4%

14%

14%

4-7

33% 33%

34%

18%

43% 38%

30%

36%

34%

Satisfied: 8-10

56% 51%

61%

70%

46% 52%

66%

49%

52%

Mean

8.1

7.7

8.5

8.2

7.7

8.3

8.7

7.5

8.1

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

1%

1%

2%

4%

1%

2%

1%

2%

4-7

32% 33%

31%

36%

33% 28%

37%

33%

27%

Satisfied: 8-10

67% 66%

68%

64%

63% 71%

61%

66%

71%

Mean

7.9

7.8

8.0

7.9

7.7

8.1

7.9

7.7

8.0

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Not Satisfied and 10=Very Satisfie d
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How satisfied are you with the following Road and Transportation Services?
Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

repair

Total

Snow removal from
roads

Total

Public transit

Total

Bicycle paths

Total

Condition of city
sidewalks

Total

Downtown Parking

Total
Overall satisfaction with
roads and
transportation services

Total

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

F emale

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

8%

4%

5%

6%

7%

6%

7%

5%

4-7

51% 49%

52%

53%

57% 43%

49%

51%

52%

Satisfied: 8-10

43% 43%

44%

42%

38% 49%

45%

42%

43%

Not satisfied: 1-3
Road maintenance and

Gender

6%

Mean

6.7

6.5

7.0

6.4

6.7

7.0

6.8

6.6

6.8

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

6%

8%

4%

9%

4%

6%

2%

10%

6%

4-7

43% 43%

43%

43%

45% 41%

44%

46%

39%

Satisfied: 8-10

51% 49%

53%

48%

51% 54%

53%

43%

55%

Mean

7.5

7.4

7.5

7.2

7.6

7.6

7.8

7.0

7.6

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

11% 15%

5%

17%

9%

6%

8%

19%

5%

4-7

50% 49%

51%

59%

50% 43%

50%

54%

47%

Satisfied: 8-10

39% 36%

43%

24%

41% 50%

43%

27%

48%

Mean

8.4

8.0

8.8

7.9

8.3

8.8

8.6

7.7

8.8

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

10% 12%

7%

13% 18%

9%

12%

8%

4-7

56% 55%

56%

62%

59% 44%

54%

66%

47%

Satisfied: 8-10

35% 33%

36%

38%

28% 38%

36%

22%

45%

Mean

8.2

8.0

8.3

7.7

7.7

8.9

8.0

7.7

8.7

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

6%

8%

3%

5%

8%

4%

5%

7%

5%

4-7

47% 48%

46%

53%

46% 43%

52%

45%

43%

Satisfied: 8-10

48% 44%

51%

42%

46% 54%

43%

48%

51%

Mean

7.2

7.1

7.4

7.2

7.1

7.4

7.0

7.2

7.5

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

17% 17%

18%

17%

17% 17%

14%

19%

19%

4-7

49% 50%

48%

45%

50% 51%

49%

46%

52%

Satisfied: 8-10

34% 33%

34%

38%

33% 31%

37%

36%

29%

Mean

6.4

6.2

6.6

6.6

6.1

6.5

6.6

6.2

6.4

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

2%

2%

2%

3%

2%

1%

2%

2%

4-7

59% 64%

54%

66%

58% 54%

59%

66%

53%

Satisfied: 8-10

39% 35%

44%

34%

38% 45%

39%

32%

45%

Mean

7.1

6.9

7.3

7.0

7.0

7.2

7.1

6.8

7.2

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Not Satisfie d and 10=Very Satisfied
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How satisfied are you with the following Other City Services?
Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Total

