Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rafer Strandlund <Rafer.Strandlund@fisgard.com>
Monday, November 8, 2021 2:46 PM
Community Planning
Al Siebring; Rob Conway
Official Community Plan Review - Kingsview Phased Development Agreement
Authorization, Bylaw 3691
Kiongsview OCP Review Letter.pdf

Importance:

High

Good Afternoon,
Please include the attached letter as part of the review of the Official Community Plan for North Cowichan. I understand
there is a meeting tonight, and I am hopeful that early on, it is made clear to whomever is working on the future OCP
that everyone is very clear that Kingsview has contractual development rights that must be adhered to. The approved
Phased Development Agreement and the approved Kingsview Comprehensive Development Plan govern the future
development of the Kingsview lands, even with a change in the OCP designation, or a change to the zoning.
If you have any questions, please feel free to call or email me.
Regards,

Rafer Strandlund
President, Transtide Kingsview Development Ltd.,
General Partner of Transtide Kingsview Limited Partnership
3378 Douglas Street, Victoria, BC
V8Z 3L3
Direct Line: 250‐389‐3019
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3378 Douglas Street
Victoria BC V8Z 3L3
Office: 250.382.9255
Toll Free: 1.866.382.9255

November 8, 2021
Municipality of North Cowichan
ATTN: Planning Department
7030 Trans-Canada Highway
Duncan, BC
V9L 6A1
Attn:

Mayor and Council

Official Community Plan Review – Kingsview Phased Development Agreement Authorization, Bylaw
3691 (the “PDA”)
Re:

Dear Mayor and Council,
I write today concerning the Official Community Plan ("OCP") review as it relates to the Kingsview development lands
("Kingsview"). Transtide Kingsview Development Ltd. ("Transtide") strongly opposes any change to the Official
Community Plan to the extent that it impacts Kingsview. A change to the OCP will give the public an incorrect picture
of what is currently approved (and cannot be changed by an OCP amendment). In addition, the Rural Residential
proposed designation will not apply to Kingsview and therefore should not be presented to the public as if it will apply.
In earlier versions of the OCP review material, particularly the document titled "How Should We Grow?", Kingsview
was correctly identified as "Approved Development." However, on October 6, 2021, at the OCP Plan Advisory Group,
I noticed that the map included the south side of Kingsview in the Rural Residential category.
I do not know why or when this change happened. Under the PDA, Kingsview is developable according to the current
zoning. Stating otherwise or presenting materials in a way that gives a different impression is factually incorrect and
will invariably mislead the public.
Section 2.00 of the Kingsview Phased Development Agreement Authorization, Bylaw 3691 states explicitly that no
amendment or repeal of the Zoning Provisions or the current provisions of the Subdivision Bylaw (together, the
Specified Provisions") shall apply to the Lands, except:
•
•
•

As provided in Section 516(6) of the Local Government Act;
As provided in any other provision of the Local Government Act or statutory enactment in force from time to
time; or
To the extent that the owner of any parcel comprising the Lands agrees in writing that the amendment or
repeal shall apply to that Lands.

None of the three situations apply to Kingsview and amending the OCP in a way that purports to impact has no legal
effect, may not be enforceable and could void the OCP amendment entirely. Invariably, it will confuse members of the
public and will negatively impact staff, who will likely be the ones to deal with questions from time to time.
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

FIPPA s. 22(1)
Friday, December 3, 2021 10:05 AM
Community Planning
OCP Concerns

Hello
I have some grave concerns in regards to the direction of the OCP. Residents feel they can not make a difference. They
feel the OCP will not listen to their concerns even if they take the time to complete the survey. This is a very common
theme. I have also talked to a lot of residents in regards to this. Here are some points to show their concerns are valid:
When the 3 growth scenario surveys were conducted, here are some results:


46% of Bell McKinnon residents wanted scenario 1

For Quamichan for their own neighbourhood



39% wanted scenario 1
41% wanted scenario 2

When you look at the map, the 2 neighbourhoods impacted most by the OCP and the growth surveys are exactly these 2
neighbourhoods. Bell McKinnon and Quamichan. The UCB has been reduced and altered most drastically in these areas.
Your report is entitled “what we heard”. However, I do not think you listened. I feel you have a direction in which you
are heading and you are not listening. Each neighbourhood is unique and different.
The award winning BMLAP was also prepared by the residents of Bell McKinnon and this report has also been
disregarded and altered to the ideas of what Council feel is better for the community.

I found this picture on the North Cowichan OCP website. I was told it was not used. However, it is on your website. It
shows the OCP is biased towards option2. It even stated if you chose option 1, you are not typically an active person.
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Kind regards,
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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November 25,2021
Dear Mayor and Council:
RE: Draft OCP and Public Engagement
During this pandemic we have all been working hard to adjust our lives to ensure the health and safety of our family,
friends, neighbours, businesses, and community. Well, if that is not challenging enough, this past week we were hit
with an atmospheric river causing massive flooding of homes, business and declaring a local state of emergency. We
are all trying our best to handle all that seems to be coming our way these days.
Yet MNC Council seems to be pushing forward with an extremely short window of time to gather feedback on the
draft OCP. This OCP draft document is extensive to say the least; 195 pages of content and over 50 survey questions.
I’m not sure about you, but to gain a true understanding of what this 195-page document is saying, completing the
survey is not something that can quickly be done.
The OCP will serve as a guide for how we use our land, grow, change, and respond to challenges over the next 20 years
or more. It is being touted as vastly important, vital and will ensure it meets North Cowichan’s ever-changing needs.
However, gathering real feedback, in a variety of ways, from as many residents as possible, seems to be far less
important than getting this adopted as quickly as possible.
In this pandemic we have all had to adjust our lives, both personally and professionally and recognize the challenges
it’s created in securing in person gatherings for this OCP process. However, residents need and want opportunities to
gather and discuss this overarching document that will guide the community we live in.
Along with roughly 125 people, I attended the November 8 webinar hoping to learn more about the new draft OCP,
how it will be used, offer feedback, and have questions answered. Given this event was online, with a 7pm start on a
Monday night, I think it shows residents are interested and want to have ‘their’ say. We learnt some general
information however there was no opportunity to offer feedback. The question period (which was slightly extended
due to the volume of questions wanting answered) saw well over 100 questions being asked, with many never being
answered.
Over the past two years, you have asked residents of North Cowichan for feedback on; off leash dog parks,
transportation survey, garbage collection survey, community engagement policy framework and NOW, in addition to
reading the 195-page draft OCP, then answering the 50 plus questions, you want me to engage in the Budget 2022
conversation and participate in the Municipal Forest Review workshop and complete the survey that goes with it. I
love my community, I try hard to be engaged and sincerely do apologize, but seriously, just how much time do you
think residents have?
We desperately need and want to be given the opportunity for some in person, fulsome discussions, workshops, open
houses, and or neighbourhood events regarding this OCP. Well, an online survey can work well for some it truly does
not work for everyone. Telling folks, they can call NC office, and someone can help them or ask for a paper application
is really the best you can do? Please tell me, if I have vision issues and call in for assistance how will that help me view
the eight pages of maps?
There are still so many residents unaware this OCP survey is even happening, and I can understand why. In last weeks
local newspaper there was an ad asking residents to have their say on Budget 2022 and an ad promoting the upcoming
Forest Review workshops but absolutely nothing on the most important of all, the OCP. Why is this?
NC is spending hundreds of thousands of dollars on this guiding document yet the lack of options for public
engagement is shocking. I have heard so many Councillors tout the importance of getting this right and all community
voices heard, is this true or does it just sound good saying it?
This is just too important to get wrong. If you won’t consider delaying the OCP till in person discussion can happen, at
the very least, please consider extending the deadline for completing the survey till after the New Year and include
online workshops where feedback can be given and will be captured forming part of the public feedback. Appreciate
your time and consideration of my request.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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#2). The people who have taken this on with respect‐ may well have a good view of the subject. HOWEVER‐ it is one
aspect to undertake a project as such. It is ENTIRELY another to LIVE in the area for a length of time to know it WELL. As
it stands, most of those on the Webinar if not all live on the mainland. The layout at this stage‐ albeit some good ideas‐ I
find will NOT be met with full appreciation.
Input or no input at all from the public‐ it will do the planning committee well and a strong recommendation to proceed
incredibly cautiously and NOT rush it.
Now I agree‐ there’s ALWAYS the one person you’ll piss off‐ that’s the business world. HOWEVER‐ if this situation is met
with rising opposition‐ I can foresee the RCMP having FAR more work on their hands. Yet it is NOT just the aspect of
whether everyone agrees or disagrees‐ there is also the problem with the government and the pandemic‐ both of which
have put people out of work (and in some cases‐ unnecessarily due to the pandemic)‐ but equally those who are fully
able to work and refuse to. By this I am NOT referring to the homeless and those who truly CANNOT work due to a
disability. I’m meaning those who are surviving off governmental benefits RESULTING from the pandemic.
It's somewhat irrelevant to say but I have not had the first vaccine nor do I intend to have any vaccine due to the
ingredients, dangers and the fact that with crap circulation in my left leg I KNOW full bloody well the first vaccine would
render me on crutches.
HOWEVER‐ that does not stop me from working. Yet when I go into a supermarket or store or the like‐ not counting
restaurants‐ and see ‘help wanted’‐ there’s a huge problem when we the residents are ending up paying higher taxes
and fees for everyone else’s bills who refuse to work‐ not CANNOT work‐ refuse to work.
That said‐ if the costs go up as this is implicated‐ the municipality will be met with much opposition to be sure. I would
have to ask whether the committee has considered any ramifications of their decisions and how to deal with them
should they arise. That is not something the RCMP should have to deal with‐ that would be passing the buck. That
should be the property of the people in charge of the plan to deal with the heat or opposition which was caused.
It is NOT just giving an ear to the people, holding a webinar and asking for their feedback and offering adjustments to an
OCP draft. It is equally a matter of strongly considering the worst case scenario and what will happen in the event should
an idea or project backfire or be met with heat.
In conclusion, if I may have this and particularly the three questions above directed to the appropriate people and
answered.
Many thanks in advance,
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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1. We have reviewed the North Cowichan Zoning maps and it appears there is an I2 designation on both Western
Forest Products facilities in Chemainus. Can you verify this for me and further clarify if the intent of the OCP
advisory committee was to alter the Zoning in which those facilities occupy. Yes, the Western Forest Products
mill site in Chemainus is zoned I‐2. The recommendation from the OCP Advisory Group only applied to the
industrial site at Cowichan Bay. The proposed land use designation for the majority of the Chemainus site is
Industrial and Employment. The Benchlands area is proposed to have a Village Residential designation. The
designations can be viewed draft OCP map available on the Municipality’s website.

2. The suggestion to have the area designated within the OCP , is the suggestion referring to the mill lands or the
bench lands? See above.
3. During the November 8th OCP presentation, your planner Mr. Hutton made the following statement in the chat
panel:
Chris Hutton (he/him), North Cowichan Planning 07:21 PM
All surveys were done online and paper‐based surveys were available. They were promoted through
newspaper, social media, and newsletters. Additionally, a number of volunteers were charged with
supporting the project in the community, as well as a wide array of community groups who distributed
through public newsletters. In one engagement session, we were able to include a notice in the tax
mailout to every tax payer in the community.
Given this statement, I would like to know if we can get confirmation that Western was given the opportunity to
provide comment during this process, as alluded to above. There have been various opportunities for the public,
including Western Forest Products, to participate in the review and update of North Cowichan’s OCP that commenced in
2019. These included surveys on visions and goals, a community character survey and workshops, and a survey on
growth management scenarios. These opportunities have been publicized on the Municipality’s website, through the
local media, on social media, and in other ways such as the tax mail‐out you referred to. The community engagement
opportunities that have occurred to date have been available to all property owners and members of the public,
including Western Forest Products. Please note that the community engagement process for the draft OCP and land
use designations is occurring between November 8 and December 8 and Western is encouraged to provide any input it
2

has on the draft document during this time. There will also be an opportunity to provide input and comment on the
draft OCP if Council decides to forward it to a public hearing in the new year.

4. Finally, is there written record or a contact person to discuss the rationale behind the recommendations in the
OCP pertaining to suggested changes to the Zoning Bylaw? If the new OCP is ultimately adopted by Council by
Bylaw, the OCP land use designations in the adopted OCP will provide guidance for zoning designations when
the Zoning Bylaw is reviewed and updated. The Zoning Bylaw is one of the principal ways the OCP is
implemented, so it should be expected that the future zoning will closely follow the OCP land use
designations. It is pre‐mature to say how that will all play out at this point because the OCP hasn’t yet been
adopted and there hasn’t been any work done on the zoning bylaw update.
If you are wondering about the rationale for the OCP Advisory Group’s recommendation to not apply the
industrial land use designation to lands within estuaries, there isn’t any specific written material I can refer you
to. My impression is that the recommendation was made to encourage future land uses on the estuaries to be
lower impact than could potentially occur within an industrial designation.
I am happy to discuss this with you more, but am away on vacation until November 22. Chris Osborne is filling I
for me while I am away, so if you wish to speak with someone before I return I recommend contacting him.

Appreciate you having a look at these questions and providing some guidance.
Regards,

Brad McRae
Director, Government Relations
Tel 250.201.3935
BMcRae@westernforest.com
westernforest.com

NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIAL TRANSMISSION. This message and any accompanying attachments are intended only for
the intended recipient named above and may contain information that is privileged and confidential and protected by
copyright. Any dissemination, distribution, copying or action taken in reliance on this email or any accompanying
attachments by anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
us of the error in communication by telephone (604-648-4500) or by return e-mail and destroy all copies of this
communication and any accompanying attachments without using or disclosing them. Thank you.

3

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Patricia Taylor
Friday, December 3, 2021 12:00 PM
Nicole Barry; Lindsay Bysterveld
Rob Conway; Chris Osborne; Chris Hutton
FW: Response to OCP suggested amendments
Letter to North Cowichan OCP Advisory Committee December 3.pdf; Response to OCP
suggested amendments

To file under Community Planning email 
From: Brad McRae <BMcRae@westernforest.com>
Sent: Friday, December 3, 2021 11:57 AM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Response to OCP suggested amendments
Good morning,
I have attached the submission for the advisory committees review. Please contact me if there are any questions.

Regards,

Brad McRae
Director, Government Relations
Tel 250.201.3935
BMcRae@westernforest.com
westernforest.com

NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIAL TRANSMISSION. This message and any accompanying attachments are intended only for
the intended recipient named above and may contain information that is privileged and confidential and protected by
copyright. Any dissemination, distribution, copying or action taken in reliance on this email or any accompanying
attachments by anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify
us of the error in communication by telephone (604-648-4500) or by return e-mail and destroy all copies of this
communication and any accompanying attachments without using or disclosing them. Thank you.
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December 3, 2021

Delivered via Email: communityplanning@northcowichan.ca

RE: Response to the District of North Cowichan Official Community Plan Update
(Updated Plan)
Thank you for the opportunity to submit a response to the Official Community Planning
advisory committee (Committee) regarding the Updated Plan, including suggested
changes to both overall land use and specific zoning changes. Western Forest Products
Inc. (Western) has identified concerns with respect to both generalities and specifics of
the draft Updated Plan and wish to convey them to the Committee for consideration as
set out below.
The current Official Community Plan of the District of North Cowichan (Current Plan)
adopted in 2011 recognized the importance and value of supporting significant
economic drivers, recognizing historical land uses, and highlighting “inconsistencies and
uncertainty create a poor investment environment”. Section 2.4.6(2011) of the Current
Plan specifically identified provisions for industry to “promote a healthy industrial sector”
and “reduce the potential for conflicts between industrial and other land uses”. The
acknowledgement of both the importance of industry, and creating a supportive
environment, appears to be absent within the current draft before the committee. In fact,
the draft Updated Plan provides no acknowledgement of both the significance of
Western being a significant community and regional economic driver, as well as the
overall role that industry plays in contributing to the community by not only directly
supporting 130 well-paying jobs, but also indirectly injecting significant funds into
numerous local businesses. From 2011 to 2021, Western paid over $9,000,000.00 in
municipal taxes. In 2021 alone, Western paid $799,608.00 in municipal taxes. This is a
significant contribution that provides relief to residential tax rates.
Next, the absence of support for historical land uses and a “legal non-conforming land
use designation” can greatly impact both current operations, future considerations for
investment, and raise levels of uncertainty to future planning. As the area in question
has a long-standing history of being used as Industrial Use (I2) land, we would expect
that the advisory committee would recognize both the historical and current use and
make recommendations according to those factors. Given Western has been operating
the Cowichan Bay mill since 2004 (with prior ownership of Doman Industries beginning
mill operations in 1976), it would be most appropriate for the lands it occupies to be
designated as I2. This will provide a level of certainty as well as a clear
acknowledgement of the long-standing operations.

www.westernforest.com
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Council Support
Sunday, November 21, 2021 12:34 PM
Rob Conway; Chris Osborne
FYI - FW: OCP Review Deadline: Request for Extension

FYI
From: markmitchell@grecaholdings.ca <markmitchell@grecaholdings.ca>
Sent: November 19, 2021 2:51 PM
To: Council <council@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: OCP Review Deadline: Request for Extension
Good Afternoon Council Members
My name Is Mark Mitchell and I am a Project Manager for Greca Holdings ltd., a Development company located in North
Cowichan. I would ask Council to consider delaying the deadline for responses to the proposed OCP.
The reasons for the request include, but not limited to:
 The times and recent Weather events have disrupted many lives ( my family included) and time has not been
available to thoroughly review the OCP
 The new OCP has fundamental and significant departures from the existing OCP that need to be reviewed more
thoroughly than the allocated time frame allows
 We have properties within the current UCB that will be adversely affected if this plan is adopted and we are
currently seeking advise

Thank you for your consideration
Mark
Mark Mitchell

GRECA HOLDINGS LTD.
422‐2640 BEVERLY STREET
DUNCAN, BC OFFICE 250‐715‐1600
CELL 250‐715‐5561
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November 29, 2021
To the MNC Mayor and Council
It is disturbing to see that the Draft OCP is a philosophical manifesto, rather than a plan for
development. Statements such as "The cult of consumerism is not only spiritually empty but also
ecologically destructive." have no place in a community plan. MNC is not a socialist state governing body
that has a mandate to establish a philosophy or “moral imperative” of development.
The following comments refer to Section 8 of the OCP.
The voters in Chemainus recognize the importance of economic development. In the October 26,
2017 Chemainus municipal open house attendees voted on the desirability of 11 priorities.
Economic development was the top priority gaining 24% of 72 votes. Note that “Economic
development and job creation” was a write-in category that was not included in the initial choices
provided by MNC staff on the “ballot” as provided.

The draft Plan advocates the use of tax dollars to engage in business actives. Creation of a
development corporation, etc. is not an appropriate use of tax dollars. Examples of inappropriate
activies are found in 8.3.2 which states that the Municipality can:
c. Create an economic development corporation owned by the Municipality.
d. … pursue strategic business attraction and development opportunities….
g. Examine how to use taxes and other financial instruments to support and promote businesses
aligned with its economic development philosophy.
i. Use its planning, taxation and investment powers to revitalize commercial and mixed-use areas
that have declined.

Under section 8.3.3 the Municipality will quiz developers on their business models. The inference is
that if the Municipality deems the developer’s business model or employment standards are not in
line with the MNC social objectives a business licence will be denied.
The plan calls for no new permits for “drive-thrus” type businesses. Considering the popularity and
growth of this sector, this prohibition is not realistic and will steer these businesses to neighbouring
jurisdictions.
Section 8.6 INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY
An introduction to this section should state that industry is to be sought in order to increase
employment opportunities and generate tax income. Instead, the draft gives the impression that
industrial activity is something to be tolerated.

