
January 20, 2021 
 
 
TOWN OF QUALICUM BEACH 
#201 - 660 Primrose Street 
Qualicum Beach, BC V9K 1S7  
 
Attention:   Mayor Wiese 
 Councillor Westbroek 
 Councillor Harrison 
 Councillor Filmer 
Dear Sirs: 
 
RE:  College Heights Development – 431 College Road 
 
As per Town policy, on January 12th, Monaco Holdings Inc. hosted an 
information meeting in support of its application for re-zoning of the 
College Heights development. Approximately 42 households from the 
College Heights residential area (Burnham Road to the end of Hall Road) 
plus representation from Judges Row attended the Zoom meeting.  Others 
were unable to join in due to their inability to access the meeting or glitches 
with the platform.  
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with a summary of these 
concerns drawn from comments during this meeting; the findings of a door-
to-door survey of the neighbourhood; and, informal discussions amongst 
and between neighbours.  
 
1. Density 

 
Our O.C.P. specifies that multi-family housing outside the village 
neighborhood shall not exceed development density of 30 dwellings per 
hectare. If strictly applied, this would have entitled a development with 
22 units. In 2007, the previous developer (Pomeroy et al.) applied for re-
zoning for 46 units. In spite of overwhelming opposition from 
neighbours, argued during two Public Hearings, the Town voted 3-2 
(with former Mayor Westbroek opposed) to approve 40 units. The 
calculation by the Town included a “density bonus” under the Town’s 
policy of 25% for amenities (i.e. “underground” parking; a public 
stairway to the beach; and public access to the heritage building).   

 
Now, the developer is asking for a further increase of 22 units because, 
according to Monaco owner Paul Jahn during the information meeting, 
he is providing yet another amenity (i.e. rental housing of ten units for 
ten years or when the Town’s rental vacancy rate reaches 3%).  
 
The remaining number of units that Monaco would be entitled to build 
under the original re-zoning application approval is twenty-four (16 have 
now been built). As a member of the Town’s A.P.C. pointed out, this 
proposed density is 79 units per hectare, more than double the density 
allowed under the R15 multi-family housing zoning designation for a site 
of this size (.777 hectares).  
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 Density (continued) 
 

Most residents of our neighbourhood oppose the requested increase in density. Attached please find a 
summary of a door-to-door survey of our neighbourhood in which 27 of 40 respondents favoured a density 
increase of no more than 30 units. 
 

2. Mass 
 
The overall size of the buildings generated much feedback by neighbours during the information Zoom meeting 
with the developer. It is Monaco’s contention that the mass of the proposed buildings is the same or smaller 
than the previously approved Pomeroy buildings. The neighbours do not agree.  The homeowners on Judges 
Row expressed serious concern about the stability of the embankment given the increased size of Building B and 
its proximity to the edge of the easement. 
 
First, Monaco plans to extend the Building A parkade towards the escarpment and then build two stories on top 
of the larger parkade.  The 2010 design called for a foundation and then two stories.  Monaco posted FSR data 
of .8 for the proposed development and .7 for the 2010 site.  Since the size of the remaining land remains the 
same, it is reasonable to look at the total square footage of each proposal: Pomeroy (59,673 square feet); 
Monaco  (67,234 square feet). The increase in size is 7,561 square feet (12.6%) by our calculation. 
 

3. Parking and Traffic 
 

Monaco is requesting a variance of 9 stalls for residential parking. This does not allow for visitor parking or second 
vehicles. It is clear that visitors will have to park their vehicles on surrounding streets, in competition with other 
street parkers (i.e. tourists and Town residents using the stairs to the beach and visitors to the surrounding 
homes in the neighbourhood.  
 