Citizen engagement

Total

Land use planning

Total

Economic Development

Total

Female

1%

1%

4-7

36% 40%

33%

Satisfied: 8-10

62% 59%

66%

Total

Total
Regulatory bylaws

untidy/unsightly
premises

Total

Total

Total

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

1%

1%

2%

45%

33% 33%

39%

46%

27%

55%

67% 64%

60%

53%

72%

8.0

8.0

8.0

7.8

8.1

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

2%

2%

2%

3%

4%

3%

2%

2%

4-7

50% 54%

46%

52%

53% 46%

56%

54%

42%

Satisfied: 8-10

47% 44%

51%

48%

44% 50%

41%

44%

56%

Mean

7.6

7.3

8.0

7.6

7.2

8.1

7.5

7.6

7.8

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

8%

10%

7%

7%

10%

6%

9%

7%

6%

4-7

52% 56%

48%

53%

53% 51%

50%

60%

47%

Satisfied: 8-10

40% 36%

45%

41%

37% 41%

42%

29%

47%

Mean

7.9

7.6

8.3

7.5

7.6

8.5

8.0

7.4

8.3

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not satisfied: 1-3

6%

7%

7%

9%

3%

6% 10%

2%

5%

4-7

60% 58%

63%

62%

64% 55%

53%

63%

65%

Satisfied: 8-10

33% 32%

34%

33%

30% 37%

40%

28%

32%

Mean

7.7

7.4

8.1

7.0

7.5

8.5

7.7

7.1

8.2

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

5%

3%

3%

6%

6%

5%

3%

10%

1%

4-7

27% 23%

32%

35%

25% 23%

39%

29%

16%

Satisfied: 8-10

68% 74%

72% 72%

82%

62%

58%

58%

61%

Mean

7.8

8.1

7.6

7.6

7.8

8.0

7.6

7.4

8.4

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

5%

6%

6%

3%

5%

4%

4%

6%

4%

4-7

47% 45%

49%

56%

45% 42%

48%

46%

47%

Satisfied: 8-10

48% 49%

50% 54%

49%

47%

39%

47%

48%

Mean

7.2

7.1

7.3

6.9

7.2

7.4

7.3

7.0

7.3

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

5%

7% 11%

3%

11%

6%

2%

11%

9%

4-7

41% 40%

42%

29%

46% 46%

43%

43%

37%

Satisfied: 8-10

52% 49%

49% 48%

54%

55%

60%

55%

46%

Mean

7.6

7.4

7.8

7.8

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.4

7.7

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

8%

8% 13%

3%

16%

2%

6%

15%

4%

4-7

40% 39%

40%

29%

46% 43%

37%

40%

42%

Satisfied: 8-10

52% 47%

46% 55%

55%

57%

55%

57%

45%

Mean

8.5

8.3

8.7

8.2

8.5

8.8

9.1

7.7

8.8

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

4%

4%

6%

3%

5%

4%

1%

8%

4%

4-7

43% 42%

45%

47%

45% 39%

47%

39%

43%

Satisfied: 8-10

53% 53%

52%

48%

51% 57%

52%

53%

53%

Not satisfied: 1-3
Sidewalks

1-10 yrs

3%

8.0

Not satisfied: 1-3
Transit services

65+

1%

8.1

Not satisfied: 1-3

open air burning, noise,

45-54

7.9

including nuisance
control, animal control,

18-44

8.0

Not satisfied: 1-3
Street maintenance

1%

Years lived in Duncan?

Mean

Not satisfied: 1-3
Air Quality

into?

Male
Not satisfied: 1-3
City beautification

Gender

Mean

7.4

7.3

7.5

7.2

7.3

7.6

7.4

7.1

7.5

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Not Satisfied and 10=Very Satisfie d
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How important are the following Other City Services?
Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Total

Total

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

1%

10%

1%

3%

1%

6%

6%

4-7

27% 24%

29%

16%

34% 30%

30%

23%

27%

Important: 8-10

69% 68%

70%

74%

65% 68%

69%

71%

67%

Total

Total

8.0

7.8

8.2

8.0

7.9

8.0

8.2

7.9

7.8

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

0%

1%

Total

Street Maintenance

Total
Regulatory bylaws

open air burning, noise,
untidy/unsightly
premises

Total

Transit services

Total

32%

35%

39% 28%

41%

30%

31%

Important: 8-10

66% 64%

68%

65%

61% 71%

59%

70%

68%

Mean

8.2

8.1

8.3

8.3

7.8

8.5

7.8

8.3

8.5

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

0%

1%

1%

1%

4-7

28% 28%

29%

30%

33% 24%

28%

32%

26%

Important: 8-10

71% 72%

66% 76%

74%

71%

70%

71%

68%

Mean

8.5

8.4

8.6

8.4

8.3

8.7

8.2

8.5

8.6

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

0%

1%

1%

1%

0%

4-7

25% 31%

19%

22%

27% 27%

25%

28%

24%

Important: 8-10

1%

74% 68%

73% 72%

76%

80%

78%

75%

71%

Mean

8.6

8.4

8.8

8.7

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.4

8.6

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

1%

1%

0%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

4-7

10% 12%

8%

13%

14%

5%

10%

14%

7%

Important: 8-10

89% 86%

84% 94%

92%

91%

87%

89%

85%

Mean

8.9

8.8

9.1

9.1

8.6

9.1

8.9

8.8

9.1

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not important: 1-3

0%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

0%

4-7

25% 30%

20%

29%

29% 18%

32%

26%

19%

Important: 8-10

74% 69%

80%

71%

70% 81%

68%

74%

80%

Mean

8.3

8.2

8.5

8.4

8.1

8.5

8.3

8.3

8.5

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not important: 1-3

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

4-7

25% 27%

23%

24%

32% 19%

29%

22%

23%

Important: 8-10

75% 73%

77%

76%

67% 80%

71%

76%

76%

Mean

8.4

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.1

8.5

8.3

8.4

8.4

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Not important: 1-3

0%

1%

0%

1%

1%

1%

1%

4-7

17% 16%

17%

17%

17% 15%

21%

14%

15%

Important: 8-10

83% 83%

83%

83%

82% 84%

79%

86%

84%

Mean

8.8

8.6

8.9

8.8

8.6

8.8

8.7

8.7

8.9

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

4-7

19% 22%

17%

26%

22% 12%

26%

22%

13%

Important: 8-10

81% 78%

78% 88%

87%

Sidewalks

Total

1%

34% 35%

including nuisance
control, animal control,

1%

4-7

Not important: 1-3
Air Quality

20+ yrs

Base

Not important: 1-3
Economic Development

4%

Mean

Not important: 1-3
Land Use planning

Years lived in Duncan?

8%

Not important: 1-3
Citizen engagement

into?

Male
Not important: 1-3
City beautification

Gender

83%

74%

74%

78%

Mean

8.5

8.3

8.7

8.5

8.2

8.7

8.4

8.5

8.6

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Mean ratings based on a 10-point scale with 1=Not Important and 10=Very Important
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

22% 26%

18%

21%

19% 24%

26%

24%

17%

35% 32%

38%

26%

46% 34%

34%

37%

35%

21% 26%

16%

28%

21% 16%

21%

18%

23%

22% 16%

28%

26%

14% 26%

20%

21%

25%

200

118

123

122

155

Maintain\increase
If you had to
make a
choice
regarding

existing services by
increasing tax rates
Maintain\increase
existing services by

City service

increasing user fees

levels, what

Reduce services in

would your

order to maintain

choice be?

current tax rates
No opinion

Total

Base

400

200

127

156

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

would
you like

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

58% 55%

65%

59%

67% 49%

73%

54%

51%

Not Sure

18% 23%

8%

18%

12% 22%

4%

10%

31%

Bylaw Enforcement

10%

2%

23%

23%

4%

17%

13%

T ransit

5%

6%

4%

11%

6%

11%

8%

All services

5%

6%

4%

9%

8%

4%

10%

Other

3%

4%

2%

4%

6%

4%

Recreation services

1%

2%

Adminstrative services

1%

2%

Responses

87

53

34

32

Base

85

53

32

32

reduced?