A critique of Section 9 of the draft Official Community plan -

FIPPA s. 22(1)
, November 30, 2021

SUSTAINABLE INFRASTRUCTURE
Providing and maintaining infrastructure is core municipal function.
Many BC municipalities, MNC included, have been too focused on non core issues and ignoring core
functions. Billions dollars of flood damage is the price for this lack of attention to basics. By omitting
mention of flood control, lack of which over the past decade has seriously damaged local property, the
authors of this report have similarly failed to recognize a core planning function.
9.1 WATER SYSTEMS
The need for description of the various water systems is questionable
9.2 SANITARY SEWER SYSTEMS
No comment
9.3 STORM WATER MANAGEMENT
The plan barely mentions flood control and does not mention the need for additional dikes, nor the
maintenance of dikes. The seriousness of this omission is obvious from flood damage in south western
BC in November, 2021. Damage repair will cost billions of dollars, thousands of people have been
displaced and have lost their possessions and property. The transportation and agricultural industries
have been severely damaged. Local flooding over the past decade has been serious, resulting in the
declaration of a State of Local Emergency. Reduction of flood damage in MNC needs serious and
prompt attention and will be costly. This issue must be addressed in the OCP.
9.4 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT
Although the Municipality picks up garbage and organics, it is also responsible for disposal. Disposal of
solid waste is currently facilitated by arrangement with the CVRD. Accordingly, the solid waste is
transported 638 kilometres to a landfill site in southern Washington state. Tipping fees are paid in US
dollars. This is an expensive undertaking and consumes fossil fuels in truck, barge and rail transport. The
OCP does not mention this undertaking which is not compliant with the philosophy of the plan. The OCP
does not mention the need to establish, in concert with the CVRD, a safe local facility for disposal of the
26,000 tonnes of waste currently being transported to the USA at an annual cost of just under
$4,000,000.
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Chris Hutton
Monday, November 29, 2021 3:04 PM
'Tom Duncan'
Planning
RE: Official Community Plan Update Project

Thank you Mr. Duncan,
Your input will be added to other input received on this public engagement.
Sincerely,
Chris Hutton (he/him/Mr.)
Community Planning Coordinator
chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3155
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
FIPPA s. 22(1)
From: Tom Duncan
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 2:02 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Official Community Plan Update Project
Hello
I was attempting to comment thru the webpage and placespeak but I was unable to Use these platforms, I do think I am
reasonable savvy with current computers but… My comments are about the future growth around the hospital site, I am
wondering what the plans for water and sewer services would be ❓ At a recent joint council meeting some North
Cowichan Councilors expressed some interest in a highway bypass, is that a consideration❓ I am also wondering what
future economic development might look like, does North Cowichan envision businesses similar to the current situation
on the TCH Thru Duncan ❓ Has the CVRD Economic Development staff provided input on the future development in the
Bell McKinnon area❓ Thanks

Tom Duncan
MTMS
Councillor
City of Duncan
250 709‐4843
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Council Support
Wednesday, December 1, 2021 1:54 PM
Planning
FW: NC OCP - food security feedback

FYI
From: Kate Marsh <kate.marsh@northcowichan.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, December 1, 2021 12:11 PM
To: Rosalie Sawrie <rosalie.sawrie@northcowichan.ca>; Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Council <council@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: RE: NC OCP ‐ food security feedback
These are great points. Thanks for sharing them Rosalie.
From: Rosalie Sawrie
Sent: December 1, 2021 10:24 AM
To: Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Council <council@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: FW: NC OCP ‐ food security feedback
Hi Rob,
I just wanted to share these comments that were sent to me regarding the food security chapter of the OCP. I think
there are some really great points here to consider and incorporate.
Thank you,
Rosalie
‐‐
Rosalie Sawrie, Councillor
she/her
Municipality of North Cowichan
cell: 250‐710‐4293
Grateful to live and work on unceded Coast Salish Territory.

From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: November 29, 2021 11:11 AM
To: Rosalie Sawrie <rosalie.sawrie@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: NC OCP ‐ food security feedback

Hi Rosalie,
I hope this email finds you well, enjoying today's sunny break.
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Serena Yang <serena@thinkmodus.ca>
Monday, November 29, 2021 3:03 PM
Chris Hutton; Chris Osborne; Patricia Taylor
Suzy Lunn
Fwd: [Konveio Inquiry] Main OCp document

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

We also received this comment.
I've responded asking for clarification on whether the ES is the only part she can report on and if she's
experiencing issues with the other sections.
S
Serena Yang (She/Her)
Planner

T 604.736.7755 ext.107 | C 778.242.3568 | @thinkmodus | thinkmodus.ca

#207 - 55 East Cordova Street, Vancouver, BC V6A 0A5
Subscribe to our newsletter for project news, research, and invites to MODUS social gatherings.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: <noreply@konveio.email>
Date: Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 2:24 PM
Subject: [Konveio Inquiry] Main OCp document
To: <serena@thinkmodus.ca>
FIPPA s. 22(1)
sent a message using the contact form at
https://modus.konveio.net/contact.
I have read the whole document 190 pages and am unable to provide my comments and edits as the executive
summary is the only report l can report on. I am disturbed that the document is heavy on Climate change and
Farming which l agree with, however the rest questionable.
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brian Danyliw <brian.danyliw@theagencyre.com>
Wednesday, December 1, 2021 7:50 AM
Al Siebring
Council
OCP

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Categories:

In Laserfiche

Dear Mayor and Council

In regard to the council meeting today, I ask that you consider the following in the interest of the community;

1. Item 7.1 – A 14 day extension is insufficient. This extension would land the date right in the middle of the
holiday season rush when people can devote little time to reviewing a 195 page document and comment on a
30 page questionnaire. I would suggest that, at a minimum, the date be moved to February.
2. Item 7.3 – It is appropriate to commence with in‐person meetings again as the guidelines from the Health
Ministry have changed to allow for group gatherings. This is especially important given the gravity of the matters
being discussed and the difficulty many people have following along on zoom meetings. From the Ministry
website “There are no capacity restrictions on indoor organized gatherings. Proof of vaccination is required for
organized gatherings with more than 50 people.”
3. Item 8.1 – In regard to doing a study on the economic impact on existing growth centers.





There is no real way to quantify what Councillor Justice is proposing, there are far too many
variables to consider. It would be a ‘GIGO’ (garbage in‐garbage out) study that provides no
useful information. To reiterate, at the end of the day it would be useless conjecture.
Staff at the MNC are already unable to keep up with the daily work load.
What is the real purpose? Is Councillor Justice suggesting we move the hospital to a
different area? Now is not the time to do this study.
Undertaking a report of this nature would be very expensive and very time consuming. The
residents want and NEED their new hospital sooner, not later!

COWICHAN WORKS
A community group supporting families and businesses in the Cowichan Valley!
BRIAN DANYLIW
Chair
c: 250 710 6844
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Serena Yang <serena@thinkmodus.ca>
Friday, December 3, 2021 8:36 AM
Chris Hutton; Chris Osborne; Patricia Taylor
Suzy Lunn
Fwd: [Konveio Inquiry] Comment on OCP

Good morning team,
Please see below for a comment on the draft OCP.
S
Serena Yang (She/Her)
Planner

T 604.736.7755 ext.107 | C 778.242.3568 | @thinkmodus | thinkmodus.ca

#207 - 55 East Cordova Street, Vancouver, BC V6A 0A5
Subscribe to our newsletter for project news, research, and invites to MODUS social gatherings.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: <noreply@konveio.email>
Date: Thu, Dec 2, 2021 at 10:48 AM
Subject: [Konveio Inquiry] Comment on OCP
To: <serena@thinkmodus.ca>
FIPPA s. 22(1)
sent a message using the contact form at
https://modus.konveio.net/contact.
My wife and I do not support the draft OCP.
This document goes way beyond what the scope of an OCP should be. This draft is a political and philosophical
document that attempts to tell us how we should live our lives. MNC's citizens are quite capable of making our
own decisions without government interference. MNC's role should be to define areas of acceptable land use
not to tell us where we can live.
Not everyone wants to live in high density areas like James Bay, Cook Street Village and Yaletown. Rural
living still has significant appeal to many people. And as far as the argument that rural areas are heavy users of
infrastructure please take a step back and think about that for a minute. My wife and I live
We have a barely paved road and municipal water. No sanitary sewer, no sidewalks, no streetlights.
And yet our 2021 property taxes were $7,676 before any grants. Talk about a cash grab - we are paying way,
FIPPA s. 22(1)
way more than our fair share.
1

FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Patricia Taylor
Tuesday, December 7, 2021 10:39 AM
Planning
Fiona Baker
2021-12-07_Communiciations re: Public Feedback Question on Chapter 8
Question re konveio; FW: Question re konveio

Here is the start of something…
I forwarded to Rob/Chris O and attached Chapter 8 questions.
From: Tammy Isaachsen <tammy.isaachsen@northcowichan.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 10:09 AM
To: Chris Hutton <chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Patricia Taylor <patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Question re konveio
Hi Chris – can you/the OCP team provide a reply to this question:

Where is the discussion for Chapter 8, this is the most useless and contradictory part of the OCP, and must
be removed completely from the OCP. All other chapters have the ability to make comment, this is the
purest form of dictatorship. Allow comments for the parts that we all need to function, but no input on the
part where the government can say who or what is allowed to do anything in the community.
________________________________
Tammy Isaachsen
Communications and Engagement Coordinator
Office of the Mayor and CAO, Municipality of North Cowichan
tammy.isaachsen@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3206
C 250.510.4833

We want your input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and comment until December 22. Go
to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tammy Isaachsen
Tuesday, December 7, 2021 10:09 AM
Chris Hutton
Patricia Taylor
Question re konveio

Hi Chris – can you/the OCP team provide a reply to this question:

Where is the discussion for Chapter 8, this is the most useless and contradictory part of the OCP, and must
be removed completely from the OCP. All other chapters have the ability to make comment, this is the
purest form of dictatorship. Allow comments for the parts that we all need to function, but no input on the
part where the government can say who or what is allowed to do anything in the community.
________________________________
Tammy Isaachsen
Communications and Engagement Coordinator
Office of the Mayor and CAO, Municipality of North Cowichan
tammy.isaachsen@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3206
C 250.510.4833

We want your input!

North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and comment until December 22. Go
to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Patricia Taylor
Tuesday, December 7, 2021 10:36 AM
Rob Conway; Chris Osborne
Chris Hutton; Tammy Isaachsen
FW: Question re konveio

Hi Rob and Chris O – this question was received by Comms (Tammy) – can we formulate a response?

Where is the discussion for Chapter 8, this is the most useless and contradictory part of the OCP,
and must be removed completely from the OCP. All other chapters have the ability to make
comment, this is the purest form of dictatorship. Allow comments for the parts that we all need to
function, but no input on the part where the government can say who or what is allowed to do
anything in the community.
FyI….the survey questions for Chapter 8 include:
8. Do you support the strategic direction for the economy chapter that responds to the goal to:


☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Support a thriving economy that focusses on sustainable jobs and local businesses including green
technologies and innovative agriculture which leads to meaningful work and prosperity for all and
responds to regional economic change.

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all
Tell us why.

CHAPTER 8: LOCAL REGENERATIVE ECONOMY
Section 8.1 Localized, Low Consumption Economy
1.

Do you support the objective and policies in this section?

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all

Tell us why.
Section 8.2 Serving Well Being
2.

Do you support the objective and policies in this section?
1

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all

Tell us why.
Section 8.3 Local Economic Development Environment
3.

Do you support the objective and policies in this section?

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all

Tell us why.
Section 8.4 Rural Based Economic Activities
4.

Do you support the objective and policies in this section?

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all

Tell us why.
Section 8.5 Commercial Opportunity
5.

Do you support the objective and policies in this section?

☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all

Tell us why.
Section 8.6 Industrial Activity
6.

Do you support the objective and policies in this section?

☐ Yes, completely!
☐ Mostly
2

☐ Unsure
☐ Somewhat
☐ Not at all
Tell us why.
7.

Do you have any general thoughts on this chapter?

Patricia Taylor
250‐746‐3263
Patricia.Taylor@northcowichan.ca

From: Tammy Isaachsen <tammy.isaachsen@northcowichan.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 10:09 AM
To: Chris Hutton <chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Patricia Taylor <patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Question re konveio
Hi Chris – can you/the OCP team provide a reply to this question:

Where is the discussion for Chapter 8, this is the most useless and contradictory part of the OCP, and must
be removed completely from the OCP. All other chapters have the ability to make comment, this is the
purest form of dictatorship. Allow comments for the parts that we all need to function, but no input on the
part where the government can say who or what is allowed to do anything in the community.
________________________________
Tammy Isaachsen
Communications and Engagement Coordinator
Office of the Mayor and CAO, Municipality of North Cowichan
tammy.isaachsen@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3206
C 250.510.4833

We want your input!

North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and comment until December 22. Go
to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

FIPPA s. 22(1)
Wednesday, December 8, 2021 6:00 PM
Council
OCP Input
MNC OCP Feedback 2.pdf

Please see letter attached. Thank you for taking the time to read it.
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FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Patricia Taylor
Monday, December 13, 2021 9:36 AM
'David Vandine'
Chris Hutton
2021-12-10 Email from David Vandine Construction - Draft OCP

Hi David, thank you for your input regarding the draft Official Community Plan. Your feedback has been acknowledged
and will be added as part of the public record during this engagement period.
Warm regards,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor
Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and comment from
November 8 to December 22nd.
Go to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

From: David Vandine <David@vandineconstruction.ca>
Sent: Friday, December 10, 2021 7:09 AM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Draft OCP
Good morning,
I would like to express my concern against the new ocp.

Drawing the new UCB around the existing homes (except for the area between Highwood and Kingsview)
within the Maple Bay Corridor looks a lot like nimbyism. It does not follow the logic of infilling that you
have described within this document (access to existing infrastructure etc).
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Why can't the Maple Bay corridor be a growth center? It has the elements…school, walking trails,
commercial sites that can’t make a business case yet to build because of not enough population, etc.
Developers should be encouraged to build more density around the school and commercial sites.
The resistance to the ParkView subdivision located right across from MB school, on a bus line, a block
away from the commercial site, from a "nimby wanna be counselor" who apparently now has left town is an
example of how this process can be slanted.
The proposed UCB boundary in the Maple Bay corridor contradicts some of the guiding principles within
this draft document. As I write this, Lakes and Tzouhalem Rds are both closed due to flooding. A local
commercial centre at Kingsview would come in handy now. Was that considered at all in this plan?
Connecting Donnay Drive through Stonehill farm has been a long-term goal. There is no reference to
Donnay Drive in this document, does the TMP address this question?
The fact (illustrated by the hot real estate market) is that people want to spend their money on a nice house
or townhouse out on Maple Bay Road. This document seems to imply that this is a bad thing. It wants to
keep the status quo of the existing fragmented urban sprawl where we all must drive several kilometers to
town for our jug of milk.
The UCB line should remain where it is presently. This will allow planned development to continue in
accordance with the planning and infrastructure to date. This will result in enough people living in this area
for a business case for a major tenant such as a grocery store to set up shop. With the addition of
commercial development, the Maple Bay corridor area will have the community commercial area that it
deserves.
It seems inherently unfair to promote growth centers in areas that don’t have servicing yet (Bell Mckinnon)
while at the same time restricting an existing developed area that is pre-serviced and has been planned to
densify since the 1980's.
Why is that anyways?
Thank you,
David Vandine
President & CEO
Vandine Construction Inc.
#5‐6092 Scott Road, Duncan B.C.
Cell: 250‐416‐9265
Office: 250‐597‐1190
Mail: PO Box 20003
Beverly Corners Post Office
Duncan, B.C.
V9L‐5H1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Patricia Taylor
Monday, December 20, 2021 4:36 PM
'Briana Mussatto'
Michael Nygren; Brandon Crema; Kevin Foster; rob@thinkmodus.ca
Email from Briana Mussatto at District Group_RE: North Cowichan Official Community
Plan Feedback - District Letter_with Attachment
2021 12 20 OCP Review Letter FINAL.pdf

Thank you for the feedback, Briana. The review from District Group has been acknowledged and will be added as part of
the public record during this engagement period.
Merry Christmas and warm regards,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor

Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and comment from
November 8 to December 22nd.
Go to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

From: Briana Mussatto <mussatto@districtgroup.ca>
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2021 4:00 PM
To: rob@thinkmodus.ca; Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Michael Nygren <nygren@districtgroup.ca>; Brandon Crema <crema@districtgroup.ca>; Kevin Foster
<foster@districtgroup.ca>; Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: North Cowichan Official Community Plan Feedback ‐ District Letter
Hi Mr. Conway and Mr. Barrs,
Please find the attached letter from District Developments Corp. providing our formal response to the November 8,
2021 Draft Official Community Plan document.
1

We would be happy to sit down with you both to discuss this letter further. If you could please confirm receipt of this e‐
mail and the attached letter, it would be very much appreciated
Thank you,
BRIANA MUSSATTO
DEVELOPMENT MANAGER
M 778‐838‐7597
200‐8809 Heather Street
Vancouver BC
Canada V6P 3T1
districtgroup.ca

This email, including any attachments, is for the sole use
of the intended recipient and may contain confidential
information. If you are not the intended recipient please
notify us immediately and destroy this email and any copies.
Thank you.
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VIA EMAIL
December 20, 2021
Mr. Rob Conway
Director of Planning and Building
Municipality of North Cowichan
730 Trans-Canada Highway, PO Box 278
Duncan BC, V9L 3X4
Mr. Robert Barrs
Principal
MODUS Planning, Design & Engagement
#207 – 55 East Cordova Street
Vancouver, BC V6A 0A5
Dear Mr. Rob Conway and Mr. Robert Barrs:
RE: North Cowichan’s Official Community Plan Update
INTRODUCTION
On behalf of District Development Corp., we provide this letter as our detailed formal
response to North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan (OCP) published on Monday,
November 8, 2021. We have been observers of the OCP review process to date and we have
reviewed the draft material in detail. Accordingly, we have a number of constructive
comments and potential concerns about how the OCP process impacts the North Cowichan
community as a whole.
PROCESS AND TRANSPARENCY
Our goal is to provide meaningful constructive feedback as we understand the complexity of
an OCP review process and its associated public engagement. Over the past 20 years we have
been involved in numerous Official Community Plan processes throughout British Columbia,
hosted many public forums, open houses and conducted countless surveys. Our specific
comments and concerns with respect to process and transparency are as follows:
•

The surveys during this OCP process didn’t require names or a completeness test. For
transparency, raw results need to be available to the public.

•

We are concerned that we have not been formally engaged by either of yourselves
nor planning staff throughout this process. We believe this is significant as we have
a major rezoning application within the Bell McKinnon Area Plan that is severely
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impacted by the draft OCP policy (Urban Containment Boundary and future versus
current land use). In every other similar instance, we have been involved in, and there
has been many, this would be obvious reason for early engagement by the
professional team putting together the revised planning policy.
•

Notwithstanding the above, we were also denied the right to speak as a delegation
at the September 6, 2021 Committee of the Whole Council meeting where Council
had a workshop of the Bell McKinnon area, effectively undermining the democratic
process by denying our right to speak as concerned members of the public, who are
greatly impacted by the results of the Council recommendation.

•

This process deserves to inform the public, City Council, and others that may be
impacted why decisions are being made to potentially eliminate a current application
for 800 homes and other significant supporting uses for the new hospital particularly
in the context of there being no other applications within the planning area.

SURVEY RESULTS AND OCP DIRECTION
The nature in which the survey was set-up yielded results that can tell a widely varying story
depending on how you want to parse the data. Our thoughts are as follows:
•

The interpretation appears to fit a curve rather than determine one. However, we
don’t necessarily feel that the planning results have been pre-determined.

•

We do believe that the data analysis results taken from the Bell McKinnon
neighbourhood could be interpreted differently and in a manner that should be
strongly considered in order to meet overall OCP goals with respect to the
concentration and accommodation of growth.

•

The Bell McKinnon neighbourhood had the highest response rate (by percentage of
population) at 16%, which indicates both awareness and interest in the OCP. This
likely stems from the fact that the development of the Bell McKinnon Local Area plan
was both rigorous and recent.

•

In addition to the highest response rate, the Bell McKinnon neighbourhood
significantly preferred Option 1 ‘Business-as-usual’ over the other two growth
scenario options.

•

Given that North Cowichan and its unique neighbourhoods are spread out over a
large geographical area, our feeling is that the opportunity is that the Bell McKinnon
Area Plan should accommodate a disproportionately higher amount of the
anticipated growth. This is not reflected in the current planning direction and should
be considered.
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NEED A FORWARD-THINKING PLANNING APPROACH
Good planning requires a forward-thinking holistic approach – the ability to look at the ‘big
picture’. In order to move the community forward, it requires to incorporate public feedback
while balancing the long-term economic, social and environmental elements. Public opinion
is only one aspect of putting together what we would consider professional grade planning
recommendations.
As a keen observer of this whole process, a lot of attention has been given to the survey
results and the associated growth scenarios. We are hopeful that the growth scenario
recommendations have also included a lot of professional debate between yourselves and
Municipal planning staff; however, the nature of the communication hasn’t suggested that.
We believe the OCP review process would benefit from additional narrative with respect to
the decisions you have made as planning professionals versus simply as collators of public
opinion.
COWICHAN DISTRICT HOSPITAL REPLACEMENT PROJECT
As you are aware, the Cowichan District Hospital Replacement Project is a $887.4M project
with a capacity of 204 hospital beds. Upon completion it will employ 780 additional hospital
staff over and above staff employed at the current hospital. In addition to this, a significant
construction workforce will be required over the next five years.
Irrespective of whether the Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan was specifically put in place to
support the hospital, or not, the ability for the hospital to be constructed or operate longterm requires supportive uses in close proximity to it (housing, professional office space,
hotels, food services, other commercial services) and certainty with respect to the planning,
delivery, and cost sharing of the civil infrastructure. If you draw a circle around any significant
hospital in this province you will find a variety of land uses surrounding it.
We are in the construction business and have a deep understanding of the complexities of a
project of this nature. We could make a strong argument that simply presenting uncertainty
in the recently approved Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan creates substantial risk for the
delivery and operation of the new hospital. It is not just the uncertainty presented to the
health authority itself but also to the development community who would be the ones who
would develop and construct the adjacent and supportive uses.
Given the proposed amendments to the Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan and Urban
Containment Boundary we would like to see the following:
•

A detailed understanding of the consultation process between yourselves, Municipal
planning staff and the health authority on these proposed changes.
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•

A detailed explanation of how you feel you’ve mitigated these risks.