With respect to traffic in our neighbourhood, as many as 92 cars will enter and leave the site, based on Monaco’s 
projections. The implications for residents of College Road, Hall Road, Hemsworth and Burnham Roads are of 
significant concern. All of these streets are popular with pedestrians, cyclists and dog walkers from throughout 
the Town (i.e. walking groups, seniors and families, heading to the beach or enjoying the ambiance of the 
neighbourhood). The construction of the stairway to the beach on the western property line of the development 
has significantly increased pedestrian traffic due to its popularity. Importantly, our neighbourhood has become 
“younger” in the years since the original development was approved, with the arrival of new families including 
children.  

 
The use of our roadways is very much a part of the quiet enjoyment of our properties and our coexistence with 
vehicular traffic has never been a concern. Until now.  

 
When asked if an independent parking and traffic study has been conducted, both Monaco and Luke Sales 
referred to a study that they thought had been completed a decade or more ago but couldn’t be sure of its 
findings or where to find it. This is unacceptable to the neighbours of this project and should be unacceptable to 
the Town. An expert study applying accepted standards of traffic and parking volume in residential 
neighbourhoods is required before consideration of this application.   
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4. Design 

 
This is widely acknowledged as one of the most beautiful established neighbourhoods on central Vancouver Island 
(ask any real estate agent), made up mostly of homes of traditional design. The drafters of the Town’s original 
O.C.P. wisely acknowledged this reality, asking that new development on this site complement the heritage 
building and the surrounding neighbourhood. In Monaco’s Project Description, Mr. Jahn said “the design .… 
integrates all the unique architectural features of the existing buildings and the residential character of the 
neighborhood”. We beg to differ. The contemporary design submitted does not even closely resemble its 
surroundings and results in three distinct architectural styles on one site – traditional, Tudor and contemporary. 
 

5. The Heritage Building 
 
Monaco asked the Town to remove the heritage designation of the old building and allow for its demolition on 
July 24, 2019. On October 7, 2020, the Fire Chief advised Town Council that: 
 
“The structure has remained in a state of unprotected disrepair for the past many years and should a fire occur in 
the old structure the fire load is likely to cause a significant event which will impact adjacent structures already 
developed on the property and possibly some beyond the development property. I recommend the removal of the 
building as soon as possible.” 
 
Neighbours have been raising this concern for many years. One would assume that the Town and the property 
owner would have legal exposure for damages that resulted from a fire having been warned and failing to act.  
 
Monaco and the Town have explained that ownership of the old building has been in “transition” which has taken 
three years to resolve. This is irrelevant to the neighbours. The old building should be demolished without delay, 
regardless its ownership and without consideration to the application by Monaco for re-zoning. To do otherwise 
is simply reckless in the face of the Fire Department’s warning.  
 
The rental rates for the ten units planned for the new heritage building as published on the Monaco website are 

an average of $2,340/month. This will not satisfy the Town’s need for affordable housing by any measure and 

should not be considered as an “amenity” deserving of a density bonus for this development.   

6. The Proponent, the Town and the Process 

The Proponent. At least one APC member and numerous information meeting participants were not convinced 
by the response by Mr. Jahn to the question, “why do you have this property on the market for $4.6 million and 
what is your intention”. This is a particularly important question considering the very lengthy time that 
surrounding property owners have suffered the presence of an increasingly derelict building and an unfinished 
and untended site in their midst. This includes a very disruptive construction period (ie. Building C; the parking 
garage; and the installation of a drainage system along Burnham to the waterfront).  
 
Neighbours want reduced density, sufficient on-site parking, appropriate design and they want “certainty”--to the 
extent this is possible in this uncertain world. That is, they want confidence that this Langley-based developer is 
going to finish the job in a timely manner. Local real estate professionals consulted by the neighbours were 
unfamiliar with the practice of “testing the market” by putting a project like this up for sale while awaiting re-
zoning, as suggested by Mr. Jahn. On the other hand, realtors, Town officials and neighbours have wondered if 
the real intention of Monaco is to “flip” the property with a higher density.   
 