Total

Years lived in Duncan?

F emale

money more efficiently

services

into?

Male
No services- use

Which

Gender

4%

4%
5%

5%
4%

4%

28

26

25

23

38

26

26

25

22

37

Base: Respondents who want servic es reduced
Column percentages may exceed 100% because mult ip le answers given
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Are there any
new City
services you

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

F emale

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

No

63% 68%

57%

77%

51% 62%

65%

57%

66%

Not sure

13% 11%

14%

10%

17% 12%

12%

15%

12%

Yes-other

5%

5%

6%

6%

6%

5%

4%

7%

5%

Yes-Transit

4%

5%

3%

5%

1%

6%

4%

7%

2%

Yes-Recycling, garbage

3%

1%

5%

6%

3%

2%

3%

3%

3%

1%

5%

5%

0%

6%

2%

1%

3%

2%

3%

6%

2%

4%

2%

2%

2%

2%

3%

4%

3%

2%

3%

3%

Yes-Bypass, traffic flow

2%

2%

2%

1%

4%

1%

2%

3%

Yes-Road maintenance

1%

1%

2%

3%

1%

1%

2%

Yes-Street sweeping

1%

1%

0%

2%

0%

1%

1%

Yes-Parking

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

Base

400

200

200

127

156

122

155

Yes-Bike path, bike lane,
walking paths or trails

would like to

Yes-Bylaw enforcment,

see introduced

police patrols

or increased?

Yes-Programs for youth
and seniors

Total

Gender

3%

118

123

Which of the following

Total

Have you had any

age groups do you fall
Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Yes

30% 36%

23%

16%

41% 31%

39%

22%

27%

No

70% 64%

76%

84%

59% 68%

61%

78%

71%

personal contact either
in-person, on the phone,
by email or fax with a
City of Duncan employee
over the last 12 months?

Total

Not sure

0%

1%

0%

Base

400

200

200

1%
118

127

156

1%
123

122

155
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

59% 62%

56%

50%

61% 62%

66%

61%

51%

Telephone

29% 29%

29%

50%

28% 22%

33%

30%

24%

In person in community

16% 16%

15%

15% 23%

8%

10%

28%

4%

6%

6%

9%

2%

you use to contact
employee?

Total

Years lived in Duncan?

Female

or Public Works office

the City of Duncan

into?

Male
In person at City Hall
What method(s) did

Gender

E-mail

5%

6%

4%

9%

4%

Mail

3%

3%

3%

5%

2%

Responses

133

83

50

19

61

54

54

32

48

Base

118

71

47

19

52

48

48

27

43

Base: Respondents who contacted City Employee in past 12 months
Column percentages may exceed 100% because mult ip le answers given

Which of the following

Total

age groups do you fall
Gender

into?

Male

Female

18-44

26% 21%

33%

60%

15% 13%

17%

General info

12% 16%

7%

General information

11% 12%
10%

Building Permits
Garbage, recycling

Finance (payment of
taxes, utilities)

45-54

Years lived in Duncan?
65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

9% 30%

31%

25%

21%

21% 14%

6%

17%

24%

10% 10%

15%

6%

13%

10%

16% 11%

9%

12%

13%

9%

11%

10% 13%

7%

14%

10%

6%

9%

3%

4%

3%

4%

Public works (snow
removal, garbage
collection, road repair)

During your
most recent
contact with a
City of

Bylaws (parking, animal
control)

7%

2%

14%

2%

6%

4%

6%

5%

9%

5%

3%

8%

1%

6%

4%

2%

4%

5%

3%

6%

4%

2%

2%

7%

3%

3%

3%

6%

1%

Dog License

3%

1%

4%

3%

4%

1%

Other

2%

3%

1%

1%

4%

4%

Base

118

71

47

52

48

48

Duncan
employee,
what type of
service were
you seeking?

25%

Building Inspector –
calling for an inspection
Planning (zoning,
development permits)

15%

Information related to
Council meetings,

8%

agendas

Total

19

9%
2%
27

43

Base: Respondents who contacted City Emplo yee in past 12 months
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Please rate the service provided by the City of Duncan employee during your most recent
contact:
Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender
Male

Poor: 1-3
F riendliness

Total

Level of knowledge

Total

Competent

Total

T reated you fairly

Total
Staff went the extra
mile to make sure I got
what I needed

Total

2%

into?

F emale

18-44

6%

Years lived in Duncan?

45-54

65+

4%

1%

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

7%

2%

4-7

15% 13%

18%

19%

15% 14%

12%

13%

21%

Excellent: 8-10

83% 87%

77%

81%

82% 85%

88%

80%

78%

Mean

8.5

8.7

8.2

8.2

8.5

8.7

8.7

8.2

8.5

Base

118

71

47

19

52

48

48

27

43

Poor: 1-3

3%

5%

3%

10%

3%

9%

4-7

16% 16%

15%

19%

11% 19%

8%

14%

26%

Excellent: 8-10

81% 84%

77%

81%

84% 78%

92%

76%

71%

Mean

8.3

8.5

8.1

8.2

8.4

8.2

8.8

7.9

8.1

Base

118

71

47

19

52

48

48

27

43

Poor: 1-3

4%

2%

7%

6%

3%

2%

7%

3%

4-7

19% 22%

15%

19%

19% 20%

10%

17%

32%

Excellent: 8-10

77% 76%

78%

81%

75% 77%

88%

76%

65%

Mean

8.2

8.2

8.2

8.4

8.2

8.2

8.5

8.0

8.0

Base

118

71

47

19

52

48

48

27

43

Poor: 1-3

6%

6%

7%

10%

5%

7%

7%

5%

4-7

10% 10%

8%

12% 11%

4%

13%

15%

Excellent: 8-10

84% 83%

77% 85%

90%

80%

80%

85% 100%

Mean

8.4

8.3

8.5

9.0

8.1

8.5

8.5

8.1

8.5

Base

118

71

47

19

52

48

48

27

43

Poor: 1-3

10% 10%

10%

15%

9%

11%

12%

8%

4-7

14% 14%

15%

18% 16%

5%

25%

18%

Excellent: 8-10

75% 76%

75% 100%

67% 75%

84%

62%

74%

Mean

8.0

7.9

8.1

9.0

7.7

7.9

8.2

7.7

7.9

Base

118

71

47

19

52

48

48

27

43

Base: Respondents who contacted Cit y Employee in past 12 months
Mean ratings based on a 10-poin t scale wit h 1=Poor and 10=Excelle nt
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