REALISTICALLY SOLVING YOUR CURRENT HOUSING CRISIS
Given the historically low inventory for rental and for-sale product there is a substantial and
potentially unquantifiable demand for housing. Rental vacancies as reported by CMHC in the
Fall of 2020 were reported at 1.8% (with low data reliability). We believe the data for Fall of
2021 will be at or near 0%. In our experience, this actually suggests a potentially high
negative vacancy rate (i.e. people looking for housing that doesn’t exist).
There are only 77 properties for sale in all of North Cowichan for all types as of November
23, 2021 as viewed on Realtor.ca based on a population of approximately 32,000 people.
The low inventory for rental and for-sale product is a national issue. A June 17, 2021 joint
report by the federal and provincial government titled ‘Canada-British Columbia Expert Panel
on the Future of Housing Supply and Affordability’ specifically calls for a planning framework
that proactively encourages housing and states “local governments must better estimate
and anticipate how many homes are needed to house a growing population with diverse
needs.” This framework is intended to allow municipalities to more freely approve housing
projects.
There is significant risk to any community that has such a low availability of housing which is
only exacerbated when every other community also has a low availability of housing. The
OCP should absolutely take no chances with respect to the supply of housing— especially
after what British Columbia has experienced with floods and fires. There is simply nowhere
for people to go in the Municipality of North Cowichan if there were a natural disaster of any
size. There is no rental accommodation, there is no hotel capacity and there are no new
homes. This is not a circumstance that any modern community should be in.
In addition to the comments above, current residents of North Cowichan cannot design a life
around their changing needs for real estate. These residents desperately need more housing
options— especially rental, seniors looking for age-appropriate accommodation, and young
families desperately seeking alternatives to the traditional single-family home. There is
simply no upward or downward mobility for current residents. People can’t find a place to
start their families and they can’t downsize which we believe is a massive problem.
Given these realities, our comments and suggestions are as follows:
•

An aggressive approach to growth should be taken not only in Bell McKinnon Area
Plan but in all areas of North Cowichan.
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•

Where there is significant demand, there needs to be a plan for an even greater
supply to try and meet the diverse needs of the community.

•

There is no real risk of over-supply. The pace of development that will naturally occur
is more limited by the nature of the land that needs to be consolidated and
repositioned, the pricing required to motivate the development patterns, and the
overall supply chain of the development and construction process. The key is having
a significant amount of land area available for housing development.

•

We believe the assumed population of 20,000 new residents that can be
accommodated in the growth areas have been overstated. Our experience is that
once road dedications, parks and greenspace, environmental features, desired
building typology, setbacks, and parking requirements are accounted for the yield
will be roughly 65% of the gross land area. Further, our experience suggests that
approximately 20 units per acre is achieved with a reasonable mix of building
typology. We have completed a comprehensive analysis of every parcel within the
Bell McKinnon Area Plan and we would be happy to share our data.

OTHER SUBSTAINTIAL COMMUNITY RISKS
North Cowichan needs to promote a healthy supply of all types and price-points of housing.
We are starting to see in many communities in British Columbia, North Cowichan included,
that is missing an element of housing that is essential for key community service providers.
This includes policemen, paramedics, teachers, and firemen.
There have been recent instances where the reliability of these services have been impacted
as a result of not being able to attract these essential service workers due to housing
shortages. We believe this represents another significant community risk and why the supply
of housing shouldn’t be left to chance.
Finally, Municipalities that have low growth are forced to increase property tax mill rates in
order to meet rapidly rising budgets, driven by inflation and the replacement of aging
infrastructure. If an approach to higher growth is taken, it will provide the municipality a
higher property tax base without having to increase the costs to existing homes. A failure to
do so will result in the displacement of long-term residents of the Municipality of North
Cowichan. A disproportionate amount of such residents will be the most vulnerable, such as
elderly residents relying upon fixed income.
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Perhaps better said – if the private sector struggles to provide market housing, the provision
of affordable housing is much harder, if not impossible. The draft OCP policies need to
address this with more than just language.
GRANDFATHERING EXISTING APPLICATIONS
When development applications are submitted to a Municipality, a great deal of time,
effort, and expense goes into the planning of an application to meet the current goals of
the community outlined in the Municipality’s planning documents. We understand that
Council’s recent direction is to make changes to the Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan;
however, we ask that a grandfathering provision be considered for applications currently
in-stream that relied on the Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan at the time of submission.
BELL MCKINNON LOCAL AREA PLAN
Our thoughts on the Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan are as follows:
•

Keep the Bell McKinnon Local Area plan as originally contemplated and approved.

•

Focus on areas of higher density first.

•

Focus on Bell McKinnon Road as a corridor.

•

Focus development along the proposed roundabout intersection of Herd and Bell
McKinnon Road.

•

Focus on developing in an infrastructure efficient manner. Particularly to include a
stretch of Bell McKinnon north of Herd Road, given that infrastructure upgrades
related to the hospital are necessary for that portion of Bell McKinnon Road.

•

Maintain the Urban Containment Boundary consistent with the current Bell
McKinnon Local Area Plan and existing OCP, and keep the future development areas
within the Urban Containment Boundary.

•

Allow for immediate development opportunities that are not physically adjacent to
the hospital site. This will allow for coincident construction of complementary uses
(rental residential, professional medical office space) without interfering with the
hospital construction.
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The decisions today will impact the North Cowichan community for over a decade. We ask
that our concerns and considerations be thoroughly reviewed and assessed – with
meaningful participation. We would like to sit down with you to discuss collaboratively and
solicit feedback at your earliest opportunity.
Sincerely,

Michael Nygren
President & CEO
District Developments Corp.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Patricia Taylor
Monday, December 20, 2021 4:33 PM
' FIPPA s. 22(1)

Rob Douglas; Shaun Mason
2021-12-20 Email from Dave Lindsay_RE: comments on North Cowichan OCP

FIPPA s. 22(1)
Thank you for the feedback,
All your hard work has been acknowledged and will be added as part of the public
record during this engagement period.
Merry Christmas and warm regards,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor
Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and comment from
November 8 to December 22nd.
Go to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2021 3:47 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Rob Douglas <rob.douglas@northcowichan.ca>; Shaun Mason <Shaun.Mason@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: comments on North Cowichan OCP

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Official Community Plan, this is the first time that I
have gone through the entire document. I will however, confine my comments to section 6.
A few general comments:


The term "regenerating" or "regeneration" has been used for different purposes. People with a
forestry background may be confused at the new, more general reference to this term, since it
1



has long been used by foresters to define the silvicultural practice of replanting or regenerating
a harvested stand to a forested condition.
I fully support strategy #3 - Climate Action Plan. The recognition that the municipality has a
responsibility to "support ecosystems and promote carbon sequestration" is an admirable goal
with a corresponding function of properly managing the Municipal Forest Reserve.

Specific comments:






Section 6.1 - Ecosystem Health, Biodiversity and Critical Habitats. This section starts out with
a very confusing blend of technical terms. The use of "Coastal Douglas Fir Forests" is used
incorrectly. Page 117 does an excellent job of describing Coastal Douglas fir (CDF)
biogeoclimatic zones. Coastal Western Hemlock (CWH) biogeoclimatic zone is also common
within and around North Cowichan - both of these zones contain Douglas fir forests. Use of the
term "Coastal Douglas fir forests" (page 108) is blending the 2 meanings. Simply remove the
word coastal when referring to a forest of Douglas fir trees. Douglas fir forests are the
predominant stands within the zonal ecosystems of the CDF and the drier subzone variants of
the CWH, which are the dominant ecosystems on the east coast of Vancouver Island.
Similarly on page 108, it also states that many red and blue listed species and plant
communities at risk are within these ecosystems. It might be useful to add a clarifying
statement here that all undisturbed and older seral stage forests within these ecosystems
(CDF and CWH) should be managed as rare or threatened.
A non-forestry section (page 113 - specifically light pollution) is very disappointing. There is no
management actions proposed. I can't help notice the proliferation of several high intensity TV
screen billboards in the Cowichan Valley. These cast an huge amount of light which is
disturbing from an energy conservation point of view but also as an impact on migratory bird
mortality. Other than domestic cats and feral cats - buildings and bright urban lights are major
sources of mortality for migrating songbirds. It seems ironic that the Somenos marsh wildlife
reserve / bird viewing areas are directly across from the Thrifty Foods eye sore (OK, my own
personal biases here....).

I found the section on the forest reserve to be quite general but well written, I have no comments or
suggestions.
. FIPPA s. 22(1)
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OCP Comments
From:
Date: December 16, 2021

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Thank you to everyone who has put so much effort into this draft OCP. I really like its
content and general direction, with the dual focus on ecological and social justice goals.
Below I have noted some concerns with the framing and presentation of these goals,
the regional context with respect to First Nations, and the goals related to reconciliation.
Climate Change and Ecological Lens/Principle:
I made most of my comments on this theme at the Environmental Advisory Committee
meeting, resulting in recommendations to council to broaden the climate change lens
and principle to include an ecological lens and principle. This framing change would
have to be made throughout the document.
The description of the ecological/climate change principle could also include:
• Protecting and restoring natural ecosystems, biodiversity, watercourses and
watershed health, SAR…
• Reducing consumption of energy and resources, especially non-renewable
resources…
Social Justice & Diversity, Equity, and inclusion (DEI):
I’m happy that this goal has been set for the OCP. I do have concerns with some of the
language that is used to describe particular groups of residents, and also framing that
centres a privileged group and excludes others. I know that the intention is to include all
groups of people, but some of the language serves to exclude rather than include. For
example, the phrase “living on the margins of society” actively excludes the very people
you are wanting to include.
Is it possible to hire a DEI consultant/advisor to go through and ensure the wording and
framing serve to include all residents and focus on the problems of the system rather
than suggesting that there is something inadequate about the people? This resource
may also be useful: “Advancing Equity and Inclusion: A Guide for Municipalities”
(https://www.cawi-ivtf.org/sites/default/files/publications/advancing-equity-inclusionweb_0.pdf)
•

pg 16: Suggestion for Social Justice and Equity Principle: “Through this OCP, we
ensure all municipal policies, plans and decisions are made through an equity
and inclusion lens… incorporating the equity concerns of Indigenous peoples,
racialized people, immigrants, persons living in poverty, persons with disabilities,
LGBTQ people, women, seniors, and youth.” OR “lens…that addresses gender
differences and other social inequities, such as income disparities, racism,
ableism, homophobia and transphobia, ageism.”

•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•

•
•
•

Pg 17: 2) Could include DEI targets (training for staff and elected officials,
increasing diversity of staff; engagement of reps…);
pg 26: Social justice and equity framework should be reframed. Remove “living
on the margins of society”. Also, maybe not about “removing barriers” but
“designing programming to serve all community members” or “Make the
municipality work for everyone”.
Pg. 26: “enforcing corrective measures to ensure that one group is not harmed
disproportionately.” – is vague. Not sure what this means.
Pg. 26: : explicitly serving equity priority groups rather than ‘supporting’ – puts
the onus on the municipality to ensure everyone is served, rather than singling
out groups for extra support.
Pg 27: Progress measured by: Could add: Diversity of MNC staff; DEI training for
MNC staff
Pg 28: In Inclusion: Mainstream/margin issue. Mainstream is defined by those in
power. Instead of “mainstream”, could say something like “those with unfair or
disproportionate levels of power learn from those with less power and give up
some of their power to level the playing field.”
Pg 28: Could reword definition of ‘privilege’ – “Unearned benefit or advantage
one receives in society by nature of their identity” or “social advantages, benefits,
degrees of prestige or respect that an individual has by virtue of belonging to
certain social identity groups.”
Page 61: “We must be able to support those who are vulnerable and need help
in certain stages of their life.” ‘Need help’ makes it seem like they are a problem,
rather than making sure municipalities work for them and provide necessary
services, accessible design, freedom from discrimination.
‘Special consideration’ should be ‘consideration’. ‘Special’ excludes them and
singles them out.
Pg 63: “Our hope is to”… Seems uncommitted. Other sections assert, they don’t
hope. Should have “Defining success/objective and “The Municipality can”
sections.
Pg 65: “Most vulnerable residents” – these groups may or may not be
‘vulnerable’ or ‘most vulnerable’. Better wording might be “providing services
for various groups of residents, such as…

Reconciliation and Collaboration with Local First Nations
I understand that there is ongoing work with local First Nations to set the context and
review the OCP. I would obviously defer to them, but offer these comments for what
they are worth.
• Pg. 3: Concern with the use of “we” to refer to non-Indigenous people and “they” to
refer to Indigenous residents. For example, “Collectively, WE must continue to learn
about the colonial history of Indigenous peoples to better understand the
importance and significance of First Nations culture and presence in OUR region…”

•

•

•
•

This excludes Indigenous residents. Referring to all groups as “they” is more
inclusive.
 The sentence above could be changed to: “Non-Indigenous residents of NC must
continue to learn about the Quwutsun Nation, its people, history, and cultural
traditions, and the colonial history of this area. They must find ways to answer
the Truth and Reconciliation Calls to Action.” Also: “THEY must also acknowledge
that historical and ongoing systemic racism and colonialism…
 I would also keep it in the present tense. “…historical and ongoing systemic
racism and colonialism IMPACT our communities and culture, and resolve to
work toward: reconciling relationships and creating a shared, mutually-beneficial
future.”
The concept of “consultation” and “meaningful consultation”: Consultation may be
appropriate for certain types of planning and decision-making, whereas stronger
mechanisms like collaboration and shared decision-making might be more
appropriate in other areas, for example with respect to the municipal forest or
watershed protection and restoration. Using stronger language would signal more
of a commitment to reconciliation.
Pg 6: [listed First Nations] “have rights and title to area with the region”. I would
suggest setting a better context for readers. Something like: “The region is the
homelands of the [listed FNs], who have title to the area, and rights and
responsibilities to govern and steward its lands, waters, and resources.”
I didn’t see any mention of cooperation with local First Nations with respect to
providing services like water, sewage, etc. Does this happen? Is it contemplated?
Pg 16: I would recommend integrating ideas from Whistler into the OCP rather than
just referencing them. Or if MNC’s work is ongoing, perhaps explain that and word
it in a way that signals where you want to go and identifies next steps.
• Pg 71: Change “collectively we must continue to learn about the colonial history
and the effect on the local FNs to better understand the importance…” Make
inclusive of a FN audience (see above).
• pg. 73: Change “neighbouring” to “local” (since MNC is on First Nations’ land, not
next to it).

Random questions/comments:
• Pg. 7: Curious about aging population — What is the age distribution of
Quwutsun Nation members? If more young people, would be worth mentioning
alongside the aging trend. Pg 31: could also reference in the section on growth –
reference growth and age distribution of local FN communities; would impact
need for housing and services – was this taken into consideration in the long
range projections of population, housing, and employment?
• pg 7: f. Mental health and substance use supports for all who need it (not the
visible homeless population). You could add “including the homeless population.”
• May want to add the trend of people being able to work virtually and moving
away from larger cities to places like MNC.

•
•

•
•

The use of the social justice and climate/ecological lens icons seems kind of
random in the document.
Pg 40: Why restrict home-based businesses if allowing neighbourhood
commercial uses? Reduces transportation if people can work and access
businesses in their neighbourhoods. So many jobs are now home-based. May
need clarification as to what you are referring to. Could use similar wording to pg
41 f.
Page 53: Are malfunctioning septic systems a contributor to nutrient loading in
Somenos Lake as well, or only Quamichan?
Pg 109: add “protection” and add “incentivize protection and restoration of
natural areas, including forest, meadow, and riparian areas”

Thank you again for your work and for the opportunity to provide these comments. Feel
free to contact me if you have any question

Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bruce <bruce@elmworth.com>
Tuesday, December 21, 2021 2:55 PM
Planning
Chris Osborne
FW: Draft OCP- Lot 1, Section 5, Somenos District, Plan VIP 63560- PLA SUB 00054
05-6296_PRO10A.pdf

Bruce Muir

Elmworth Construction Ltd.
Tel: 250‐748‐6133
Fax: 250‐746‐4400
www.elmworth.com
From: Bruce
Sent: December 21, 2021 2:50 PM
To: planning@northcowichan.bc.ca
Cc: Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>; Chris Hutton (chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca)
<chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Draft OCP‐ Lot 1, Section 5, Somenos District, Plan VIP 63560‐ PLA SUB 00054
Planning Department,
I am writing to request that the draft OCP mapping for land use be amended to properly show this property as Rural
Residential not Agriculture, Forestry and Conservation. This property is a phased strata development of one large strata
lot that has been planted with vines and eight large residential lots. Phase one has been completed. We are awaiting
construction approval for Phase two and three.
Thank you for your attention to this.
Regards,
Bruce Muir

Elmworth Construction Ltd.
Tel: 250‐748‐6133
Fax: 250‐746‐4400
www.elmworth.com
1
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Tuesday, December 21, 2021 2:40 PM
Al Siebring
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Council;
Petition Route 6 - Crofton - Vesuvius Bay

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

Categories:

In Laserfiche

Dear Mayor,
Compliments of the Season to you and your Councillors & Staff.
The question for us was do we go with the Petition over the Holidays or wait for the New Year. I know you
have a lot on your plate right now with the tragic weather events of Mid November, your not alone. We
decided to go with the Campaign now because of the "Intolerable Situation" on Route 6. With the Summer of
2022 being just around the corner when traffic and sailing waits create madness for all.
What would be nice if you or one your Councillor's popped into Cedrick's Cafe just down from the Post Office
in Crofton over the Holiday’s.
the Cafe and has lived on
for years. She’s the perfect
Resident to tell her Elected Officials about the traffic situation, with some pretty amazing stories. FIPPA s. 22(1)
Happy Holidays to All.
Best Wishes,

FIPPA s. 22(1)
FIPPA s. 22(1)

Hello,
I just signed the petition "BC Ferries CEO & Management Team: 2 Ferry Service for Vesuvius Bay to
Crofton - The Fix for Route Six" and wanted to see if you could help by adding your name.
Our goal is to reach 1000 signatures and we need more support. You can read more and sign the petition
here:
https://chng.it/Z4pg2pTK9Y
Please feel free to forward to like minded Residents Thank you!
Patrons of Route 6

1

Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patricia Taylor
Wednesday, December 22, 2021 6:18 PM
FIPPA s. 22(1)
2021-12-21 Email to Tim Openshaw RE: OCP Draft

FIPPA s. 22(1)
Thank you for the feedback,
. Your feedback has been acknowledged and will be added as part of the public record
during this engagement period.
Merry Christmas and warm regards,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor
Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and comment from
November 8 to December 22nd.
Go to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2021 8:46 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: OCP Draft
To whom it may concern.
Thank you to everyone that has devoted their time and efforts to the new OCP draft.
I have done my best to read and understand the entire OCP draft and my comments will be a reflection of my overall
thoughts of the document.
I don’t buy into the fact that we are faced with a climate emergency and that all our actions should be looked at through
that lenses. Are 7+Billion people having a negative impact on our planet, absolutely! I agree that we all can do better in
protecting and preserving what we have and I applaud most of the efforts outlined with in the OCP that address some of
1

the negative effects of over population , rampant waste and consumption . I feel extremely fortunate that we have a
home in Chemainus and are heavily invested in the community.
It concerns me how many resources the MNC would require in order to facilitate and implement the new OCP. How
many more staff members would be required? What would the tax implications be? With future development being
seriously curbed these questions should be of concern to all citizens of MNC.
Is it really in the citizens best interests that local government has such far reaching impacts on our personal lives? All
decisions left to the whims and flavors of the day? It reminds me of religious beliefs where you can often impose rules
and interpretations far beyond the original intent and scope.
The bureaucracy and red tape that already exists within MNC is often frustrating and stifling. What will it look like if this
new OCP is adopted? Some of the wording, particularly in “The Municipality can” is encouraging, but what will it actually
look like when it comes to getting anything done?
One analogy I have used in the past was councils inability to decide if a rooster was a chicken. Their solution was to give
it back to staff to find an answer! One can only imagine what it would look like when future councils are faced with
some of the decisions that would have to be made when referring to the OCP.
I do agree with limiting urban sprawl, maximizing benefits of the MFR, protecting our natural resources, increased
densification, doing everything we can to maximize our agricultural potential which would include housing for
temporary foreign workers.
At the end of the day I highly doubt whether my opinion or any other citizens opinions matter if they don’t align with the
current councils woke agenda.
Sincerely
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Chris Osborne
Wednesday, December 22, 2021 5:59 PM
'Bruce Findlay'
Chris Hutton; Patricia Taylor; Rob Conway; Glenn Morris
RE: Lion Rampant The pub property

Hello again Bruce,
I can confirm that changes to OCP designations do not automatically change your permitted uses with your current C2
zoning – all current zonings remain in place and could only potentially change during a future zoning bylaw update. This
would be a separate process from the OCP, involving further public input and a public hearing.
At present there is no timeline for such an update, but it would certainly be well publicized if/when Council decides to
update the zoning bylaw. It’s impossible to predict at this stage what zoning changes that process might propose, let
alone end up actually enacting, but these updates are generally designed to give better effect to OCP policies, which as
proposed, are quite supportive of neighbourhood pubs and shops and other similar uses.
Your earlier email to Council was also forwarded to us and will be included along with all other feedback for Council’s
consideration.
Regards
____________________________________
Chris Osborne MRTPI, MCIP, RPP

Manager, Planning
250-746-3277

Municipality of North Cowichan
chris.osborne@northcowichan.ca
7030 Trans-Canada Highway
Duncan, BC V9L 6A1 | Canada
www.northcowichan.ca

From: Bruce Findlay <bruce@lionrampant.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 5:39 PM
To: Chris Osborne <Chris.Osborne@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Chris Hutton <chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>; Patricia Taylor <patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca>; Rob Conway
<rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>; Glenn Morris <Glenn.Morris@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Re: Lion Rampant The pub property
Thanks Chris. I trust it won’t alter any future plans we may have for the site that are currently permitted under the C2
zoning?