 

 . . . /4 



 

TOWN OF QUALICUM BEACH 
Continued 
Page 4 of 5 

 
 
The Town. Many neighbours appreciate the priority that the Mayor has given to resolving this longstanding issue; 
the ongoing advocacy for our neighbourhood by Councillor Westbroek; and, the commitment of Councillor 
Harrison to addressing the housing needs of the community.  

 
At the same time, many of us worry that the Town is “determined” to approve this application and has accepted 
the developer’s argument that he “needs” the increase in density to “make it work”. This was precisely the same 
argument that we heard from Pomeroy et al. a decade ago. The unsubstantiated profit objectives of the developer 
were accepted as a valid rationale for density and massing variances. Many neighbours say, “here we go again!” 

 
The comment by Luke Sales to the A.P.C. that our neighbours remind him of “people complaining about the airport 
when they built a house next door to the airport” is not appreciated. The inference of this very inappropriate 
remark by a public servant was that property owners should have known better to buy property in this 
neighbourhood with potential for a massive development like this.  

 
For many of us, there was a hotel on College Road, set back from its property lines with a wonderful restaurant 
and pub, it was a true amenity for the neighbourhood and the Town. For other more recent arrivals, there was an 
approved development-in-progress with 40 units-- not ideal but acceptable. In both instances, we were able to 
take comfort from the O.C.P. which stipulated that high density development must be limited to the village centre 
rather than single family residential neighbourhoods like ours. 

 
The Process. The neighbours understand the prescribed process for approval of re-zoning applications like this. 
We know about the requirements of the Local Government Act and the adherence by Town officials and staff to 
its conditions. At the same time, it is upsetting that although the Town has had 18 months to discuss and consider 
the request by Monaco concerning the old building and the density and design of the remaining buildings, we are 
given only a few weeks to consider and no opportunity for meaningful dialogue with the Town. 
 
Mr. Jahn pointed out to us during his information meeting that we have known for almost three full years that 
Monaco intended to seek this increase in density because he told a Committee of the Whole in February 2017 
that he had an option to purchase the property and if he did he would be back to seek increased density. He said 
that we could have called him up in Langley to discuss, if there were concerns. This is clearly ludicrous. When 
attempting to discuss the development with the Town, neighbours have consistently been told that we must wait 
for a formal application and until then there is nothing to discuss.  
 
Now, we are in the midst of a global pandemic and reduced to a Zoom call with the developer and a Zoomed Public 
Hearing. All of this to say that, after more than a decade of this disruption and living with an unfinished 
development in our midst…as taxpayers, surely we deserve a better process.  Numerous neighbours will be unable 
to attend a public hearing in the morning due to work obligations. 
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7. Our Survey 
 

 In preparation for the developer’s Zoom information meeting, we provided a survey to each home on College 
 Road, Hall Road, Burnham Road down to Cypress and both of the cul de  sacs.  Please find attached the survey 
questionnaire and a summary of feedback by respondents. Although this survey is not purported to be scientific, 
it was the best we could do on short notice and in the midst of a pandemic. We ask that you give it due 
consideration as important feedback from property owners in our neighbourhood. Moreover, the process of 
collecting these data provided an opportunity for dialogue between and amongst neighbours during which many 
expressed feelings of stress and anxiety concerning the prospect of increased density and a prolonged 
construction period. Please note that residents of the 16 homes in the Cambridge Manor building on the College 
Heights site declined to participate in the survey.  

 
Thank you very much for your consideration of the issues presented in this letter. As noted above, its content is drawn 
entirely from comments during the information meeting, data collected through our door-to-door survey and 
informal conversations between neighbours. The undersigned is confident that the concerns stated in this letter 
reflect a consensus of our neighbourhood.  

 
If clarification or elaboration on any aspect of this letter is required, please do not hesitate to let me know. We 
hope that you are safe and well during these troubled times.  

 
Yours truly,  

 
On behalf of Qualicum Heights  

Neighbourhood Group  
 
  
 

Debra A. Boyle 
Senior Member 
 
  
 
ATTACHED: Door-to-door survey and findings 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 