What do you
think is the
most important
environmental
concern for the

Total

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

F emale

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Air quality

24% 18%

29%

21%

22% 27%

22%

27%

22%

T oo many cars

15% 15%

14%

16%

13% 15%

12%

16%

17%

Not sure

10% 14%

7%

13%

4% 14%

10%

10%

11%

Water quality

9% 10%

7%

5%

14%

7%

5%

11%

9%

Garbage, recycling

7%

5%

9%

3%

11%

7%

6%

5%

10%

F lood

7%

6%

8%

11%

6%

4%

7%

9%

6%

Water supply

7%

7%

6%

8%

8%

4%

8%

7%

5%

6%

7%

4%

10%

4%

4%

13%

2%

3%

Improve public transit

5%

2%

7%

6%

4%

3%

5%

6%

3%

Other

4%

6%

2%

3%

5%

3%

2%

5%

4%

None

3%

4%

3%

5%

5%

1%

1%

7%

Sewage

2%

2%

2%

3%

4%

2%

1%

Earthquake

1%

2%

1%

0%

3%

0%

Invasive plants

1%

1%

0%

2%

1%

1%

Climate change

1%

1%

Wildlife

0%

Base

400

Land use, maintain
green space

City of
Duncan?

Gender

3%
3%

1%
200

200

118

1%

1%

1%

1%

0%

1%

127

156

123

0%
122

155
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

77% 81%

74%

83%

75% 75%

75%

84%

74%

22% 20%

24%

21%

23% 22%

25%

22%

19%

TV

17% 10%

25%

12%

19% 20%

14%

16%

20%

Radio

16% 19%

14%

29%

11% 12%

13%

28%

10%

4%

13%

3%

8%

4%

12%

neighbours, friends

Internet, Online

8%

8%

8%

11%

Newsletter, flyer, mail

7%

5%

10%

3%

7% 11%

5%

2%

2%

3%

3%

1%

2%

5%

City website

2%

1%

3%

3%

1%

2%

Attend meeting

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

Community organization

0%

1%

1%

Don't know

0%

1%

0%

1%

How do you

government
issues?

Don't learn about
government issues

Contact member of City
staff

Total

Years lived in Duncan?

F emale

Word of mouth:

local

into?

Male
Local newspaper

learn about

Gender

9%

1%

2%
4%

3%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

0%

0%

1%

1%

1%

0%

Responses

618

292

326

195

187

236

187

199

232

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Column percentages may exceed 100% because mult ip le answers given

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

At home

77% 77%

78%

92%

85% 60%

83%

82%

70%

Do you have

On a smart phone

access to the
Internet?

31% 36%

25%

54%

36%

9%

40%

45%

12%

At work

25% 32%

18%

43%

32%

7%

32%

32%

15%

No access

22% 20%

23%

8%

11% 40%

17%

18%

28%

Total

Responses

620

331

288

231

208

181

212

215

193

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Column percentages may exceed 100% because mult ip le answers given
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Do you use
email?

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Yes

74% 74%

73%

89%

84% 55%

77%

81%

65%

No

26% 26%

27%

11%

16% 45%

23%

19%

35%

200

118

123

122

155

400

Base

200

following social
media do you
use?

Total

156

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Which of the

127

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

None

60% 65%

54%

44%

48% 81%

51%

54%

70%

Facebook

40% 34%

46%

56%

51% 19%

49%

46%

29%

Twitter

8% 10%

5%

13%

8%

4%

12%

9%

3%

LinkedIn

5%

7%

4%

8%

8%

1%

5%

11%

2%

Responses

452

233

219

143

146

164

144

147

161

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Column percentages may exceed 100% because mult ip le answers given

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Which of the following
would you consider
using to interact with
the City of Duncan?

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

City website

57% 63%

52%

76%

66% 37%

66%

65%

44%

None

40% 36%

44%

17%

31% 63%

31%

31%

54%

Facebook

29% 26%

32%

43%

37% 12%

33%

37%

19%

Twitter

3%

3%

4%

4%

5%

2%

4%

5%

2%

Responses

518

254

264

166

176

177

166

168

184

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Column percentages may exceed 100% because mult ip le answers given

Which of the following

Total

Have you visited the
City website?

Total

age groups do you fall
Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Yes

49% 57%

41%

62%

59% 30%

58%

49%

41%

No

51% 43%

59%

38%

41% 70%

42%

51%

59%

200

118

123

122

155

Base

400

200

127

156
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

If the following services
were offered by the City
of Duncan web page,
would you use them?

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

None

55% 50%

60%

37%

47% 74%

47%

45%

69%

Pay utility fees

41% 48%

33%

54%

48% 24%

45%

52%

28%

Pay property taxes

38% 45%

32%

54%

42% 23%

43%

53%

23%

Buy a Dog License

38% 42%

34%

55%

43% 20%

47%

46%

24%

Pay for a Building Permit

33% 38%

28%

46%

40% 18%

39%

43%

21%

Responses

817

445

372

288

280

249

273

290

255

Base

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Column percentages may exceed 100% because mult iple answers given

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Have you read the City

Total

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Yes

60% 63%

57%

47%

65% 65%

67%

44%

67%

No

40% 37%

43%

53%

35% 35%

33%

56%

33%

200

118

123

122

155

Newsletter inserted
into your utility bill?