On Dec 22, 2021, at 4:30 PM, Chris Osborne <Chris.Osborne@northcowichan.ca> wrote:
1

Hello Bruce,
Seeing the email below, I can offer some clarification for you. Despite its name, the proposed “rural
residential” designation covering all of the Maple Bay village area does explicitly contemplate and
encourage intermittent commercial uses that make residential areas more livable and walkable,
including neighbourhood pubs, corner stores, cafés, etc. If the OCP is adopted, the pub use and liquor
store in this location would remain entirely consistent with the plan, which also leaves open the
possibility of additional similar uses to be considered around the Maple Bay waterfront.
I hope this provides some reassurance, please call me if you wish to discuss.
Regards
____________________________________
Chris Osborne MRTPI, MCIP, RPP
Manager, Planning
250-746-3277
Municipality of North Cowichan
chris.osborne@northcowichan.ca
7030 Trans-Canada Highway
Duncan, BC V9L 6A1 | Canada
www.northcowichan.ca

From: Glenn Morris <Glenn.Morris@northcowichan.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 4:13 PM
To: 'bruce@lionrampant.ca' <bruce@lionrampant.ca>
Cc: Chris Osborne <Chris.Osborne@northcowichan.ca>; Chris Hutton <chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>;
Patricia Taylor <patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca>; Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Lion Rampant The pub property

Hi Bruce,
Here is the contact email for OCP submission – last day is today. Good to chat.
Thank you
Sincerely
Glenn Morris, B.Sc, MCIP, RPP
Development Planning Coordinator
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Municipality of North Cowichan
7030 Trans-Canada Highway
Duncan, BC V9L 6A1 | Canada
2

www.northcowichan.ca
glenn.morris@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3118
F 250.746.3154
We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is available for public review and
comment from November 8 to December 22.
Go to www.northcowichan.ca/OCP to participate.

From: bruce@lionrampant.ca <bruce@lionrampant.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 12:47 PM
To: Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>; Glenn Morris <Glenn.Morris@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: The pub property
Importance: High
Hi guys,
Do you have any idea why my pub property is now “residential” on the OCP land use map? This property
has been commercial since at least construction of the Maple Bay Inn in 1922. If this affects ANY sort of
future development prospects, I will be a very unhappy publican. Do you guys have any insights? Thanks.
Regards,
Bruce R. Findlay, BBA
President
LION RAMPANT PUB INC.
LION RAMPANT PRIVATE LIQUOR STORE INC.
BRIGANTINE INN VENTURES LTD.
6777 Beaumont Avenue
Maple Bay, British Columbia
CANADA V9L 5X4
P: 250.746.5422
F: 250.746.8365
M: 250.701.5460
E: bruce@lionrampant.ca

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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Patricia Taylor
FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wednesday, December 22, 2021 9:21 PM
Council
OCP.

Hello Mayor and Council
I am writing this in protest to the new OCP that is being contemplated for North Cowichan. This process is severely
flawed, when as a tax payer I am not able to even get on the website to even review what the report is about. I have
talked to others in the Valley and they have the same problems. Some that I have talked to said they were able to get
on and try and make sense of a 200 page document and try and fill out the survey only to get frustrated and take a lot of
time of theirs.
I believe a document this important should have public engagement and this process has not reached the level of
engagement needed to make a informed decisions on this important document. How many people in the valley that
may have trouble with this online survey but are engaged in the community are not able to respond.
I believe that this council should delay the December 22 deadline for 3 or 4 months so you can do a proper in person
Public Engagement so that the majority of North Cowichan can be heard not just a minority of the public. To me it seems
that there is a few councillors trying to push this thru for their own agenda and not looking at the big picture for the
WHOLE Valley.
In closing I will say again this document is to important to push thru without proper public input. I would ask that Mayor
And Council do the right thing and postpone this until public can have input into this.
Thank You
(concerned citizen)
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Serena Yang <serena@thinkmodus.ca>
Thursday, December 23, 2021 8:01 AM
Chris Hutton; Chris Osborne; Patricia Taylor
Suzy Lunn
Fwd: [Konveio Inquiry] Proposed OCP

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Hi team,
One more!
S

---------- Forwarded message --------From: <noreply@konveio.email>
Date: Wed, Dec 22, 2021 at 7:14 PM
Subject: [Konveio Inquiry] Proposed OCP
To: <serena@thinkmodus.ca>
FIPPA s. 22(1)
sent a message using the contact form at https://modus.konveio.net/contact.
Dear Major and Council: After reading the proposed OCP to say I am disappointed and dismayed would be an
understatement. In regards to business operators you are inserting yourselves where you do not belong. This is
not a socialist country. No business man would want to open a business under these proposals. Then if no one
opens business there is no development and therefore reduced tax base. If that becomes the case then who will
pay the bills. People are already struggling with their taxes. With regards to climate change, let the senior levels
of government deal in this area as they already are. As for high density housing the majority of people I talk to
do not want it. You can not stop development or people moving here unless you make it undesirable to do so.
You are not going to solve the homeless problem or inequalities at your level. It appears with your agenda you
are catering to small portions of our society, punishing and taxing the rest. Although it may be an admirable
goal what you have proposed. I believe where you are headed, the methods you are proposing and the amount
of money you are spending are misguided. Thank you.
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Chris Hutton
Wednesday, December 22, 2021 10:28 AM
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Community Planning
FW: 2021 OCP questions
Document_2021-12-21_MNC-OCP2021questions.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Thank you

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Your input has been received and will be added as public input in this engagement process.
Sincerely,
Chris Hutton (he/him/Mr.)
Community Planning Coordinator
chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3155

FIPPA s. 22(1)
From:
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2021 5:08 PM
To: Chris Hutton <chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: 2021 OCP questions

Mr. Hutton,
I dropped off an envelope yesterday at the MNC planning department regarding
the proposed new OCP, just in case you have not received it yet, I thought I would send you another email (this
one has some maps included) with it attached for your reference.
We still find it puzzling as to why when the Municipality wants to have higher density growth in existing
centres close to shops, services and infrastructure that is already in the UCB, why would you want to take this
part of Alington Rd out of the UCB?
Looking forward to your reply.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

FIPPA s. 22(1)
Wednesday, December 22, 2021 10:56 PM
Council; Community Planning
OCP feedback

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

To Mayor, Council and Planning Staff;
Please ensure that the Bell McKinnon LAP is embedded in this OCP.

Thank you for your time,
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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FIPPA s. 22(1)

I was disturbed by the draft community character of Maple Bay that were presented to
us. These characters were drafted as a result of the survey that took place. I thought
the number of responses to the survey was very low and should not be used to decide
how to "move forward".
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patricia Taylor
Thursday, December 23, 2021 11:16 AM
'Bruce Findlay'
2022-12-22 Email to Bruce Findlay at Lion Rampant Scottish Pub & Liquor Store_RE:
North Cowichan's OCP Draft

Hi Bruce,
Thank you for your email. This message is to acknowledge that your information has been received and will be added as
public input for this engagement period.
Warm regards and merry Christmas,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor

Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is now closed. Thank you to everyone who provided
feedback.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

From: Bruce Findlay <bruce@surefireproperties.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 10:36 PM
To: Chris Osborne <Chris.Osborne@northcowichan.ca>; Chris Hutton <chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>; Patricia Taylor
<patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca>; Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Bruce Findlay <bruce@surefireproperties.ca>; Glenn Morris <Glenn.Morris@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: North Cowichan's OCP Draft

Hello,
I am the owner of the Lion Rampant Scottish Pub & Private Liquor Store in Maple Bay, as well as the owner of
SureFire Properties Inc. I also live in Crofton. As a resident & business owner in the municipality, I have some
very serious concerns and comments regarding the OCP draft. I am a real estate developer by trade and a
publican by choice.
1

First, as I said in my earlier email today to Council, I find it asinine to have an OCP review during a pandemic.
While I understand the interest in pursuing an OCP review, the entire process should have been shelved until
the pandemic was at a point of control. Instead, the entire process has continued on, almost as if people had
nothing else to focus on or worry about.
For me, I own a pub. One of the worst businesses to own during the pandemic is a pub. The ridiculous
mandates, the unfounded closures and the unknown business climate has taken a massive toll on my staff, my
business and my family. The LAST thing I could have cared about the past 21 months is a municipal
engagement on an OCP that, frankly, I don't think needed updating in the first place.
People were worrying about whether they may die from this virus. People were worrying about losing their jobs
and how to feed their families. People were worrying about their loved ones, living alone or in extended care,
and not being able to see them, even on their deathbeds. People were worrying about their surgeries being
postponed to ensure beds were available if needed. What people were NOT worrying about was an OCP review.
Second, the way this OCP review was rolled out was ridiculous. I have chatted with my staff, friends and
business associates, and almost nobody knew this was underway. When I told them they had until today to
respond, they shrugged it off. People are NOT engaged, yet the OCP has a substantial effect on their lives, more
than some provincial & federal processes.
When I opened the OCP draft, at ~200 pages, I wondered how I would get through it. I'm a reasonably educated
person - I have a business degree and 26 years of high-level commercial real estate experience. Yet I had
trouble trying to understand the thought process behind, not only the review, but some of the frameworks,
principles and goals. I can't imagine what others may think about this document who may not have the
education or patience to slog through 200 pages of wordy spin-doctoring.
As I said, I am a real estate developer. I looked at this OCP from three points of view - a resident, a pub owner
& a real estate developer. Here are my thoughts:
1. This document is a farce. The goals are so pie-in-the-sky, with what seems like not even a remote
understanding of economics, it's actually laughable. For example, in some areas it talks about asking developers
to add local art to their buildings (or pay into some fund), to design their buildings with a focus on our First
Nations history, to provide space for "social connections" and to consider leasing space to social services
groups, to consider and focus on climate change ideas in the development as well as "regeneration". Does
anyone on these committees have two clues on how much these requests would add to the cost of development?
2. Further on in the document it talks about affordable housing, social housing, non-market housing and the
like. I am a fan of affordable housing, but it would be IMPOSSIBLE to create social housing within the
framework of the OCP, as the demands on the developers are too high to ensure the project would succeed
without massive grants or incentives.
3. Focusing 75% of development around the "villages" would backfire on the affordable housing goal as well.
When you suggest that these areas are best suited for development for walkability and reducing carbon
footprints, that's fine... but what does it do to the value of those properties in those village areas? They
skyrocket. The proof is in the Bell Mckinnon Road LAP where land prices have increased 5x or 10x due to the
announcement of the new hospital and the LAP. The exact same thing will happen in the village areas.
4. At NO time should a municipality delve into areas that are not in their bailiwick. A municipality does three
main functions - provides infrastructure services (water, sewer, roadways, parklands, etc.), provides services
(trash, recycling, snow removal, fire, policing, etc.) and provides development services. That's it. Nowhere in
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the municipality's charter is there discussions about economy, childcare spaces, food security, regeneration, etc.
These are the focus of the provincial & the federal governments, if at all. To think that the municipality should
set "objectives and policies for creating a regenerative economy" is ridiculous. Do you know who spurns on the
economy in every village, town, municipality and city? Small business. The municipality needs to stay out of
small business' way other than to help meet their needs when infrastructure, services and planning is required.
Other than that? Get out of our way.
5. The entire of chapter 8 is ludicrous. What does this actually mean? "A community plan that prioritizes the
concepts of sustainability and regeneration must re-think its approach to economic development to fit the
biophysical realities of our shared human predicament." What?!?!? Our shared human predicament? Wow. Also
"our community should be re-considering the core assumptions about the economy and how to re-purpose it for
long-term health, wellbeing, social justice, and the regeneration of natural systems." Do you know what I read
in that sentence? A complete and utter misunderstanding of economic systems, competition, supply & demand
and how the province, country and the world actually revolves. It is fine to focus on sustainability in
development, but to focus on an economic plan that shouldn't even be on the radar of any OCP? Again, wow...
6. We can focus all day long on climate change, trying to reduce our carbon footprint, recycle and re-use
absolutely everything possible, share rather than discard items, etc., but if the USA, China and India don't get on
board with these movements, anything Canada does is going to be miniscule and useless. So to focus so much
energy on climate change, renewable energy, regeneration, etc., is not only going to be extremely costly but
likely useless. Also, the comment about showcasing green technologies to draw green entrepreneurs to the
district sure sounds good on paper... but where will we house them? We can't even get doctors here!
7. The idea of a government "creating employment" is foolish. 88.5% of Canadians in the private sector work
for small & medium sized businesses. Many people work in the public sector but the public sector is funded by
the private sector. The public sector doesn't "create" jobs - it reacts to the demands of the private sector
citizenship and may add jobs where required to supply services, but it does not create jobs. That is what the
private sector does. Focusing any sort of dialogue in the OCP on "creating meaningful employment" or to
"increase participation in the local economy" is a complete and utter waste of time. These are not in the
jurisdiction of a municipality - job creation programs are, and should continue to be at, the federal and
provincial levels.
8. The idea that the municipality should "critically review types of commercial activity" is a distressing thought.
Also, the idea that a business owner will need to "explain their approaches to living wage, community
contribution, climate action and reducing environmental impact when applying for a business license" is
borderline communism. The municipality should NEVER have the right to prioritize any private citizen's right
to create a business or commercial endeavour, that meets the current zoning of that property. Big Brother is not
something we need in this community. We have enough concerns already.
9. Regarding rural business opportunities, what exactly do the underlined words in this sentence actually mean:
"tourism development that sensitively celebrates North Cowichan's natural assets and rural experiences,
including controlled amounts of non-consumptive agri-tourism, sports tourism and eco-tourism." Is it being
suggested that the residents of North Cowichan should be controlled in their access to our own municipallyowned lands? Or be limited to visiting certain tourist destinations?
As you can likely see, I'm frustrated as I type this email. I can't believe my tax dollars are going towards the
payment for a document like this, including all of the time involved by staff and outside resources. This OCP
draft is a complete farce.
From a developer's perspective, I can tell you wholeheartedly that if these frameworks, principles and goals are
instigated in North Cowichan, the chance of residential development occurring here will be slim to none,
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especially affordable residential. These hoops that developers would have to jump through make developments
unsustainable and unprofitable. While they may seem like nice ideas on paper, in reality they are impossible to
instigate and keep pricing affordable in any way, shape or form.
What we should be doing with developers is ENTICING them to our community, because we have a SERIOUS
need for housing NOW. Give them land! Give them free DCCs! Give them huge encouragement to build to
meet OUR needs for housing. Do not put roadblocks in their way - that's how we get into a ridiculously worse
situation than we're already in!
I have been working on a dissertation regarding the benefits of a public/private partnership for housing, which I
was going to present to North Cowichan, the City of Duncan and the CVRD in the near future. What it does is
show how easy it would be to make these projects happen, but it has to have support from the public realm. It
can be done. We just need to shelve these pie-in-the-sky ideals, especially in the short-term, to ensure we have
housing for our residents ASAP.
From a personal perspective, frankly the OCP has such an air of socialism, creeping towards communism, that
it's actually quite disturbing to read. The entire document needs to be thrown back to the planning stages and
involve EVERY North Cowichan resident & business owner in the process, to meet the needs of EVERY North
Cowichan resident & business owner.
This OCP cannot move forward as written.
Regards,
Bruce R. Findlay, BBA
President
SUREFIRE PROPERTIES INC.
Vancouver Island Office
6777 Beaumont Avenue
Maple Bay, British Columbia
CANADA V9L 5X4
P: 778.422.3200
F: 250.746.8365
C: 250.701.5460
E: bruce@surefireproperties.ca
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Hi
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Thank you for your email. This message is to acknowledge that your information has been received and will be added as
public input for this engagement period.
Warm regards and merry Christmas,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor

Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is now closed. Thank you to everyone who provided
feedback.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.
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Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 9:17 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>; mayorandcouncil@northcowichan.ca
Cc: editor@cowichanvalleycitizen.com
Subject: Draft OCP Feedback

Ladies and Gentlemen. Your ongoing questionnaires and feedback channels have been troublesome on several
levels. Therefore, I have chosen to provide opinion, in my own way, with respect to your draft Official
Community Plan.
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“..and the people ploughed under their food crops and planted grapes. And the people got drunk, and the cost of
food skyrocketed. Pet horses ate the remaining ALR pasture. Then came climate change and, as predicted,
people migrated north from the vast desert that was once California, and they settled on our side of the wall.
Then came the predicted atmospheric rivers. The roads washed out; power and water, gas and ferries, and
supplies of everything were interrupted. And the rich remained drunk in seclusion, and the poor went cold and
hungry. There were no facilities for resupply….no local airports, no heliports no railroads. No local ports to
unload feed grain, a boxcar or a container. The lessons of “Lake Abbotsford “ were unheeded. Instead of loving
and helping each other, people hoarded stuff, until others stole it. Then came the forest fires, unstoppable fires.
You see, there were rules to protect the undergrowth in the whole riparian forest, especially near the Urban
Containment Zones, (I hate that dictatorial term, but more on that later), near the schools, near the woodinspired multifamily dwellings and the empty fire hydrants. You’d think the warning fires of Slave Lake and
Fort McMurray and Barriere and Lytton would teach them to remove the fuel, but no, the fuel was
protected. When the fuel dried out and the sparks flew there were no water bombers to call. Their contracts
were canceled and their equipment was in California. The BC central Fire Control Office moved their scarce
resources to higher priority fires, and we faced arrest if we tried to douse it ourselves. “
Did I mention earthquakes or snowstorms? Enough, you say?.... People, your OCP reads like a sales pitch,
mixed with a smattering of “Thou shalt nots". It attempts to paint some utopian view of our little corner in
social terms, without the physical obligations of the collective, or the cooperation of the neighbors. While the
world is full of disaster response legislation, an OCP should plan for disaster avoidance. It does not. In addition,
we need clean air, a massive water supply, food security, territorial ownership, property rights, shelter
opportunities, transportation, and ongoing security of all of these.
This OCP lacks collective ambition. In previous times, the Roman’s needed water so they built viaducts, and
Rome survived. By contrast, 200,000 people in Ephesus lacked that determination and that city failed.
Furthermore, an OCP needs to inspire our younger generations. People should not need to migrate away to live
and work. We need to inspire all our citizens to go far beyond the basics of life, work, budgets and taxes. We
need to inspire people to take up volunteering, paying forward, building institutions, preparing for the
inevitable, and solving our problems.
On Urban Containment Zones…..a favorite municipal topic. The legal code in French territories specifies that
nothing is allowed unless specified in their code. By contrast, the British common law and codes allow full
creative freedom, unless restricted by codes. We live in a land of the liberated and free. In any natural historic
example, cities sprang up by natural evolution. This was based on availability of water and its use with
transportation. Water was used for heavy transport (rivers, lakes and oceans) and cities evolved at the meeting
points of waterways and roadways. Water was therefore managed to sustain life, carry sewage, allow transport.
People gathered in those places for collective security, to market goods and services, and to enjoy human
interaction. In more modern times, the transportation links have gone beyond rivers. They now encompass
airports, buses, light rail, trucks and cars. Population density gathers around skytrain terminals, airports, and
various crossover points. So ‘containment' is not needed. Density evolves where people like to gather. And that
would include anywhere along transport routes.
Speaking of transportation, wouldn’t it be nice if our bus routes could connect people in a meaningful way. I
have yet to see, in 22 years, more than two people on a Maple Bay bus. Wouldn’t it be nice if our transport
nodes converged so people could use multiple modes for one trip. Great cities do that. So why can’t we? In New
York the subways, the railways, and the bus terminal are all stacked together, even including a sports stadium.
Same in London where transit connects for people. The Tube connects with Heathrow and local buses, and a
massive connecting system throughout the city. The Motorways and rail network complete the network for
moving people. Wouldn’t it be nice if our transit were to connect to our ferry terminals, or to our airports, or
wherever we want? The Mill Bay ferry goes from where to where, you ask? I don’t know where it goes, but it
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sure doesn’t go to anywhere useful, like a bus stop, or an airport, or Schwartz Bay. And where does it start out
from, you say? Don’t know that either, but it’s not from Mill Bay or anywhere with even a parking lot!
That’s outside North Cowichan’s view, you say. Yes, and that’s our basic problem. You see, there are four
local territorial governments supporting one natural region. The whole region has the same needs. So it
involves four local governments and one provincial elected official. The OCP needs to show leadership, not just
for restrictive zoning, but for where you, as leaders, are willing to take us. You are charged with casting a vision
for us, not just coping with today. It’s time for you to go the next mile. The OCP is incomplete as it now
stands. It reads like a restrictive covenant. It needs a hundred year vision, where every resident is equal in every
opportunity, and the outlook appears very bright. So back to the drawing board, people. Two sections need
review or removal. You know which they are. And two more sections are needed. One has to do with vision
casting, the other with disaster mitigation and avoidance.
I want to thank those people you carefully selected to work on your OCP over this past two years. They have
given a lot of themselves and we appreciate that. It allows us to stand on some basic foundations, so we now
can see further. It has shown us who we are, so we can do better.
Respectfully
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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3. Support ecosystems and promote carbon sequestration.
4. Make buildings more energy efficient DEVELOPERS AND CONSTRUCTION
PEOPLE NEED DIRECTION AS TO WHAT ACTUALLY IS MORE EFFICIENT,
SUCH AS NO CATHEDRAL CEILINGS – EQUAL LOW CEILINGS DISTRIBUTE
HEAT BETTER. CONSIDER FOR NEW LOW-INCOME HOUSING IN ANY CASE.
P 24
OCP includes climate action policy considerations relating to:
infill development, which means only allowing new development where people currently
live (i.e. redevelopment in growth centres rather than in rural areas).
energy efficiency for new development (construction and operating).
increasing tree canopy – GREEN CANOPY NOT NECESSARY – EVEN GROUND
COVER /VEGETATION HELPS – ESPECIALLY IMPORTANT IN ROCKY BLUFF
AREAS OR THIN SOIL AREAS WHERE LARGE TREES MAY NOT SUCCEED AND
PLEASE – STOP PLANTING CEDARS IN THESE AREAS THAT NEED MATURE
TREES, THEY NEED MOISTURE – AND ARE DYING.
P26

thoughtful growth management
HAVE DEVELOPMENT ONLY BE PERMITTED IN SAFE AREAS – NOT
FLOODPLAINS! AND START LOOKING AT WAYS TO HELP THOSE WHO
CURRENTLY LIVE IN AREAS THAT ARE INUNDATED BY FLOODING, TO MOVE TO
SAFER HIGHER LANDS. ESPECIALLY FIRST NATIONS PEOPLES WHO WERE
RELEGATED TO CERTAIN AREAS. FIND ALTERNATIVES LANDS FOR THEM TO
MOVE TO, AT LEAST FOR THE WINTER SEASON
DON’T ENCOURAGE STRUCTURES OR ROADS TO BE BUILT IN THESE LOW
LYING AREAS, AND STOP REBUILDING BRIDGES AND INFRASTRUCTURE
WHERE THEY WILL BE WASHED OUT IN FUTURE ( EXAMPLE – CROFTON AND
CHEMAINUS INTERSECTION). START LOOKING FORWARD TO INCLUDE
FUNDING AS INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS REPLACING

, but are not limited to:
Indigenous peoples women
racialized people
people with disabilities
people living in poverty
youth
seniors ( NEED BULLET ON THIS LINE)
newcomers
lone parents
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Queer and/or Questioning, Intersex, Asexual,
Two-Spirit (LGBTQIA2S+)
JUST USE “PAN SEXUAL” TERM – IT COVERS EVERYTHING AS FAR AS I KNOW –
I LOOKED INTO IT WHEN I HEARD IT USED LAST MONTH,
P 36
maximized, the UCB assists North Cowichan to guide the community towards actions
such as:
village core growth and revitalization.
creation of mixed-use walkable communities with active transportation and transit
options.
ACTIVE TRANSPORT MEANS HUMAN PROPELLED, YOU COULD ALSO INCLUDE
OTHER ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORT – ANYTHING THAT IS NOT INTERNAL
COMBUSTION ENGINE POWERESD- SUCH AS EBIKES. THIS SHOULD BE
INCLUDED IN THE DOCUMENT WHENEVER ACTIVE TRANSPORT IS SUGGESTED.

protection of environment and agricultural areas.
improved management
improved management and efficiency of municipal infrastructure assets and services
such as water, sewer and recycling pickup. ALONG WITH THIS include encouragement
for proper composting not pickup but self use in yard
protection of areas for First Nations to engage in cultural practices including hunting,
fishing, cultural and spiritual uses, and gathering traditional foods and medicines where
appropriate.
CONSIDER WHERE THE RESERVES WERE PIUSHED TO – AND LOOK AT
OPTIONS FOR RELOCATING IF RAISING THE AREA OUT OF FLOOD DANGER IS
NOT AN OPTION – OR PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE WINTER RESIDENCES
P 37
Pedestrian-oriented and multi-modal transportation
MULTI-MODAL MEANS TWO TYPES OF TRANSPORT – COMBINED TRANSPORT.
PLEASE ADD ALTERNATIVE ENERGY TRANSPORT SUCH AS EBIKES OR WORD
THE DOC SUCH THAT ELECTRIC OPTIONS FOR FUEL MAY NOT BE THE ONLY
GREEN WAY OF MOVING IN THE FUTURE
lower-density housing typologies – JUST USE “TYPES” PERHAPS - KEEP IT SIMPLE
FOR THE PUBLIC DOCUMENT
3.2.4 The Municipality can:
a. Direct significant growth to areas identified as growth centres inside the urban
containment boundary.
b. Require that development in centres makes effective use of land by controlling lot
sizes, development typologies and setting density ranges.
DEVELOPMENT PLANS SHOULD INCLUDE SOME GROUNDCOVER, LANDSCAPE
PLANS PERHAPS EQUAL TO THE SIZE OF HOUSE BEING CONSTRUCTED ON
THE LOT
P 38
3.2.5 The Municipality will ask developers and landowners to:
d. Incorporate low-carbon, local low-impact construction materials and energy efficient
design into both new and retrofitted development.
INCLUDE A GREEN SPACE AND WILDLIFE CORRIDOR ZONE FOR OR BETWEEN
EACH DEVELOPMENT AREA – EQUAL TO THE FOOTPRINT OF THE BUILDINGPAVED AREAS
P40
G. requirements in these areas with parking and transportation demand management
development approval information as part of each development to determine the
appropriate amount of on- and off-street vehicular and bicycle
ALLOW BELOW GROUND PARKING FOR RESIDENTS - ON NEW UNITS
ESPECIALLY.
P41
Develop neighbourhood plans (or consider plans developed by resident groups) for
specific areas where particular community or development goals are identified by local
residents. SUCH AS COMMUNITY GARDENS OR NATURAL WALKWAYS/ TRAILS
These will not necessarily imply significant amounts of new development or housing
growth, and may be focused instead on improving a neighbourhood’s quality, safety or

character. ALSO INCLUDE FUNDING FOR DEVELOPIUNG NATURE TRAILS IN
EACH SCHOOLYARD – FOR HEALTH OF THE STUDENTS AND FOR INSPIRATION
FOR EVERY SUBJECT BEING TAUGHT
P42
3.3.9 The Municipality can:
d. Consider urban park development needs alongside development proposals, including
enhanced linkages to, and between parks. PLEASE USE STRONGER WORD THAN
CONSIDER - REQUIRE
P43
d. Expect a high standard of landscaping, including tree planting and sensitive lighting,
to mitigate some of the impacts from large parking areas. DO MORE THAN ”EXPECT”,
REGULATE.
DARK SKY GUIDELINES NEED TO BE FOLLOWED FOR RESIDENTIAL AREAS. IT
WAS SO FRUSTRATING TO HAVE A DEVELOPMENT MOVE IN BESIDE US, AND
WE CAN NO LONGER STAR WATCH AND IT DESTROYED THE OCEAN VIEW
SINCE THE NEW BRIGHT LIGHTS NOW SHINE INTO OUR YARD. THESE
STREETLIGHTS SHOULD BE DIRECTED DOWN TO STAY ONLY ON THE
ROADWAY OF THE ACCESS. I WROTE A LETTER TO MUNI ABNOUT THIS AND
NEVER RECEIVED A REPLY. DARK SKY IS ACTUALLY A DRAW/SELLKING
FEATURE FOR NEW PEOPLE MOVING TO AN AREA.
P47
There may also be potential to accommodate neighbourhood commercial uses, such as
convenience stores, cafes, neighbourhood pubs or community halls. AND
COMMUNITY/NEIGHBOURHOOD GARDENS
h. Encourage the remediation of contaminated sites. DO MORE THAN ENCOURAGE REQUIRE IT
P48
The municipality can:
PLEASE INCLUDE A DEMAND FOR FOLLOWING CLIMATE REGS.
INDUSTRIAL SITES SHOULD DELINEATE AN AREA THE SAME AS THE
FOOTPRINT OF THE AREA TO BE A GREEN AREA INCLUDED IN THEIR
DESIGNATED LOT/LAND – AND NO CASH CREDITS TO THE TOWN FOR REFUSAL
TO COMPLY
P49
3.4.1 Defining Success | Objective
Ensure that multiple uses of the waterfront are balanced, the environment is protected
and that conflicts are avoided. HOW CAN WE ENSURE THAT THE ENVIRONMENT IS
PROTECTED? (I LIKE THE WORD ENSURE!!) DO WE HAVE A CURRENT
ASSESSMENT SHOWING WHERE WE ARE NOW TO ENSURE THAT IT’S NOT
BEING IMPACTED IN FUTURE. AN ASSESSMENT IS NEEDED IF NOT - WITH
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REMEDIATION AND A FUNDED PLAN FOR
IMPROVEMENTS. THE OCEAN IS OUR LIFELINE – WE KILL THE WHALES IF WE
DON’T WATCH WHAT WE PUT ON OUR FARMS.
HERES AN IMPORTANT STORY –AN EXAMPLE IS FRASER RIVER ESTUARY
LANDOWNERS FOR KILOMETERS AWAY FROM THE OCEAN CAN CONTRIBUTE
TO SAVING THE WHALES…WATER SEEPS INTO STREAMS AND DOWN INTO THE
OCEAN, EXCESSIVE NUTRIENTS CAUSE GROWTH OF SEAWEEDS BLOCKING
OUT THE EELGRASS MEADOWS, WHICH IS WHERE HERRING SPAWN, WHICH IS
WHAT THE CHINOOK SALMON EAT, WHICH IS WHAT OUR RESIDENT WHALES

EAT – WE EDUCATE THE LANDOWNERS AND WE CAN SAVE ORCAS
PAGE 50
Chemainus
e. Ensure that each new development will be designed to provide public access and to
allow people to travel the length of the waterfront on a public pedestrian walkway; BUT
ONLY IF IT DOESN’T AFFECT OUR OCEAN SHORE LIFE AND HABITAT.
MALCOM ROAD IS AN EXAMPLE FOR THE NEXT 3 COMMENTS
1. SEVERAL LOCAL STREAMS ARE BEING USED AS VEGETATION WASTE DUMPS
FOR LOCAL RESIDENTS – THAT CHANGES THE COURSE OF THE WATERFLOW
AND LIFE IN THE SMALL STREAMS,
2. ALSO – ENSURE THERE IS PARKING PERMITTED AT BEACH ACCESSES.
PRIVATE RESIDENTS HAVE BEEN PUTTING UP “NO PARKING” SIGNS IN
TRADITIONAL ROADSIDE PARKING AREAS, WHEN I DON’T THINK THEY HAVE
AUTHORITY TO RESTRICT CARS FROM PAKRING BESIDE THEIR LAND
3. WHNEN NEW DEVELOPMENTS ARE PERMITTED NEAR A BEACH ACCESS,
ENSURE THAT OTHER PARKING IS CREATED WHEN DEVELOPMENT TAKES
AWAY FROM THESE TRADITIONAL PARKING AREAS. THERE IS NO POINT
ALLOWING A BEACH ACCESS, WITH NO WAY TO PARK NEAR THE ACCESS –
DEFEATS TO PURPOSE OF ENCOURAGING USE
P 51
e. Encourage provisions for clean-up of industrial sites when industry moves away from
the waterfront. A condition of new development, including leases or lease renewals will
be the requirement to complete a remediation plan to clean up and rehabilitate marine
industrial sites upon departure of the industry. Bonding may be required.
YES! NEED STRONGER LANGUAGE THEN ENCOURAGE – USE “REQUIRE” ( I SEE
YOU DID FOR FUTURE – GREAT!)
P 52
3.4.11
Protect the long-term health of estuaries to promote biodiversity and ecosystem health.
YES, PROTECTING ESTUARIES, OUR MOST PRODUCTIVE HABITAT ON EARTH,
WE HELP THE WILDLIFE AND FLORA, AND WE ALSO HELP OUR CLIMATE AND US
OTHER COMMENTS
PROVIDE DIRECTION FOR FUTIRE DEVELOPERS OF COMMERCIAL INFRASTRUC
TURE TO PLANT TREES IN EVEY PARKING LOT. ALLOW SOME SHARE IN THOSE
HIGH HEAT AREAS.
ENCOURAGE EDUCATION OF THE PEOPLE SO THERE IS AN UNDERSTANDING
THAT WHAT YOU/WE ARE DOING IS HELPING TO CREATE A BETTER LIVING
AREA/PLANET. MANY PEOPLE DON’T YET “GET” IT.
TO ENABLE MORE EFFICIENT DEVELOPMENT/GROWTH, MAKE SURE
RESIDENTS ARE CLEAR THAT THERE IS PLENTY OF WATER FOR FUTURE
DEVELOPMENTS IN THEIR AREA – THAT IS A FEAR – AND IF THERE MAY BE A
LACK OF WATER SUPPLY – THEN DON’T INCREASE USE WITH MORE HOUSING.
CURBSIDE PICKUP. TO ENCOURAGE PEOPLE TO USE THEIR OWN HOUSEHOLD
COMPOST AND YARD WASTE, DON’T CHARGE PEOPLE FOR COMPOST PICKUP
IF THEY ARE NOT USING THE SERVICE – LET THEM USE THEIR OWN COMPOST
FOR FREE TO ALLOW FOR BETTER ORGANIC GARDENS IN THEIR OWN BACK
YARDS
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Thank you for your email. This message is to acknowledge that your information has been received and will be added as
public input for this engagement period.
Warm regards and merry Christmas,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor

Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is now closed. Thank you to everyone who provided
feedback.
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From:
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 10:07 AM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Additional Comments from OCP review
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Hello
I recently submitted my survey response regarding the Draft OCP
I would also like to submit the following comments to be included:
Generally,
I believe the plan lacks a Clear vision on what we can do to stimulate economic growth for the Cowichan Valley.
Other Items below as it relates to:
Population projections:
Where did the projections of growth come from?
1

The plan anticipates slower growth than historical models and Covid 19 has accelerated movement from larger centres
for people looking at a “lifestyle change”,
As this draft was undertaken during Covid 19, with best intentions, these numbers now seem low.
I don’t believe the higher percentage of seniors indicated is accurate,
The lifestyle( ground oriented) neighbourhoods desired are already in place and shifting UCB eliminates this possible
supply that is desired.
OCP Involvement
During a pandemic, very low % of actual engagement with the community.
This is very concerning as it looks like a small percentage is speaking for “US” as a community.
I encourage a pause and re engage to bring many different voices to the table.
Growth Management
I realize the hospital is not just a North Cowichan decision but the location is wrong. This is brought to light by this draft
OCP.
Consideration should have been in urban core, for example the High School location
From adding a hospital in this area and to create a Bell McKinnon growth centre is not looking at the overall valley, not
to mention services, walkability, car dependency etc.
Sprawl is what would continue if plan implemented ( North /South) similar to Kelowna which is not an ideal community
look.
Some key growth management area concepts, with a variety of housing types are being excluded from the proposed
UCB
The repositioning of the UCB seems arbitrary and contradicts many goals and visions proposed in the plan
I would suggest working with servicing in place along with transit routes in place, be included in UCB, I am mostly
referring to the Maple Bay Road corridor.
Thoughtful growth management is mentioned in Chapter 3 regarding pockets of residential development outside the
UCB
“some properties are connected to municipal sewer and many are serviced by water”
Further on in Chapter 3, when referring to stopping the future growth north of Herd on Bell McKinnon…. Discouraging
any further development or fragmentation.
This is precisely what is being done along Maple Bay Road by leaving large gaps between serviced land which is not
efficient planning.