Gender

Base

400

200

127

156

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender
Male

In general,
how do you
feel about the
amount of

Too much information
provided
Adequate information
provided

information

Too little information

provided by

provided

the City?

Total

Not sure
Base

1%

into?

Female

18-44

1%

74% 76%

71%

81%

6%

8%

8%

19% 18%

20%

11%

200

118

7%

400

200

Years lived in Duncan?

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

1%

1%

1%

72% 69%

78%

70%

73%

7%

3%

12%

6%

21% 23%

18%

18%

20%

123

122

155

6%

127

156

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

1%
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Yes

67% 72%

62%

63%

73% 65%

66%

68%

66%

No

33% 28%

38%

37%

27% 35%

34%

32%

34%

200

118

123

122

155

Are you in favour of
studying the options,

Gender

costs, and benefits for
the amalgamation of the
municipalities of North
Cowichan and Duncan?

Total

Base

400

200

127

156

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

F emale

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Yes

57% 59%

55%

52%

69% 52%

59%

61%

52%

No

43% 41%

45%

48%

31% 48%

41%

39%

48%

200

118

123

122

155

Are you in favour of
studying the options,

Gender

costs, and benefits of
realignment of the
existing boundaries of
the City of Duncan?

Total

Base

400

200

127

156

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

42% 49%

36%

52%

43% 34%

47%

45%

37%

19% 17%

20%

14%

25% 17%

14%

24%

18%

Neither, keep as is.

22% 23%

22%

24%

17% 25%

21%

17%

28%

Not sure

17% 12%

21%

9%

15% 23%

18%

14%

17%

200

118

123

122

155

Amalgamation of
municipalities:North
Which

Cowichan & Duncan

option

Realignment of

would

existing boundaries of

you
prefer?

the City of Duncan

Total

Base

400

200

127

156
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

If the City decides to

A randomly selected

proceed with
researching options,

Citizen's Assembly

a consultant will be

A committee consisting

hired. Who do you

of politicians and staff

think the consultant

Not sure

should work with?

Total

Gender

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

59% 56%

62%

57%

58% 61%

51%

56%

68%

23% 26%

20%

32%

20% 18%

32%

23%

15%

18% 18%

18%

11%

21% 21%

17%

21%

17%

156

89

98

102

113

312

Base

into?

156

105

118

Respondents who would prefer almalg atio n or realig nment

Which of the following

Total

How long
have you

Duncan?

Total

Gender

into?

Male

Female

18-44

Years lived in Duncan?

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

2%

6%

9%

8%

6%

34%
56%

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

1-2 yrs

3%

3%

3%

3-5 yrs

11%

9%

12%

19%

6-10 yrs

17% 18%

16%

15%

23% 14%

11-20 yrs

30% 34%

27%

45%

31% 20%

20-40 yrs

25% 21%

28%

21%

24% 28%

64%

41+ yrs

14% 14%

14%

12% 26%

36%

lived in the
City of

age groups do you fall

Mean yrs
Base

100%

22

22

22

15

21

28

6

15

40

400

200

200

118

127

156

123

122

155

Which of the following

Total

age groups do you fall
Gender
Male

Which of the
following age
groups do you
fall into?

Total

into?

Female

18-44

45-54

Years lived in Duncan?
65+

1-10 yrs

20+ yrs

18-24

1%

3%

25-34

8%

6%

11%

29%

9%

12%

5%

35-44

19% 21%

18%

66%

24%

26%

11%

45-54

15% 13%

17%

47%

10%

23%

12%

55-64

17% 17%

17%

53%

24%

9%

18%

65 years or older

39% 41%

37%

100%

33%

25%

55%

156

123

122

155

Base

400

200

5%

11-20 yrs

200

118

5%

127
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Do you rent or own your
place of residence?

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Own

79% 83%

75%

79%

80% 78%

80%

77%

80%

Rent

20% 17%

24%

21%

20% 21%

20%

23%

19%

1%

1%

156

123

Refused

0%

1%

0%

Base

400

200

200

118

127

1%
122

155

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Which of
the

live in?

Total

Years lived in Duncan?

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

Single detached house

70% 70%

69%

84%

76% 54%

64%

71%

72%

Apartment or condo

21% 21%

21%

5%

19% 34%

27%

18%

18%

8%

11%

8%

7%

11%

6%

Townhome or duplex

8%

8%

Mobile home

1%

2%

2%

1%

Other

0%

0%

0%

1%

Refused

1%

1%

0%

2%

1%

Base

400

200

200

156

123

Employed full time

118

5%

127

2%

1%
122

155

Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender

into?

Years lived in Duncan?

Male

Female

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

34% 35%

33%

52%

57%

2%

34%

41%

29%

Employed part time

5%

6%

5%

8%

8%

1%

5%

7%

4%

4%

8%

7%

1%

8%

6%

2%

Self employed

5%

6%

What is your
current

Student

1%

3%

employment
status?

Retired

Total

into?

Male

following
do you

Gender

43% 46%

5%
41%

5%

14%

22%

5%
16% 95%

Homemaker

7%

Unemployed

3%

4%

1%

8%

Other

1%

1%

1%

2%

Base

400

200

200

118

2%

127

1%

39%

30%

57%

8%

9%

5%

4%

1%

3%

2%
156

123

0%
122

155
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Which of the following
age groups do you fall

Total

Gender
Male

Male

50% 100%

Female

50%

Gender

Total

Base

400

200

into?

Female

Years lived in Duncan?