Also this OCP significantly oversteps Government involvement in Businesses and Developments ,
staffing and planning will have extra work loads to manage which is already overloaded.
Please consider pausing this OCP and consider modifications, by actively involving all community groups.
Thank you for your time

Duncan
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Patricia Taylor
Thursday, December 23, 2021 11:12 AM
'Scott Mack'
2021-12-22 Email to Scott Mack on behalf of Clients_RE: Comments - Draft North
Cowichan OCP (Crofton UCB)_with Attachments
20-05 OCP Crofton UCB 12.22.2021.pdf

Hi Scott,
Thank you for your email. This message is to acknowledge that your information has been received and will be added as
public input for this engagement period.
Warm regards and merry Christmas,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor
Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is now closed. Thank you to everyone who provided
feedback.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

From: Scott Mack <scott@townsiteplanning.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 9:05 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Council <council@northcowichan.ca>; Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>; Caroline von Schilling
<caroline.vonschilling@northcowichan.ca>; Ted Swabey <Ted.Swabey@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Comments ‐ Draft North Cowichan OCP (Crofton UCB)

Good evening all,
Attached, please find our comments and input on the draft North Cowichan OCP, specifically in
relation to the proposed UCB in Crofton.
1

This submission is made on behalf of the owners of 1771 Robert Street (our client), for whom we
have an active rezoning application (submitted May 2021) that is currently under review by staff.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this important project.
Regards,
Scott Mack

m

V

m
m

Scott Mack, M.Arch., B.Sc.(PLAN), MCIP, RPP
MANAGING PARTNER & REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL PLANNER
Townsite Planning Inc. | P.O. BOX 160 | Lantzville, BC V0R 2H0
tel / text: 250.797.2515 | email: scott@townsiteplanning.ca | web: www.townsiteplanning.ca
____________________________________________________________________________
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to
whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error, please notify the system manager. This message
contains confidential information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee, you
should not disseminate, distribute or copy this email. Please notify the sender immediately by email if you have received
this email by mistake and delete this email from your system. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that
disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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PO Box 160, Lantzville, BC V0R 2H0 t: (250) 797.2515
e: scott@townsiteplanning.ca w: www.townsiteplanning.ca

December 22, 2021
District of North Cowichan
7030 Trans-Canada Highway
North Cowichan, BC V9L 6A1
Attn:

Mayor and Council / Community Planning

Re:

Draft OCP / Crofton Urban Containment Boundaries

Our File: 20-05 Robert Street

Further to the request for comments on North Cowichan’s Draft OCP, Townsite Planning Inc. wishes to
provide comments on the draft plan in relation to a property owned by our clients in Crofton.
The subject property is a 2.37 ha (5.87 acre) parcel located at 1771 Robert Street and is directly
adjoining serviced R3 residential lots located on Robert, Meagan, and Chaplin Streets (see attached
Schedule A).
We have been in discussions with staff for more than 18 months (May 2020) on a proposal to rezone
the subject property and submitted a formal application and supporting documentation for rezoning
in May of 2021 (7 months ago), long before the draft OCP was released.
We were surprised and disappointed to see that the draft OCP proposes to remove our client’s
property from the Urban Containment Boundaries (UCB), given that our application for rezoning is
still currently under staff review. To date we have only recently received partial comments and
feedback on our application and are still actively working with staff to bring this application forward
for Council consideration.
We believe that it would be unfair to make a decision on whether to remove these lands from the
UCB in advance of a decision on our rezoning application given the significant time and expense
incurred by our clients to advance their application to this stage.
In addition, we believe that ultimately leaving these lands within the UCB would represent a much
more sound planning decision, based on the following key rationale:
1. The land uses and zoning we are proposing in our application would allow for a range of
housing options and are consistent with the Crofton Local Area Plan;
2. The subject property is located:
a. less than 250 m walking distance from the existing transit network;
b. less than 500 m walking distance from numerous local community services (grocery,
liquor, post office, etc.); and,
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________
c.

less than 800 m from Crofton Elementary; and,

3. Development of the subject property would establish a connection between Chaplin Street
(which currently terminates with no turn-around) and Robert Street, which would allow for
looping of the water system, enhanced neighbourhood connectivity and improved safety
(secondary / emergency access).
We are unclear how removing this property from the UCB and leaving it as a rural estate acreage,
given the close proximity to such a wide range of critical community services, would contribute to the
creation of a more sustainable community. On the contrary, we believe that development of this
property would aid in the creation of more affordable housing, allows for enhanced connectivity and
efficient use of infrastructure (asset management) and would help Crofton to evolve and develop in a
more sustainable manner. Our application includes commitments that would allow for improvements
to the environmental characteristics of the site, buffering from adjoining ALR lands, affordable
housing benefits and other community amenities, none of which will be realized if the lands are
removed from the UCB.
At the very least, subject to the timing of the OCP process in relation to our application, we would
respectfully request that Council defer any potential decision on removing this specific property from
the UCB until such time that our application for rezoning can be presented to and considered by
Council.
Thank-you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this important project. We look
forward to your feedback.
Sincere Regards,

Scott W. Mack, M.Arch., B.Sc. (PLAN), MCIP, RPP
Managing Partner | Registered Professional Planner
ec: Owners, 1771 Robert Street

ATTACHMENTS:
SCHEDULE A – PROXIMITY OF 1771 ROBERT STREET TO KEY COMMUNITY SERVICES

_____________________________________________________________________________________
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hi

Patricia Taylor
Thursday, December 23, 2021 10:51 AM
FIPPA s. 22(1)
2021-12-22 Email to

RE: OCP Concerns
FIPPA s. 22(1)

, FIPPA s. 22(1)

Thank you for your email. This message is to acknowledge that your information has been received and will be added as
public input for this engagement period.
Warm regards and merry Christmas,
Patricia Taylor
Patricia Taylor

Community Planning Technician
Development and Engineering Services | Planning
Municipality of North Cowichan

patricia.taylor@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3263

We Want Your Input!
North Cowichan’s draft Official Community Plan is now closed. Thank you to everyone who provided
feedback.

www.northcowichan.ca
This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed, disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If
you receive this in error please contact the sender by return email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments.

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
FIPPA s. 22(1)
From:
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 3:59 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Al Siebring <mayor@northcowichan.ca>; Rob Douglas <rob.douglas@northcowichan.ca>; Christopher Justice
<christopher.justice@northcowichan.ca>; Tek Manhas <tek.manhas@northcowichan.ca>; Kate Marsh
<kate.marsh@northcowichan.ca>; Rosalie Sawrie <rosalie.sawrie@northcowichan.ca>; Debra Toporowski
<debra.toporowski@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: OCP Concerns
Hello,
I’m extremely concerned with many parts of the OCP. It does not align with basic fundamentals of economics. This OCP
is very scary.
1

Local food ‐The OCP states that fast food chains do not support local food. I want to emphasize that this is an unfounded
generalization. 60% of my goods come from BC vendors. Unfortunately, with the lack of businesses in North Cowichan,
the supply for many goods need to be outsourced. Thus is the case for the majority of businesses in North Cowichan,
drive thru or not. Furthermore, a substantial amount of my profits are funneled back into the community by supporting
local charities and non‐profit initiatives. If you are going to pick on one type of business because “they do not use local
food” you better be sure that the statements you are making are factual.

4 day work week ‐ I am happy to only schedule people 4 days a week. In fact, there some people who ask to only work 1
day a week. I am supportive of those preferences. However, there are some people who enjoy working and want to
work 5 or more days a week. Businesses are limited on how many hours they schedule their employees, by the
employment standards that our set by our province. “Province” being the key word here. Many of the ideas that are
being proposed in this OCP are the responsibility of the province. Legally speaking, I am not sure if the municipality has
any business dealing in Provincial affairs.
You have a utopian vision of what you want North Cowichan to look like, and I can appreciate that. It all sounds great in
theory, but what you are failing to recognise is that North Cowichan does not exist in isolation. It is influenced and
supported by outside economies of our neighbouring municipalities, the island, province and our county. If there is more
industry and more business in North Cowichan, this will generate more tax revenue for the municipality which will in
turn lower the cost of living for residents of North Cowichan. I ask you, the counsel, is this not one of your main
objectives? Anyone that votes in favour of this OCP is voting in favour is voting in favour of making life more expensive
for the residents of north Cowichan.
Please consider the residents and reality, not your personal agendas.
Regards,
‐

FIPPA s. 22(1)
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FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Lindsay Bysterveld
Subject:
Attachments:

FW: North Cowichan Official Community Plan - Seeking Public Input
Revised_Draft OCP Survey Questions-HT.docx

From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 9:15 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Rob Douglas <rob.douglas@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Re: North Cowichan Official Community Plan ‐ Seeking Public Input

Hello,
Please find attached my feedback and responses to the OCP survey.
I find the approach you took with this survey extremely exhausting for participants. I
know it's a complex subject, but even with my best will I had to stop providing detailed
feedback after reaching somewhere around the last third of the extensive document.
I wish the feedback process was more focused and easier to use. I spent more than 5
hours moving back and forth between the survey document and the draft OCP. A lot of
stuff was redundant, and I wish there were more easy to use options in the survey to
provide scales like valuations and priorities.
Best regards,
FIPPA s. 22(1)

On Sun, Nov 14, 2021 at 11:16 AM Rob Douglas <rob.douglas@northcowichan.ca> wrote:
Hi

FIPPA s. 22(1)

I see what you mean with the Word document not being clickable. It appears the online version is embedded
in the draft OCP.

I edited the Word document to make the boxes clickable ‐ you should be able to enter an "x" for your
preference (see attachment). My suggestion would be to email the survey directly to the planning
department at: communityplanning@northcowichan.ca, and copy me if you like.

Does that work?
1

Thanks,
Rob
250 710‐0593
FIPPA s. 22(1)
From
Sent: Saturday, November 13, 2021 6:46 PM
To: Rob Douglas
Subject: Re: North Cowichan Official Community Plan ‐ Seeking Public Input

Hello Rob,
I like the draft OCP, it looks really good. To provide feedback inside the draft plan is too
overwhelming for me, but I wanted to fill out the "short survey".
However, I only see a link to download a Word document, in which nothing is
clickable... How should I fill out that survey? Do you have an online version of this
survey?

Cheers,
FIPPA s. 22(1)
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Lindsay Bysterveld
Subject:

FW: Draft OCP Public Engagment

From:
Sent: Thursday, November 25, 2021 4:33 PM
To: Council <council@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Re: Draft OCP Public Engagment

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Dear Mayor and Council,
Thank you for the opportunity to offer some thoughts on the Draft OCP process and hopeful you will consider a request
to extend the survey date.
With thanks
FIPPA s. 22(1)

1

Tell us a little about yourself…
If you reside in North Cowichan, where do you live?
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☒
☐
☐
☐

Bell McKinnon
Berkey’s Corner
Chemainus
Crofton
Maple Bay
Quamichan Lake Area
South End/ University Village
Rural Areas
I prefer not to answer

What is your age?
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☒
☐
☐
☐
☐

Under 10 years
10-14 years
15-19 years
20-29 years
30-39 years
40-49 years
50-59 years
60-69 years
70-79 years
80+ years
I prefer not to answer

3 | NORTH COWICHAN OCP UPDATE | DRAFT OCP SURVEY

Please review the following sections in the draft OCP and respond to the questions.
Executive Summary
1. Do you support the Vision and & Principles?
☐
☒
☐
☐
☐

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all

Tell us why.
I’m going to insert my comments here. These cover the portions of the
document that I have reviewed.
My first comment is that it appears there has been some effort to use
technology to support citizen review of the document. That is to be
commended. However, I am unable to use the platform provided. Mainly
because I reviewed the document and made notes in word mostly based on
page number. The version of the document you have on the fancy platform
doesn’t have page numbers that I can see. Also it would have been much
easier to navigate the document if the table of contents had been hyerlinked
to chapters etc. Also, the pdf was not paginated correctly. My guess is that you
will get a number of comments about how hard it is to respond to the survey
questions. I hope my comments will be considered even though they are not in
the format you were hoping for.
Collectively, we must continue to learn about the colonial history of Indigenous peoples to better
understand the importance and significance of First Nations culture and presence in our region, and to
find ways to answer the Truth and Reconciliation Calls to Action. P3
I suggest that we need to learn about our collective colonial history. In addition to understanding our
shared colonial history, we should seek to understand and dismantle the ways colonialism is practiced
today. The wording above is a subtle example of how colonialism drives the relationship between the
municipality and First Nations today.
North Cowichan is transitioning from a resource-based economy which has resulted in relatively lowincome levels and the loss of young families. p.7
I think what you are trying to say here is “North Cowichan is transitioning from a resource extractionbased economy to a more diversified economy that offers lower wages. This has resulted in lower income
levels and is seen as a cause for many young families to move out of the area.”

SURVEY QUESTIONS | 4

p.8
The plan belongs to every resident of North Cowichan, and collectively we are responsible for making it
work. Continued engagement by all parties is therefore essential. Informed perspectives and ongoing
assessment of progress in attaining the plan’s stated objectives will help ensure that the work we undertake
together upholds the vision we share for the municipality.
It appears that trust in the community has been undermined by previous councils’ decisions to amend
the OCP and not enforce the conditions of the existing OCP. I caution against making more
amendments to adopted OCP without significant consultation/engagement. Otherwise, what is the
point of providing this feedback?
p.9
The Local Government Act makes it clear that a municipality is not authorized or
committed to
proceed with any projects or policies identified in the OCP, as long as it does not enact
bylaws
or carry out works that would be contradictory to the OCP.
I believe there is a double negative in this sentence that renders it meaningless.
“The Municipality will ask developers and landowners to”
These policies cover a range of actions where the Municipality and development alone cannot
achieve a particular outcome.
The premise of this statement is that the municipality is limited to set conditions and fees and charges by a
higher authority. I challenge that notion and recommend that the municipality avoids soft language like
this that suggests there will be negotiation with developers on aspects that developers should be obliged by
this document and supporting bylaws to provide at a bare minimum.
By what authority is the municipality limited to set its own fees and charges? Check assumptions of staff
and elected officials about what is and is not possible. Old interpretations/perceptions of the LGA must be
challenged.
Vision … As a steward and leader of environmental and social wellbeing, we will prioritize the conservation
of our natural areas, provide supports for a thriving local economy and foster resilient, welcoming and
inclusive
communities. Our decisions and relationships will be collaborative, transparent, and demonstrate resilience
in
the face of future challenges and opportunities.
p. 14
People should be prioritized above the economy.
…enforcing corrective measures to ensure that one group is not harmed disproportionately.
P. 26
Corrective measures should be enforced to ensure no one is harmed.
Number of Cowichan residents living below the poverty line. P. 27
Consider changing this measure of progress to:
Degree of economic inequality among Cowichan residents
Or
Number of Cowichan residents living above the poverty line. (is the poverty line locally calibrated
or is this a provincial/federally generated number?)

5 | NORTH COWICHAN OCP UPDATE | DRAFT OCP SURVEY

Thank you for defining the Key concepts on p. 28
p.32 please define ground-oriented housing
figure 4 – what is primary? Do you mean primary industry (logging mining etc?)
public admin = no change but DNC employs 450 people, presumably the difference in numbers
reflect those DNC employees working in the public safety sector (police and fire) and recreation.
This should be reflected.
Chapter 3
consider creating a Green Building Policy. P. 38
If mitigating climate change is a highly held value, a green building policy and subsequent bylaw
to enforce it, should be a top priority.
Encourage integration of water and energy conservation design features, as well as opportunities
for small and micro-scale urban agriculture. P.38
I think micro-scale agriculture is undervalued as a climate change adaptation/mitigation measure.
This should be supported in green building policy for all residential properties.
Section 3.2.5 The muni will ask developers and landowners to:
These should be minimum requirements
These are opportunities to fund the retrofit of infrastructure required.
Create a coop financing strategy to create real affordable housing. Use MFR as endowment fund to finance
along with an affordable housing DCC
P 39
Prioritize pedestrians over vehicles, and parklets and sidewalk patios may be permitted or
facilitated in these areas.
Great! but what about bikes? I’m happy to see movement toward using streets for people, not
private vehicles. Please remember that the most efficient mode of travel for trips more than a
couple of km is the bicycle (acoustic and e-bike) Let’s ensure we prioritize peds, bikes, transit,
and goods movement over cars.
3.4.6 e bonding may be required – will be required.
3.4.12 Support the Cowichan Estuary Management Plan (1986, as updated) and Cowichan
Estuary Environmental Management Plan (1987) and refer development applications to the
Cowichan Estuary Environmental Management Committee for review;
I’m not familiar with this document but 1987 was a long time ago – renewal is likely needed.
4.4.2 c) Update the 2017 Parks and Trails Master Plan to align with goals and objectives with
this OCP, including establishment of a parkland acquisition, and development strategy and
associated
fund
Good - This is urgent work!
Chapter 4
Vehicular usage accounts for 34% of GHG emissions in North Cowichan, second to light
industrial operations
Again, this represents a large opportunity for achieving climate change and social equity goals to
be met through appropriate road allocations that will boost active transportation modes through
separated and protected infrastructure.

SURVEY QUESTIONS | 6

4.6 North Cowichan should upgrade the transportation network where appropriate including
protected bike lanes that also allow e-bikes.
The appropriate location for protected bike lanes is everywhere!
Multi-use trails that connect Chemainus, Crofton, Maple Bay and the South End reduce reliance
on automobiles and provide recreational opportunities. True, but multi-use paths can be
dangerous for all users. Let’s get serious with safe, and complete infrastructure right of the bat!
.

7 | NORTH COWICHAN OCP UPDATE | DRAFT OCP SURVEY

The Master Transportation Plan (MTP), which is being developed concurrently with this OCP, will
help respond to the various challenges related to establishing an integrated transportation
system for the Municipality.
This is urgent work!
See comments highlighted below:
Design roads to be shared by automobiles, public transit, bicycles and pedestrians, with
appropriate
segregation of all modes including cyclists and pedestrians. In areas where traffic volumes
and/or speeds are high, a separate or protected bike lane with non-mountable curb is warranted.
– neighbourhood bikeways that are traffic calmed do not require separated bike lanes, but all
other bike facilities must be separated. Paint is not adequate infrastructure.
j. Incorporate cycling requirements into road design standards for road improvements and
upgrades such as cyclist activated light controls at intersections, clearly defined bike lanes
and visual physical separation.
t. Design right-of-way widths for roads in the urban containment boundary to include space for
street trees, rain gardens, sidewalks, multi-use pathways, trails, and other infrastructure as
appropriate. – Multi-use paths are dangerous for all users. Please separate pedestrians from
bikes and other micro-mobility users.
u. Institute measures to minimize hazards between pedestrians and automobiles along
roadways. Institute measures to eliminate hazards between all modes of travel along roadways.
. 84
x Update the street lighting specifications in the Engineering Standards and provide street
lighting on rural roads only in specific and limited areas where it may be required for safety in
order to minimize light pollution and the effect on the environment in North Cowichan’s rural
areas.
Glad to see this consideration for light pollution in the document. We could get rid of every other
street light in most residential areas.
c. Require bike parking, charging for e-bikes and storage in new multi-family and commercial
developments, including opportunities for public use where appropriate e.g. within a courtyard,
parking or common use areas associated with multiple commercial uses
When setting standards, please keep in mind that cargo bike and trailers require more room than
typical bikes, and less room than cars.
Also, please put bike racks in all parks and at major trail heads.
Advocate to maintain the integrity of transportation corridors for current and future use, including
the E&N Railway line and the abandoned CPR right-of-way. The Municipality will not, in general,
support any subdivision or other land use applications that would fragment or otherwise interrupt
a corridor's continuity. – the rail corridor is a huge opportunity for rail travel walking paths and
separated bike lanes. This should be a top priority
Housing – have any of the strategies listed worked elsewhere? Not really, because the “market”
is not bounded by typical controls. Muni’s have little influence on this and yes, please have all
these strategies but also consider financing co-op housing and advocate for a housing financing
strategy from senior governments .
SURVEY QUESTIONS | 8

Can’t read figure 2 CVRD housing spectrum
6.4.3 a. Avoid locating new (greenfield) development within designated floodplains. Where no
alternative exists the Municipality will require structures to be flood-proofed to standards
specified by the Ministry of Environment or existing flood mapping. Updated flood mapping may
be required
Chapter 7 food systems
Micro-agriculture opportunities – Consider making garden cisterns (collecting from rooftops) a
requirement for SFD to irrigate gardens, yards through dry months.
Progress measures neglect a measure of ag on residential properties.
Chapter 9 – Infrastructure
Infrastructure is by far the most capital-intensive responsibility of any municipality and a strong
OCP will acknowledge this and outline strategies to ensure citizens are serviced without undue
financial burdens. The muni should establish policy that sees development pay for the true costs
of development – not just typical upgrades that may or may not be covered by DCCs and CACs.
Just as there is a 1% levy for public art there should be a percentage levied to ensure the
completion of the active transportation network, creation of a property acquisition fund, climate
change related infrastructure adaptation, and infrastructure lifecycle renewal. This levy or levies
would be in addition to DCCs which merely account for one-time infrastructure upgrades
required.
The municipality should be developing its own infrastructure plans that provide adequate service
for citizens and businesses and enable adaptive engineering as climate conditions and
populations change. Make infrastructure of long-term value, not just infrastructure that lasts a
long time. The muni should also be working with neighbouring jurisdictions and other utility
providers (BC Hydro, Fortis BC, and communications providers) to develop mutually beneficial
infrastructure plans and agreements to ensure full service to citizens and businesses into the
future.
Water conservation is an important strategy. Residential water metering is not actually an
effective tactic. The value of water metering is in detecting leaks but does very little to encourage
conservation. Furthermore, metering and step pricing inadvertently penalizes those who are not
in a position to upgrade appliances (low income folks and renters). The infrastructure of the
water supply system is a fixed cost – using pricing signals to shape behaviour related to the
commodity can result in higher utility costs as in the case of the Sechelt Regional District. The
addition of water meters to the municipality’s infrastructure is a major cost and maintenance
issue over time even if the developer pays the initial capital cost.
On the other hand, metering the large-scale water users such as industrial users is an important
way to shape behaviour and appurtenance upgrades. Eliminating industrial once-through cooling
will likely achieve or exceed the overall water conservation goal.
Overall:
A measure of success should be the value of hectares of land acquired by muni for strategic
purposes – parks, water access, protection zones, active transportation corridors, etc. These can
be ranked by value not simply area as some land acquisitions will be more valuable in terms of
its strategic location/purpose/use.
9 | NORTH COWICHAN OCP UPDATE | DRAFT OCP SURVEY

The biggest social determinant of health is the degree of economic inequality in the community –
this measure must be included and consideration of how the muni plays a role in balancing the
inequity must be undertaken.
The housing strategies in this document have been implemented in innumerable other
jurisdictions and yet the price of housing continues to skyrocket, suggesting that municipalities
have little influence in this area. The municipality should make a commitment to work with senior
levels of government to thwart this trend. They are ok policies we just know that they don’t
achieve the goals given the unwieldy market that prevails. The muni should consider leveraging
its resources to help finance cooperative housing projects.
Maps:
No flood plain mapping included. I’m not sure why this is not included in the natural hazard DPA
mapping. Given recent events this is an important part of ensuring public safety. Maybe it is and
I’m just missing it.
The lack of flood mapping makes it very difficult to understand the vulnerability of the village
centres identified. In particular I wonder about the University Village and South end
neighbourhoods. Bell McKinnon may also be vulnerable given the extent of flooding in the Mays
Road area – but as a layperson it is hard to tell without proper maps.
Why is the Kingsview development left outside the UCB in Quamichan? This omission could be
interpreted as deceptive.

End of Comments

2. Do you support the Climate Action and Social Justice Frameworks?
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

Yes, completely!
Mostly
Unsure
Somewhat
Not at all
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Patricia Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Blake Simmons <blake@smcn.ca>
Wednesday, January 5, 2022 7:45 AM
Rob Conway
Community Planning; Engineering; Bobbie Stenmark
MNC Official Community Plan - Energy and GHG Reduction

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Good morning Mr. Conway and the team at MNC,
I read through the MNC Official Community Plan over the holidays and I am excited about it’s vision. As a resident of
North Cowichan I am especially excited about the principles outlined with regard to sustainability and community
engagement. It is encouraging to see these issues being addressed in such an informed manner, and with quantifiable
targets.
I would also like to introduce myself and our company in a professional capacity. My name is Blake Simmons and I am a
mechanical Professional Engineer. Our company, SMcN Consulting, is a Vancouver Island‐based company with offices in
Langford, North Cowichan, and Nanaimo. Our core business consists of mechanical consulting (heating, ventilation,
plumbing, and fire protection) in buildings of all sizes, and within multiple sectors. On all projects, we aim to provide
solutions which will integrate with the long‐term goals of our clients.
In the context of achieving the goals laid out in the Community Plan, I believe our services would be beneficial to the
Municipality. Aside from designing and implementing high‐efficiency systems, we have also helped clients, such as the
Sooke and Saanich School Districts (SD62 and SD63), prioritize future upgrades based on GHG emissions savings and
budget, as well as necessity of renewal. In the examples noted above, we assessed all schools and administrative sites
within these two districts, and provided detailed breakdowns of each; including the following:
1. A summary of existing mechanical infrastructure
2. The expected remaining service life of major equipment
3. The expected replacement costs and recommended replacement strategies
4. The potential GHG emission reduction with each strategy outlined
With regard to implementing these sustainable solutions, we have successfully designed and overseen the installation of
systems involving air‐source heat pumps, geothermal, heat recovery, solar heating, and building automation (DDC) to
reduce GHG emission, and energy use in general.
I believe that the combination of our community interest, as well as our expertise, would make us a strong resource for
you as you continue to pursue the goals laid out in this community plan. I would be happy to meet to discuss anything
further, and I can provide more information if it is of interest to you.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
Regards,
Blake Simmons, P.Eng., LEED Green Associate
Associate, Project Manager
SMcN Consulting Inc.
cell: 780‐991‐9615
1

December 20, 2021
DRAFT Official Community Plan Commentary

Attainable Housing for Recruitment and Retention of Medical Professionals
The Problem…
The cost of land - housing in every community in Canada including our own has reached heights
which for most are considered un-attainable in terms of ownership – rental, compounded by
availability issues, or lack thereof.
This circumstance has led to a portion of our labour force commuting to work by vehicle, be it
within North Cowichan, to other communities or those traveling from outside of our community
to North Cowichan. Naturally, this results in greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), possibly avoided
otherwise were relocation options available and in my opinion a general decline in the quality of
life facing those who wish to participate in the labour force. This impact on our labourers may
over time result in a similar decline in the quality of life for those of us who rely on them. The
added stress involved through the logistics and time constraints a workforce forced to commute
must deal with impacts flexibility, availability (time, energy and money lost in the commute) not
to mention added load and maintenance costs for the travel corridors i.e. highways. Commuting
is expensive and we will pay more for those who participate, to cover their cost.
Of late, we have all received a wake-up call this past year of 2021 as to the impact our
increasingly destructive weather patterns will have on transportation infrastructure and what we
can expect in the years to come as we smash record after record. And seasonal weather impacts
are not limited to the winter months as our frightening summer wildfires illustrate. November of
this year:
“The B.C. government is declaring a provincial state of emergency to mitigate impacts
on transportation networks and movement of essential goods and supplies, and to
support the provincewide response and recovery from the widespread damage caused
by severe flooding and landslides in British Columbia.”
Mike Farnworth, Minister of Public Safety and Solicitor General, made the declaration
on Nov. 17, 2021, based on the recommendation from the Ministry of Transportation
and Infrastructure and Emergency Management BC. The declaration will take effect
immediately
Anecdotally and unofficially, I have learned that the Provincial Government has recognized the
new reality and put out a general call to BC industry to increase output in heavy steel girders to
reinforce and repair our transportation infrastructure and provide a stockpile to draw on in times
of need. Think of it as a surge tank filled with building materials for damaged rail and highway
bridges if you like (my opinion and to be confirmed). Our reliance on the commuter model for
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workers is clearly tenuous and will impact all communities who rely upon it as silent stopgap for
the lack of available housing options.
At a point in our collective history where our labour force is shrinking (more retirees than new
workers to replace them) and taxation likely to expand (basic demographics – people who work
pay the majority of taxes) we are not well placed to recognize these barriers in order to retain
and recruit skilled workers in North Cowichan. This scenario is not exclusive, expected to grow
across all labour sectors and is particularly acute in the medical profession.
In response I propose that the following line be added into Section 5 of our OCP or wherever
appropriate.
The Municipality will work with others (Development Community, Provincial and Federal
Government, Non Profit Organizations and Professional Associations) to secure and make
available, housing for medical professionals in order to recruit and retain a trained
professional labour force and maintain our quality of life.
I put my understanding of North Cowichan’s challenges in attracting new physicians to the
valley to the Cowichan Valley Division of Family Practice (CVDFP); of which, Kate Wratten is the
Recruitment and Retention Coordinator and Tiffiny Littmann the Director of Operations. Kate
confirms:
“I have been directly notified by 2 physicians of their pending retirement in the next 2-3
years, but I know from word of mouth that there are more than that. I would say we
can expect at least 5 physicians to retire in that timeframe, but realistically it’s
probably even more than that. As Tiffiny mentioned there are a few that are staying in
their practices right now simply because they don’t have anyone to take over – or their
succession plans fell through.”
Excerpts from Physician Self – Assessment Survey Summary Reports completed several years
prior and provided by the CVDFP, yielded the following statistics on the number of patients local
family doctors cared as compiled by Tiffiny Littmann:
Excerpts: Physician Self-Assessment Survey Summary Reports
2011: [physician estimates] The average number of active patients in the primary office
of physicians was 1331 (± 672) to their best estimates. Approximately 40% of physicians
had 2000 or more patients at their primary office, followed by 23% who had 1001-1500
active patients.
[EMR extracted data] Of the 26 physicians who indicated the number of patients based
on their Physician Profile Analysis, 38% had seen 1001-1500 patients, 10% saw 15012000 patients, and nearly a quarter (23%) had seen more than 2000 patients. One-fifth
of physicians saw less than 1000 patients.
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Note: in 2010, less than half of responding physicians were able to extract patient panel
size from their EMR, and this is reflected in the two sets of responses above.
2015: The average size of a patient panel after running an accurate patient panel
report is 893 (± 421). Nearly half of physicians (49%, n=18/37) have a patient panel of
1001-1500, and nearly a quarter (24%, n=9) have a patient panel of 501-1000. Nineteen
per cent of physicians (n=7) have a patient panel of 1501-2000, and three physicians
have a patient panel of 1-500. No physicians had a patient panel over 2000.
Eyeballing these numbers with no statistical analysis applied whatsoever, I note that the majority
of physicians care for approximately 1000 to 1500 patients. Should 5 physicians retire in the next
several years, we can expect that an additional 5000 to 7500 residents in the Cowichan Valley
will be without a physician additional to those already without a family doctor unless and until
replacement physicians successfully relocate.
I have had first-hand confirmation from colleagues, who have relocated to the valley for work
facing similar struggles as to our doctors in finding suitable housing, never mind a physician
with room to onboard new arrivals. As such, a sort of medical pilgrimage routine has developed
where those who have had the foresight to retain their physician based in the community of
origin return for an annual visit or indeed more frequently for continuing medical care. This
regimen is a stressor on the participants (patients) involved, a contributor to GHG emissions and
subject to the availability of a travel corridor with intact bridges clear of wildfire smoke,
landslides and flooding.
As I consider how a local government might have a role to play in providing incentives and
housing for Medical Professionals (MPs), Tiffiny Littmann comments:
“Thanks for reaching out. I'm pleased to hear North Cowichan is incorporating such
thinking into their planning process. I can think of several physicians looking to retire
in the 2 to 3-year timeframe (and some looking to retire now, but struggling to find
replacements.)”
“As for lost leads, this past year, more than any other time, there have been a lot of
them. Again, I'll lean on Kate for more specific numbers as she was tracking interested
parties, but I can say that a big factor this year was housing. Or the lack
thereof. Likely combined with the lack of incentives to offset the relocation and costof-living challenges.”
Kate Wratten responded with more insight on the stark reality surrounding the retention and
recruitment of physicians and the barriers faced by those MPs wishing to relocate to the Valley
to work and to live,
“In terms of leads that have fallen through. I actively worked with 14 leads in early
2021 and only 1 landed in a permanent practice. We saw several choose to offer locum
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or more specialized services here in Cowichan, while others simply could not obtain
housing and chose elsewhere.”
“That I am aware of, none of those leads went elsewhere because of better
opportunities. They all loved the area, the collegial community and the lifestyle and
they actively sought us out.”
I propose that local government play a role in providing housing for physicians at attainable
rates. Some may argue that a government has no business being involved to this extent in
providing housing and that the market will provide. Well, recent research confirms that this
rationale has not been borne out in BC or indeed North America.
Dr. Patrick Condon, Ph.D.
At Chris Osbornes (Manager, Planning) endorsement, I watched Dr. Condon`s presentation to
North Cowichans Council at Committee of the Whole on November 9, 2021. Dr. Condon
(Professor UBC School of Architecture & Landscape Architecture – Centre for Interactive
Research on Sustainability) made the simple point that for reasons not completely understood land values based on speculation potentially) land was valued disproportionately to
improvements (buildings) throughout North America. And further and to the point, that building
more housing did not seem to result in redress to this cost issue - barrier, for example housing
units provided and the cost of housing in Vancouver. The upshot, we are not going to build
ourselves out of the housing affordability problem. Nor is anyone else…
So what to do…
The concept of providing housing to those who would otherwise not be in a position to secure it
themselves is not a new one. BC Housing for example are active in providing supportive housing
through additional living spaces on Drinkwater Road in North Cowichan and White Road in the
City of Duncan. This housing, in addition to the low barrier housing provided at the Silver Bridge
Inn, on Tribes Land (the mound) and St. Julien Street, again in the City of Duncan is being
provided as it had not been prior and would not be available otherwise through market forces.
Recent new, or old new approach?
After World War 2, thousands of returning military personnel were in need of housing in post
war Britain in addition to the dire need to replace housing damaged in the war through heavy
bombing. Local governments built housing units, in the thousands. A substantial percentage of
which were prefabricated homes similar to the form and approach adopted by BC Housing and
Cowichan Tribes (Boys Road) to meet needs quickly and inexpensively. Citation University of
West England Bristol - https://fet.uwe.ac.uk/conweb/house ages/council housing/section5.htm
Our collective challenge from a laypersons perspective is to recognize and understand that
securing housing is a real obstacle for physicians as a group as well. I would be surprised if
anyone readily agreed with this statement as for decades this concept of housing being out of
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reach for a physician spoken aloud would have been greeted with skepticism at the very least
and more likely laughter. How absurd… Yet, this reality is being played out in real time today. I
suspect that brief insight into the accumulated debt a medical student incurs through living in a
major urban center for 4 years of medical school coupled with an additional and minimum 2 to
3 years of residency in another urban setting (relocation for residency program – programs
choose students not vice versa) all on student loans would be an eye opener for most. Once
practicing (working in a small business setting most likely) overhead costs and taxes take a
significant chunk of any income earned by a new physician and forestall the ability to resolve
debt or qualify for a mortgage and or pay rent, if you can find a place.
Therefore, I strongly recommend that our Local Government explore options in collaboration
with our Development Community, obtain partial funding through the Province (where, when
and if available) to provide for a portion of housing constructed in our community to be
secured, purchased by or provided to Local Governments and or the Province and made
available for rent, lease or possibly purchase to MPs at reasonable rates in exchange for service
to this community. This will remove a barrier in housing availability and provide an option for
those MPs that wish to work in our community that cannot obtain housing through their own
means.
This expansion of attainable rental housing provided to MPs should be considered for
professionals in other areas of medicine for example (RNs, lab technicians, physiotherapists,
occupational therapists, x-ray technicians, respiratory technicians, pharmacists and so forth). This
approach is not limited to MP’s and could be applied to other branches of our labour force /
trained individuals in our community for example members of our police services, (Municipal
utilities crews) sewer treatment plant workers, water plant workers and so forth.
Ideas…
Development Permits – Density Bonusing and Variances
A Local Government could support density bonuses greater than permitted under the zoning to
developers in order to incentivize additional housing for:
•
•

•

Sale to MPs at or below market rates in return for service periods to the community
Rental or Lease to MPs in return for service periods to the community at or below market
rates (if funding is made available to VIHA, the organization may choose to offer
discounted rates for rent or lease to MPs
A developer to enter into a 10 year covenant with VIHA to have VIHA manage the
dwelling unit (vet applicants i.e. become the landlord) and provide it for MPs for rent or
lease subject to conditions that they work within the community. (This is not housing for
someone to live in and commute to work in Nanaimo or Victoria). Several Development
companies are familiar with and have registered s. 219 (Local Government Act) covenants
(with BC Housing) on title stating that the housing constructed is limited in tenure as
rental only for a period of 10 years. The benefit to the company is a waiver from
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•

providing home warranty insurance which is a cost to them while the community receive
dedicated rental housing for the 10 year period. That is to say, a number of companies
that build housing in BC, already commit to providing rental tenure housing for a
minimum of 10 years as a cost saving measure compliant with their intended form of
ownership - rental.
New tools are being made available to local governments to cement the use of
permanent rental tenure status through the zoning via the Local Government Act. A
portion of these units could be set aside through some means for availability to MPs
through the zoning itself or partnership agreements with VIHA. S. 481.1 of the Local
Government Act states:
481.1 (1) A zoning bylaw may limit the form of tenure to residential rental
tenure within a zone or part of a zone for a location in relation to which multifamily residential use is permitted.
(2) A limit under subsection (1) may limit the form of tenure to residential rental
tenure in relation to a specified number, portion or percentage of housing units
in a building.

Amenity contributions negotiated through rezoning applications between the developer and the
local government in the form of density bonusing could be used to provide housing of all types,
SF, Townhomes, Duplexes, Apartments, Row Housing etc. This housing could in turn be owned
by the Municipality as an asset and managed in partnership with VIHA where VIHA provides the
housing as enticement and support to MPs through lease and or rental agreement and handles
all the contractual agreements and negotiations. Remember, we have physicians who want to
move here, I believe a contractual agreement with a physician prepared to provide community
service will not be a hard sell in exchange for secure quality housing.
The advantage with local government obtaining and owning housing is that reliance on a senior
government for funding (though very welcome) is not the sole means of support for the
approach. This addresses a real problem where competition for funding between local
governments from the Province is fierce. Should funding be made available for this very
enterprise through the Province I suspect need would be ably demonstrated by every local
government in BC. I will also add that a real possibility exists that the award of any funding
(were it to exist) to secure rental housing for MPs in BC could become highly politicized.
The preceding idea comment is my brainstorming and likely presents some thorny problems to
work through. It is though, a place to start and input is very welcome.
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FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Rob Conway
Patricia Taylor
Chris Osborne
FW: OCP comparison
Sunday, January 16, 2022 9:13:36 AM
OCP comparison.msg
OCP Comparison.pdf

Good Morning Patricia
Can you please include the attached pdf document in with correspondence received on the draft
). The original e-mail is also attached.
OCP? The author is
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Thank you
Rob

From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: Friday, January 14, 2022 6:52 PM
To: Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Cc:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Subject: RE: OCP comparison
Hello Rob,
Great to hear from you. We are well, especially after a three day stay at Yellow Point Lodge!
Yes, I was wondering about the comparison table so thank you for acknowledging it.
Reading between your lines, so to speak, it sounds as if you think including it in the report could be
helpful.
You have our permission to do so. Best to put
name to it, if that is needed. He did all the
work.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
You and staff have been in my thoughts a lot as you wade through the input.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
From: Rob Conway [mailto:rob.conway@northcowichan.ca]
Sent: January 14, 2022 2:40 PM
To:
'
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Subject: RE: OCP comparison
Hello

FIPPA s. 22(1)

I hope you are well and the New Year is progressing for you as it should.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Firstly, I don’t believe I ever acknowledged receipt of the document
prepared. I have reviewed
it and found it to be helpful reference for comparing the content and policies of the current and
draft OCPs. Please thank
for the work he put into it and thanks for you for helping coordinate
FIPPA s. 22(1)

it.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Secondly, I want to ask if you and
would like the document included in the package of public
input material we received on the draft OCP. We are in the process of compiling this and will be
including it with a staff report we expect to have on the February 2 Council agenda. Including it
would make it available to Council and anyone else who views the report. If you would like it
included it please let me know and we will be happy to do that.
All the best
Rob

Rob Conway, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning and Building
Planning and Building Department
Municipality of North Cowichan
7030 Trans-Canada Highway
Duncan, BC V9L 6A1 | Canada
www.northcowichan.ca
rob.conway@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3178

This email and any attachments are only for the use of the intended recipient and must not be distributed,
disclosed, used or copied by or to anyone else. If you receive this in error please contact the sender by return
email and delete all copies of this email and any attachments

From:
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 9:04 AM
To: Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: OCP comparison

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Hello Rob,
I spoke to you a while ago about doing an OCP comparison. In fact this had come up
at the OCP AC.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Please see the attached pdf that my husband,
, has compiled. FYI, the page
numbers for the Draft OCP are taken from the online version. If you require the Word
doc, just let me know.
As people review the 2021 Draft OCP, this comparison may be helpful in addressing
concerns that there have been radical changes from the 2011 OCP.
This document is now yours to distribute as you see fit. Transparency is important.
In community,
~
FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 10:47:54 AM

FIPPA s. 22(1)
From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 3:39 PM
To: Chris Hutton <chris.hutton@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Re: New OCP

Thanks, Chris. I know because I submitted a very similar photo.
That was a very informative webinar last night. I thought you were all very restrained and
professional in your responses. There was a lot of negative reaction from pro-development
types, but that was from a few vocal people. I suspect that the majority were in favour, and
did not feel the need to comment. I certainly was impressed by the initial draft, and its tone.
I don't know if you have any control over this, but I found the Q&A very frustrating because
the questions kept jumping around, and were not in any logical order, so it was very hard to
follow.
My one initial comment is about the cover painting. It is a very nice painting, but on closer
inspection I do not think it is appropriate. It is very much a settler painting, with a very
dominant church, and no sign of any First Nations. That does not fit with the Principle of
Reconciliation and Relationship Building.
Thanks for the hard work you have put into this, and for all the opportunities for input.
Cheers,
FIPPA s. 22(1)
On 09/11/21 3:15 p.m., Chris Hutton wrote:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Thank you
Looks like you’re right. Would be hard to get that shot on Somenos! We’ll be sure to
look into this and update.
Sincerely,
Chris Hutton (he/him/Mr.)

Community Planning Coordinator
chris hutton@northcowichan.ca
T 250.746.3155

Official Community Plan Comparison
2018 OCP

Section II. Plan Goals, Objectives, and Policies
2.1 Preserve our rural setting
2.1.1 Agriculture

2021 OCP
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15
16

Sustain and increase agricultural activity through policies that
support and strengthen the role of agriculture in North Cowichan's social
and economic fabric, enhance food security through greater support for
farmers, and protect the agricultural land base.

2.1.2 Forestry

19

Retain and conserve forest lands within North Cowichan using
proven best practices including sustainable harvesting, forest fire prevention
and fuel reduction; encourage sustainable forestry best practices; and
protect other forest values.