18-44

45-54

65+

1-10 yrs

11-20 yrs

20+ yrs

50%

47% 53%

49%

56%

45%

100%

50%

53% 47%

51%

44%

55%

200

118

123

122

155

127

156

Page 70

Report
Date

October 27, 2015

To

Council

From

Dave Devana, Chief Administrative Officer

Subject

Amalgamation Study

File: 0595-20 AMAL

Endorsed:

Purpose
The purpose of this report is to provide the background information on amalgamation.
Background
During the 2014 local election both the City of Duncan and the Municipality of North Cowichan asked
the electorate whether it supported conducting a study on the amalgamation of the two municipalities.
The City of Duncan also asked whether its citizens supported a study on border realignment. The
questions and results are presented below:
City of Duncan
Amalgamation Question
Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the
costs and benefits of the amalgamation of the municipalities
of North Cowichan?

Border Realignment Question
Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the
options, costs, and benefits of realignment of the existing
boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or with an
amalgamation study?

For

%

Against

%

554

52.5%

502

47.5%

For

%

Against

%

567

54.2%

480

46.8%

Based on these results the City of Duncan has slightly more support to study border realignment.
Municipality of North Cowichan
Amalgamation Question
Are you in favour of conducting a study to explore the costs
and benefits of the amalgamation of the municipalities of
North Cowichan and Duncan?

For

%

Against

%

4446

68.3%

2065

31.7%
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Ph 250.746.3100 Fax 250.746.3133 www.northcowichan.ca
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Based on these results the Municipality of North Cowichan has a strong mandate to study
amalgamation. Both Councils met to discuss border realignment prior to the election and the Council of
North Cowichan did not support exploring border realignment, and noted that it would not participate
in a border realignment study. The Municipality of North Cowichan did not ask the border realignment
question given its position.
Discussion
It is not expected that the study of amalgamation will result in significant cost savings given the
additional policing costs that will be incurred by the amalgamated municipalities and the loss of grants
by the City. There may be opportunities to amalgamate city offices and public works yards, and
transition to a slightly smaller management staff complement.
It is felt that improvements could be achieved in the management of infrastructure (e.g. water, sewer,
storm water, transportation, recreation, etc.) and planning for the town centre area surrounding the
University Village area and the City of Duncan.
The Municipality of North Cowichan has included $40,000 to study amalgamation (not border
realignment) in its 2016 Budget as part of the 2016 – 2020 Financial Plan deliberations.
Options
1) That the Councils for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan support
conducting a joint amalgamation (excluding border realignment) study in 2016; and direct staff
to develop a terms of reference and process to conduct the joint amalgamation study.
2) That the Council for the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan not support
conducting a joint amalgamation (excluding border realignment) study in 2016.
Implications
The preliminary estimate is that it will cost the Municipality of North Cowichan $40,000 based on the
City providing an equal share of $40,000 towards the amalgamation study.
Recommendation
That the information be received for information and discussion.

7030 Trans-Canada Highway | Box 278 | Duncan, BC V9L 3X4
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Draft Citizen’s Assembly Amalgamation Study Process – May 5, 2016
Steps:
Both Councils

Council Steering
Committee

Citizen’s Assembly
Consultant

Citizen’s Assembly

Study Advisory
Panel

Amalgamation
Study Consultant

Amalgamation
Study

Citizen’s Assembly
Discussions
4‐6 Saturdays
28‐36 Random People

Citizen’s Assembly
Recommendations
Councils publicly
consider
1. Council approve process and approve a joint application to the province
2. Staff apply to the province for a grant and to approve the process
3. Staff jointly issue an RFP for the Citizen’s Assembly Consultant, the Terms of the RFP approved
by the Council Steering Committee, and approved by both Councils
4. Staff jointly issue an RFP for the “Amalgamation Study”, the Terms of the RFP approved by the
Study Advisory Panel, and approved by both Councils
Process:
"Council Steering Committee" – (“the Committee” ) ‐ 4 Councillor Committee
The Committee will approve the terms of the Citizen’s Assembly Consultant RFP. The Citizen’s
Assembly Consultant RFP will be approved by both Councils

The Committee will review the RFP responses and make the award recommendations to both
Councils.

The Committee will work with the "Citizen's Assembly Consultant" ‐(the “Assembly Consultant”)
to:
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Create TOR for the "Citizen's Assembly"
decide on the Design choices ( demographics, #s from each municipality/community, what
experts will be brought in, what experts will be utilized)
Commit to making the results of the assembly public
Commit to responding to the assembly recommendation in a considered fashion.
Select who will sit on the "Study Advisory Panel"

The Citizen’s Assembly TOR , demographics, Study Advisory Panel members, etc. to be
approved by both Councils.

“ Study Advisory Panel” (“The Panel”) ‐ Made up of 6‐8 people knowledgeable about Local Government
and local context, yet “above the fray” to have an objective view.
The Panel will review and recommend the terms of the RFP for the “Amalgamation Study” ‐
(“the Study”)
The Amalgamation Study RFP will be approved by both Councils
The Panel will make the award of the “Amalgamation Study Consultant” – (the “Study
Consultant”) recommendation to both Councils.
The Panel will work with the Study Consultant to inform the assumptions of the study such as:
o
o
o
o

Service delivery levels
Staffing levels
Fleet amalgamation opportunities
Etc.

The Amalgamation Study will be provided directly to the Assembly prior to being provided to staff
and Council’s.

"Citizen's Assembly" ‐ (the “Assembly”) 28 – 36 Randomly selected people
‐

The Assembly Consultant is responsible for form, organizing, and supporting the Assembly
and their work

‐
‐
‐

4 ‐6 Saturday meetings , likely alternating Saturdays
Start to finish, approximately 4 months.
Halfway through there could be an opportunity for a public open house to allow public
discussion between the Assembly and the general citizenry

Possible Timeline Goals (further refinement required):
‐
‐
‐
‐

First Panel meeting in September
Award of Study before end of 2016
First Assembly meeting January 2017
Assembly Recommendation May 2017

Approximate Costs:
‐
‐
‐

Assembly Consultant
Assembly costs
Study Consultant

Total cost

$55,000 ‐ $75,000
$10,000 (daycare, meals, venue, eldercare, mileage)
$60,000

$125,000 ‐ $145,000

The Province may contribute up to 1/3 of the costs.

Recommendation:
That Council amend Resolution R‐323‐15:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan direct their staff to work
collaboratively with two Councillors from each municipality to draft terms of reference a process for
conducting an amalgamation study along with a citizens' assembly that will make a recommendation
to both councils on the scope of the study on amalgamation of the two municipalities, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
Recommendation:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan approve the Draft
Citizen’s Assembly Amalgamation Study Process dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work
collaboratively with two Councillors from each municipality to oversee the process, with the aim to
complete the entire study process within the current term.
Recommendation:
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural
Development for a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the amalgamation study and Citizen’s
Assembly and include the information in this report to help support that request.

For Immediate Release
September 30, 2014
Amalgamation and Boundary Realignment Community Opinion Questions
Confirmed for November Ballot
At a special open Council meeting on September 29, 2014, City of Duncan Council approved the
following two non‐binding community opinion questions to be asked on the November Ballot:
1. Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the costs and benefits of the
amalgamation of the municipalities of North Cowichan and the City of Duncan?
2. Are you in favour of spending time and resources to study the options, costs, and benefits of
realignment of the existing boundaries of the City of Duncan, either separately, or together
with an amalgamation study?
Although the approved questions differ from the question that will be placed on the North Cowichan
Ballot, Council felt strongly that a study that looked at only amalgamation may not be in the best
interests of the residents of North Cowichan and Duncan. These non‐binding questions will provide
clear guidance for the next City Council.
Council also reaffirmed that they believe that any study undertaken should encompass the following:
1. Should be led by an independent, randomly selected Citizens’ Assembly,
2. Should be cost shared with the District of North Cowichan, and any consultant would be paid for
through the Citizens’ Assembly,
3. The recommendation of the Citizens’ Assembly would be non‐binding; and
4. Staff from both jurisdictions would be resources for the Citizens’ Assembly, but the Assembly
would be led by a Consultant.
“I believe that this should be a study of governance; governance that is focused on the options for
efficient and effective delivery of services to the community, strengthens community identity, and
provides responsive representation for Citizens.” said Mayor Kent.

What is Amalgamation?
Amalgamation is the merger of two municipalities. Amalgamation can only occur with the agreement of
both municipal councils, and approval of the Province.
What is Boundary Realignment?
Boundary Realignment is the moving of the boundary between two municipalities. Minor realignments
are common in BC when the boundaries no longer make sense, and the two municipalities agree to
move the boundary. Boundary Realignment can only occur with the agreement of both municipal
councils, and approval of the Province.

What is the cost of the studies?
This will depend on several factors, once agreement is reached with North Cowichan as to the parameters
of a study.
How would the study proceed?
The City believes that the study could/should take two phases. The first phase would identify the issues,
who does what, what could change under the two scenarios (Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment),
and would allow a Citizens’ Assembly to also discuss the potential options they think might make sense.
It is Council’s belief that this discussion should be led by a Citizens’ Assembly.
Once a few options are settled on by the Citizens’ Assembly, phase 2 would proceed, where amalgamation
would be studied to evaluate cost savings, increases, and the positive and negative aspects of
amalgamation. To add the calculations of cost and benefit for a few Boundary Realignment options is a
mathematical exercise based on assessments, road costs, administration costs, etc. There are limited
options that would also make sense from a community identity perspective.
Why should we study Amalgamation or Boundary Realignment?
What is being proposed is to study the costs and benefits of one or both scenarios ‐ a study of changing
the way governance works in Duncan and North Cowichan. Boundary Realignment is one option that has
not been previously studied.
The 1978 amalgamation vote failed in Chemainus, Crofton, and Duncan, yet the vote passed or was close
in the south end voting locations. Council feels it important to consider all options and opportunities with
regard to the governance of the City and North Cowichan.
If Boundary Realignment or amalgamation proceeded, it should only be if it was beneficial to the residents
of Chemainus, Crofton, the South end, Duncan, and Maple Bay. Neither Amalgamation nor Boundary
Realignment would occur without the approval of both councils, and the approval of the Province, likely
with conditions, and almost certainly with a referendum in both jurisdictions.

Contact:
Mayor Phil Kent
mayor@duncan.ca
Phone: 250‐709‐0186

June 2, 2016
Via email: CSCD.minister@gov.bc.ca
Minister Peter Fassbender
Minister of Community, Sport & Cultural Development
P.O. Box 9848 Stn. Prov. Govt.
Victoria, BC V8W 9T3
Dear Minister Fassbender:
Re:

Amalgamation Study and Citizens’ Assembly Process

The City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan are seeking Provincial assistance for 1/3 of the
costs (up to $48,350) to conduct an amalgamation study and citizens’ assembly process.
During the 2014 municipal election, each local government included a non‐binding opinion question on
the ballot with respect to amalgamation. In the Municipality, 68% of people voted in favour of conducting
a study to explore the costs and benefits of amalgamation. In Duncan, 52% of voters were in favour of
conducting the study.
Both Councils agree that it is important to keep an amalgamation study as unbiased as possible and that
the use of a citizens’ assembly may help ensure that this occurs. Each Council appointed two
representatives from each local government, along with support staff, to draft a process for conducting
an amalgamation study along with a citizens’ assembly that would make recommendations to the two
municipalities.
Following consultation with those well‐experienced with amalgamation, restructuring and citizens’
assembly processes, it was determined that the best approach is to create an amalgamation (restructure)
study using an independent and qualified consultant guided by a small group of citizens who would then
present this study to a larger citizens’ assembly. The citizens’ assembly would hear from experts,
contemplate the study, and then make recommendations to the Councils and the Ministry on whether
or not to conduct a referendum. Enclosed is an outline of the proposed process.
The total costs of this project are estimated to be between $125,000 and $145,000. This includes the
cost of the amalgamation (restructure) study (estimated at $60,000) and the cost of the citizens’
assembly (estimated at $65,000 ‐ $85,000). The citizens’ assembly costs include consultant fees, meeting
space(s) and other associated incidental costs, including any amounts needed to ensure citizens
participating in the process are not out of pocket for expenses (refer to enclosure).

Amalgamation Study
Page 2 of 2
June 2, 2016

Both local governments have funds included in their 2016 budgets to support the process and have asked
staff to send this joint request for the Province to contribute 1/3 of the cost. Both Councils have also
passed the following resolutions:
That the Councils of the City of Duncan and Municipality of North Cowichan approve the Draft
Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation Study Process dated May 5, 2016 and direct staff to work
collaboratively with two Councillors from each municipality to oversee the process, with the
aim to complete the entire study process within the current term.
That Council direct staff to send a joint request to the Ministry of Community, Sport and
Cultural Development for a restructure study grant of 1/3 of the cost of the Amalgamation
Study and Citizens’ Assembly and include a copy of the Draft Citizens’ Assembly Amalgamation
Study Process document dated May 5, 2016 to support the request.
The Councils are committed to an open and unbiased process, to completing the process within the
current term and to making the information and recommendations public. It is hoped that the Ministry
will be supportive of the study and the process that the Councils are considering.
As noted in the detailed process document attached, the proposed timeline is for the amalgamation
study consultant to be determined before the end of the year and for the citizens’ assembly to have its
recommendations by May of 2017.
We thank you, in advance, for your consideration of our funding request. Both Councils have expressed
their interest in completing this process in a timely manner and so we welcome the opportunity to
discuss this matter with you and your staff and are available to address any questions that may arise.
Sincerely

Phil Kent, Mayor
City of Duncan
PO Box 820
Duncan, BC V9L 3Y2
T 250.746.6126

Jon Lefebure, Mayor
Municipality of North Cowichan
7030 Trans‐Canada Highway | Box 278
Duncan, BC V9L 3X4
T 250.746.3100

Enclosure
pc

Dave Devana, CAO, Municipality of North Cowichan
Peter de Verteuil, CAO, City of Duncan
Mark Ruttan, Director of Corporate Services/Deputy CAO, Municipality of North Cowichan
Talitha Soldera, Director of Finance, City of Duncan
Mark Frame, Director of Financial Services, Municipality of North Cowichan
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June 15, 2016
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Ref: 167745
His Worship Mayor Phil Kent
City of Duncan
200 Craig Street
PO Box 820
Duncan, BC V9L 3Y2
His Worship Mayorlon Lefebure
District of North Cowichan
7030 Trans Canada Highway
PO Box.278
Duncan, BC V9L 3X4
Dear Mayors Kent and Lefebure:

Thank you for your letter ofJune 2, 2016, seeking provincial assistance to conduct an amalgamation
study and citizens’ assembly process.
I am pleased to receive a joint proposal from the City of Duncan and District of North Cowichan that
outlines how the municipalities would see the process unfolding. I have asked Ministry of Community,
Sport and Cultural Development staff to review the materials provided in detail and provide me with the
information that I need to consider your request in a timely manner.

Ministry staff will contact senior staff in your municipalities for further information. Should you or your
staff have any questions, please contact the Ms. Marijke Edmondson, Director, Governance and
Structure Branch, Local Government Division. Ms. Edmondson can be reached by telephone at:
250 387-4058, or by email at: M_ar_i[lge.Edmondson@_gov.bc.ca.

Thank you again for writing.
Sincerely,

Peter Fassbender
Minister

.../2

Ministry of Community,
Sport and Cultural Development and
Minister Responsible for TransLink

Office of the Minister

Mailing Address:
PO Box 9056 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria BCV8W 9E2
250 387-2283
Phone:
Fax:
250 387-4312

Location:
Room 310
Parliament Buildings
Victoria BC

www.gov.bc.ca/cscd
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His Worship Mayor Phil Kent
His Worship MayorJon Lefebure
Page 2
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Ms. Marijke Edmondson
Director
Governance and Structure Branch
LocalGovernment Division
Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development

Mr. Peter de Verteuil
Chief Administrative Officer
City of Duncan
Ms. iTa|ithaSoldera
Director of Finance
City of Duncan

Mr.Dave Devana
Chief Administrative Officer
District of North Cowichan
Mr. Mark Ruttan
Deputy Chief Administrativeofficer
Director of Corporate Services/
Cowichan
District of North
Mr. Mark Frame

Director of Financial Services
District of North Cowichan
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Tricia Mayea
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tricia Mayea
September-12-14 8:14 AM
'AOLSERVICES'
RE: Amalgamation question

Good morning Mr. Nielsen,
I will forward your comments to Mayor and Council for their consideration.
Thank you for your email.
Tricia Mayea
Corporate Services Coordinator
www.duncan.ca
-----Original Message----From: AOLSERVICES [mailto:geohans@shaw.ca]
Sent: September-12-14 6:41 AM
To: Duncan; council@northcowichan.ca
Subject: Amalgamation question
I am outraged and dismayed that our locally elected officials are placing their personal agendas above the wishes of
their electorate. Talk to any average Joe or Joan on the street, and the majority of them will say that amalgamation
needs to be looked into. In fact, a survey done by the City of Duncan itself revealed that over 67% of its citizens are in
favour of taking a deeper look at amalgamation. Yet, our councils cannot even agree on the wording of a question to be
put on the ballot. Councillors, remember that there is an election coming up! I hope that on November 15th, voters will
voice their dissatisfaction with the current council members who are thinking of their own futures rather than the
future of the valley.
George Nielsen, 250-701-0323
cc The Citzen, News Leader/Pictorial
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