2.1.3 Mining and gravel extraction
23
Ensure environmental stewardship and sustainable approaches in
mineral resource extraction.
2.1.4 Landscapes, seascapes and vistas
25
Retain and protect important rural landscapes and seascapes so
that they can be viewed and enjoyed from public spaces by residents and
visitors

Goals
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7 Food Security & Local Agriculture Systems
123
7.1 Food Security
126
Sustain and increase local agricultural activity, especially of food
systems that can increase the food security of the local population. Enhance
access to healthy, locally grown, high quality, nutritionally dense food,
especially for vulnerable populations.
7.2 Local Agricultural Systems
128
Protect the agricultural and farmland base. Strengthen the
economic vitality of farming by encouraging farming and associated food
processing or preparation activities as a viable business, employment
opportunity and way of life in North Cowichan. Diversify and expand the local
sustainable food system. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the food
system and increase carbon storage in soils. Enhance biodiversity by
preserving, connecting and enhancing habitat on and between agricultural
lands. Work towards a "circular" - low waste - food system.
6.3 Trees & Forests
6.3.1 Trees, public areas & private forests
Maintain healthy forests and tree canopy across North Cowichan
within natural, rural, and urban areas.
6.3.4 Municipal Forest Reserve
Retain and conserve the municipal forest reserve through
sustainable harvesting, wildfire prevention and fuel reduction; encourage
sustainable forestry best practices; and protect other non-timber forest
values such as recreation.
8.6.5 Mining & Gravel Extraction
Ensure environmental stewardship and responsible approaches in
aggregate and mineral resource extraction.
?

117
117
119

154

2.1.5 Housing and services in rural areas
27
Provide for housing options that support rural-based activities
such as agriculture; and prevent sprawl and its costly servicing
requirements.

Rural Residential Designation
Very little housing growth is anticipated in these areas, although
there may be some limited context-specific opportunities. Many parcels are
amenable to personal and commercial gardening, with roadside produce and
craftstalls, small scale livestock and poultry keeping. There may also be
potential to accommodate neighbourhood commercial uses, such as
convenience stores, cafes, neighbourhood pubs or community halls.
Subdivision and stratification are not encouraged and significant mature tree
and vegetation cover is maintained throughout these areas.

47

2.2 Guard our environment
2.2.1 Ecosystem health, biodiversity and critical habitats
Protect local ecosystems and, where opportunities arise, restore
the natural environment to maintain biodiversity, ecological health and
integrity.

30
30

104
108

2.2.2 Air quality and noise pollution
Ensure practices that sustain excellent air quality and that pose no
risk to the immediate and long-term health of residents. Investigate the
issue of noise pollution to determine how best to address it.

35

2.2.3 Natural hazard areas
Minimize risk to life and property within natural hazard areas
2.2.4 Archaeology
Protect archaeological resources within North Cowichan
2.3 Adjust to climate change
Engage all sectors of the community in responding to the effects
of climate change and the need to substantially reduce the use of fossil fuel;
and adjust municipal policy and programs to adapt to actual and anticipated
changing climate conditions
2.4 Encourage economic opportunities
2.4.1 Economic development environment
Establish a welcoming atmosphere for economic development in
North Cowichan while maintaining a high quality of life and high
environmental quality.
2.4.2 Rural- and environmental-based economic opportunities
Encourage and promote economic activities that support the
values of the rural and natural environment

37

6 Regeneration & the Protection of the Natural Environment
6.1 Ecosystem health, biodiversity and critical habitats
Protect local ecosystems and the connections between them and
restore the natural environment to maintain and improve biodiversity,
ecological health, and integrity.
6.2 Soil & water quality, air, noise & light pollution
6.2.1 Soil & water quality
Pursue policies and practices that lead to long-term regeneration
and improvements in soil and water quality, including reductions in
contaminants and invasive species.
6.2.5 Air, noise & light pollution
Pursue practices that sustain good air quality to reduce the
immediate and long-term health impacts to residents. Identify and mitigate
sources of noise and light pollution. Ensure safe drinking water and protect
its high quality.
6.4 Natural hazard areas
Minimize the risk to life and property within natural hazard areas.
4.3 Heritage & Archaeology
Support heritage conservation and archaeology resources.
North Cowichan's Climate Action Commitments
Reduce both territorial and imported GHG emissions and energy
use, and integrate sustainability, regenerative thinking, and climate
adaptation into the OCP to influence municipal decision making and
municipal operations, as outlined in the Climate Action and Energy Plan.
8 Local Regenerative Economy
8.3 Local Economic development environment
Establish a supportive business environment for sustainable, local
economic development in North Cowichan while maintaining a high quality
of life and high environmental quality.
8.4 Rural based economic opportunities
Encourage and promote economic activities that fit with the values
of rural communities and a thriving natural environment.

40
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45
46

49

112
114

116

120
73
23

133
144

147

2.4.3 New technologies
Encourage high-tech and green businesses to establish and grow
in North Cowichan

51

?

2.4.4 Waterfront commercial and industrial development
Accommodate legitimate waterfront activity while reducing
environmental impacts and reducing conflict between land uses
2.4.5 Commerce
Protect and promote the economic viability of existing commercial
enterprises in North Cowichan; attract new and emerging service, retail and
other commercial businesses; and encourage diverse types of commercial
activity
2.4.6 Industry
Encourage sustained and diverse industrial activity within North
Cowichan
2.5 Build strong communities
2.5.1 Growth management

53

Water Use Designations
49
Ensure that multiple uses of the waterfront are balanced, the
environment is protected and that conflicts are avoided.
8.5 Commercial Opportunity
148
Protect and promote the economic viability of existing commercial
enterprises in North Cowichan, attract local, new and emerging service, retail
and other commercial businesses, and encourage diverse types of
commercial activity that focusing on sustainable, regenerative practices.
8.6 Industrial Activity
151
Promote a healthy industrial sector and encourage sustained and
diverse industrial activity within North Cowichan.

59

64
67
67

Manage future growth in a way that supports community values,
conserves resources and respects the environment

2.5.2 Housing

71

Meet the varied housing needs of North Cowichan residents in
terms of type, size, cost and location

2.5.3 Public realm
Create attractive public spaces in urban centres that meet the
diverse needs of their residents
2.5.4 Safe and healthy community
Enable residents to experience a safe and healthy life in North
Cowichan

77
80

3 Growth Management
3.2.1 Urban Containment Boundary
Focus development to the reduced urban containment boundary to protect
rural and natural areas from expanded residential development (See Land
Use Map) and to prevent residential intensification that necessitates
extension of road networks and increases automobile dependency.
3.2.3 Growth Centres
Manage growth and designate a variety of land and water uses in a
way that strengthens our community, maintains individual character,
preserves natural and rural areas and fosters climate-friendly and active ways
to move around.
5 Attainable Housing
5.1 Diverse housing mix
Encourage the development of a variety of housing types (by size,
type, tenure, density) integrated into villages, neighbourhoods, and rural
areas that meet the anticipated needs of the whole community in quality and
quantity.
5.2 Affordable & rental housing
Recognize the importance of housing as a fundamental part of
individual and community health and ensure that all residents have an
affordable and adequate place to live.
4.5 Public Realm
Create attractive, accessible public realm spaces that meet the
diverse needs of residents.
4.1 Safe and healthy community
Foster a safe, socially inclusive, resilient and supportive community
that enhances the health and well-being of its residents.

28

37

90
95

99

79
64

2.5.5 Strong neighbourhoods and communities
Provide assistance and support to those neighbourhoods and communities
that wish to promote their own identity and community spirit

84

2.5.6 Transportation
86
Provide a choice of efficient, safe transportation options that meet
the various needs of residents
2.5.7 Infrastructure
93
Provide basic infrastructure to residents in a way that meets the
highest standards of public health and safety, protects the environment,
emphasizes conservation and is cost-effective
2.5.8 Parks and recreation
98
Ensure the community is well serviced with recreation facilities,
including a system of parks, trails and open space

?

4.6 Transportation
Provide a range of efficient, safe, less carbon intense, healthy,
connected transportation options that meet the various needs of residents.
9 Sustainable Infrastructure

4.4 Parks and recreation
Ensure the community is well serviced with parks and recreation
facilities, including a system of trails, greenways, blue ways and open space.
Carefully balance recreation users and their associated impacts against the
need to maintain the ecological integrity and wilderness characteristics of
sensitive areas.

84
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 10:47:04 AM

From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 3:52 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: New OCP

A small correction to the latest OCP. Figure 6 is incorrect. That is Vimy Rd, not
Somenos.
Also, there are no page numbers!
FIPPA s. 22(1)

F om
To
Subject
Date
Attachments

Ch is Osbo ne
Ch is Osbo ne
D Messie B Mui
Tuesday Janua y 25 2022 1 37 14 M
mage002 png

From:
Sent: Monday December 20 2021 5: 6 PM FIPPA s. 22(1)
To: Chris Hutton <chris hutton@northcowichan ca>
Cc: Bruce <bruce@elmworth.com>
Subject: Re: OCP

Hi Chris,
Will you please put this in the OCP comment file. I share Bruce's concerns.
It also looks like the rest of the Bay is now to be zoned commercial too?
Thank you,
FIPPA s. 22(1)
On 12/20/2021 4:39 PM Bruce wrote:

Just looking on the land use map.
Bruce Muir

Elmworth Construct on Ltd.
Tel 250-748-6133
Fax 250-746-4400
www.elmworth.com
From: David R Messie
Sent: December 20 2021 4:37 PM

FIPPA s. 22(1)

To: Bruce <bruce@elmworth com>
Subject: Re: OCP
Hi Bruce
I did not see this can you point me in the right direction so can see what you are referring to? Is it in the DRAFT OCP document? If so which page? Once I see what you are looking at I will be able to comment better on it.
I would certainly send your comments to them in any case. This document is off the rails in so many ways.
David
On 12/20/2021 1:13 PM Bruce wrote:
Hi Dave
I have been reviewing the draft OCP mapping in more detail. I notice that the yacht club ( zoned MA1 ) our family property next to the yacht club ( zoned C4 ) and your marina property ( zoned MA2 ) are all colored as rural residential. Have you had any conversation with NC Planning staff
about correcting this on your property?
Thanks
Bruce Muir

Elmworth Construction Ltd.
Tel 250-748-6133
Fax 250-746-4400
www.elmworth.com

-David R Messier
General Manager
Maple Bay Marina

Ph 250.746.8482
TF 866.746.8482
Fx 250.746.8490
E dmessier@beca ca
maplebaymarina.com
facebook com/maplebaymarina

--

David R Messier
General Manager

Ph 250 746.8482
TF 866.746 8482

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne
FW: 2021-12-12 Email from
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 1:32:43 PM

FIPPA s. 22(1)

-----Original Message----From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: Sunday, December 12, 2021 9:23 PM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
FIPPA s. 22(1)

.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Hello my names
. 9 year north cowichan resident. I bought my property with the
understanding that it would be developed one day as an extension of swans nest with neighbouring
properties eventually connecting to Alma road. I have been reviewing the new draft ocp and it
appears my property along with the connecting 10.5 acres beside the existing subdivision of swans
nest appears to be now left out of the urban containment. Id like some answers as to why and what
would that mean going forward. To me and to everyone that has been to the property it seems a no
brainer to develop that being so close to town, on major transit routes, close to schools. Not to
mention the 20 inch sewer main that takes a detour off maple bay road and goes right through the
middle of the 3 properties that are basically ready to develop being mine and
10.5FIPPA s. 22(1)
acres. I can appreciate a new ocp and a new condensed ucb focused on walkable communities that's
protecting the environment but what about people who arent walking to the store for a litre of milk
as in people in retirement? I can also appreciate shrinking the ucb and focusing growth on areas with
FIPPA s. 22(1)
has 2 streets that are stopped in actual real
infrastructure in place. My property along with
world anticipation of continuing on from swans nest to be developed with existing sewer and water
already in place. It appears the proposed ucb is basically all developed and subdivided already
FIPPAso
s. I'm
22(1)
confused as to why the border of the ucb is not including properties like mine and
that have
been looked at as obvious future development for 20 years?? Will this ucb be re drawn and/or re
thought in 2 5 10 years say? Could my property be considered to be developed one day even though
it is not in the proposed ucb? Thank you for your time and i look forward to getting more
informed.        

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne
FW: 2021-12-14 Email from
- Re-opening the Bell-McKinnon OCP
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 1:33:24 PM FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2021 10:57 AM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: RE: Re-opening the Bell-McKinnon OCP

Community Planning:
With regards to the motion to re-open the Bell-McKinnon Community plan, I am not vote in
favour of the motion that is before the Council at the moment. A lot of time, energy, and
money has already been expended to devise a plan to deal with the area with the new hospital
about to be constructed.
Here are a couple of points that I would like to make:
1. Infrastructure costs to put in the sewer, water upgrades, and expanded roadway are
expensive when the distance to be covered is quite lengthy. It would be preferable to have the
costs of those services borne by the development of residential lots that would go up in the
local area. Otherwise, the rest of North Cowichan, right up to Chemainus will have to pay for
those services. Normally the extension of a sewer line gets paid for by the properties that the
sewer goes past. If you are not planning on development in the area, the property owners
along Bell-McKinnon would pay an exorbitant fee because the hospital needs a sewer, and I
am not sure that they would be happy with that.
2. Planned growth out towards the new hospital is more preferable than haphazard, piecemeal
redevelopment on a one-by-one basis.
Thank you,

FIPPA s. 22(1)
North Cowichan

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne
FW: 2021-12-19 Email to
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 1:34:23 PM

re: Comments OCP
FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)
From:
Sent: Sunday, December 19, 2021 11:46 AM
To: Community Planning <CommunityPlanning@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Comments OCP
A thorough document covering most issues.
Areas for consideration:
1. A really tight edit would help—the document is too long, too wordy and should use “plain
English “ to improve the presentation.
2. There is not enough emphasis on or commitment to walking and biking as an alternative to
the car or public transit outside the growth areas. The current options are so sadly lacking and
the draft OCP gives no confidence that this will change.
3. A major source of light pollution is from the existing municipal street/road lighting. The OCP
does not have any commitment to addressing this issue. Dark Sky compliant street lights
would be appreciated---even as scheduled replacement to existing lights.
4. There is insufficient attention in the plan to managing water shortages due to seasonal
drought---we may be entering an era where the usual water restrictions will not be enough to
meet personal needs…..ie running out of water.
5. Tertiary sewage treatment should be included as a long-term objective—especially give the
emphasis on the natural environment, regeneration and rehabilitation. Secondary treatment
is just not comparable with the environmental direction of the plan.
6. The map outlining Growth and Land Management contains lands classed as “Future Study”.
This lacks definition and prevents opaque intent, especially where the “Future Study” lands
are outside the growth area boundaries. This need to be clarified. What is the purpose of the
study? What may it mean to urban containment boundaries?
7. Perhaps this “horse has already left” but the Bell-Mckinnon area plan is setting a pattern for
future growth that is taking us in the wrong direction. Over the last 20 years the MNC has
been allowing development to creep “north along the TCH” and this plan adds momentum to
this trend. One only has to look North to Nanaimo to see the impact of growth nodes and how
resulting sprawl destroys other values and makes reliance on the car inevitable. Will the Mays
Road intersection be next?
Thank you for considering my views.
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Chemainus

FIPPA s. 22(1)
FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)
FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)
FIPPA s.
22(1)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Importance:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne
FW: The OCP
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 2:26:29 PM
High

From: bruce@lionrampant.ca <bruce@lionrampant.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, December 22, 2021 12:30 PM
To: Council <council@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Rob Conway <rob.conway@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: The OCP
Importance: High
Hello,
I am both a resident and business owner in North Cowichan. I am slogging through the OCP to provide my
feedback. What I find infuriating is that almost all of my staff and friends knew NOTHING of this OCP review and
were shocked that today was the deadline for comments from citizens. With the pandemic, starting an OCP review
& renewal is ludicrous. Many people have become disengaged with all facets of life, and let’s be honest, municipal
engagement and politics is an extremely low priority to most. To push through such an important documents that
affects every member of the community, without true engagement, is asinine.
I am therefore formally requesting that this review be postponed at least three months, if not six, with the
municipality providing substantial opportunities for actual input from ALL residents. Residents & businesses should
receive direct mail (several times) about this review, and guidance on how to slog through 200 pages of information.
I’m a reasonably educated person, and I’m finding it difficult to understand the impetus for some of these
frameworks, goals and other notions. I’m a real estate developer by trade and a publican by choice, and I see a lot of
the OCP is detrimental to both of my businesses.
We need an OCP that meets the needs of ALL North Cowichan residents & businesses, not just the very small
minority that somehow heard of these reviews through the pandemic and provided their responses. Otherwise the
OCP is really a document created by and for the minority, not the majority. Let’s ensure our citizens have a true
voice.
Regards,
Bruce R. Findlay, BBA
President
LION RAMPANT PUB INC.
LION RAMPANT PRIVATE LIQUOR STORE INC.
BRIGANTINE INN VENTURES LTD.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne
FW: Your OCP survey is FLAWED!!
Tuesday, January 25, 2022 1:28:20 PM

FIPPA s. 22(1)
From:
Sent: November 30, 2021 12:38 PM
To: Al Siebring <mayor@northcowichan.ca>; Rob Douglas <rob.douglas@northcowichan.ca>;
Christopher Justice <christopher.justice@northcowichan.ca>
Cc: Tek Manhas <tek.manhas@northcowichan.ca>; Kate Marsh <kate.marsh@northcowichan.ca>;
Rosalie Sawrie <rosalie.sawrie@northcowichan.ca>; Debra Toporowski
<debra.toporowski@northcowichan.ca>
Subject: Your OCP survey is FLAWED!!

Dear Mayor and Council,
We have had over a dozen people try to fill this form out (unsuccessfully) including doctors
and fellow business people. We have contacted Modus for direction (see email below) and still
cannot get it filled out online. Just wanted to make you aware.

From: Serena Yang <serena@thinkmodus.ca>
Date: November 29, 2021 at 2:29:14 PM PST
FIPPA s. 22(1)
To:
Subject: Re: [Konveio Inquiry] OCP Survey
Hi

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Thank you for taking the time to fill out the survey and spreading the
word.
Apologies that the selections are disappearing. To best fill out the
online survey, we recommend using Google Chrome as the browser
and to disable some extensions that may interact with its
functionality. If you fill out the online version, there is a submit
button for each set of questions. If you fill out the paper version,
please drop it off or mail it to: 7030 Trans-Canada Highway |
Duncan, British Columbia V9L 6A1.
You may choose to respond to the parts of the survey as you wish.
Questions are provided per section - the executive summary provides
a summary of each chapter and the individual chapters provide more
detail.
Warmly,
Serena

FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

FIPPA s. 22(1)
Council
OCP
Wednesday, December 22, 2021 6:16:18 AM

FIPPA s. 22(1)
FIPPA s. 22(1)
Hi. MY name is
. I am a resident at
. My wife and
I, along with our children have lived on this property for 32 years. We purchased the 5 acre
parcel with the hope of one day sub dividing this to its current zoning. This has not been
possible due to lack of sanitary sewer service, and current septic regulations. When the
proposal to build a new hospital just North of us came along, we embraced the idea. This with
the understanding that an opportunity to develop came in exchange for what will most
certainly be a drastic change to our neighbourhood. This is why I feel that the proposal to
severely limit development seems like a betrayal. We will be the victims of a huge bait and
switch con job.
I believe the original award winning LAP is precisely the common sense plan Bell
McKinnon Rd residents voted for.
Sincerely

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Osborne
Chris Osborne

FIPPA s. 22(1)

Tuesday, January 25, 2022 1:30:30 PM

---------- Forwarded message --------From: <noreply@konveio.email>
Date: Wed, Dec 8, 2021 at 5:19 PM
Subject: [Konveio Inquiry] OCP
To: <serena@thinkmodus.ca>

https://modus.konveio.net/contact.

FIPPA s. 22(1)
sent a message using the contact form at

I am very disappointed that the Bell McKinnon area plan has been reduced. I was so excited
for the plan that was presented to our community after we all put in so much time into it. You
won an award over it..... why????
Our community was fully engaged with it. You spent money to put that plan together.... I don't
understand seems like such a waste. Time money....

Save the award winning Bell McKinnon Local
Area Plan
Published by Concerned Cowichan Citizens on 27th Nov 2021

Do not change the award winning Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan! Why would tax payers agree to
effectively flush hundreds of thousands of dollars down the toilet? This what councillors Marsh,
Justice and Douglas are trying to achieve by omitting the current plan and starting over. The Bell
McKinnon LAP was developed with input form North Cowichan staff, residents, business owners,
landowners and First Nations. The plan received the Gold Award in Policy Planning at the Land
Summit meeting in Vancouver in 2019. The plan was recognized for being a "model green growth
centre that is vibrant, walkable urban village". There are applications currently sitting dormant at
the municipality that would responsibly build multifamily homes with park area and walking trails
just as the plan required. These councillors are arbitrarily trying to cancel the plan and start over.
We are currently in a housing crisis and building a billion dollar hospital. How does limiting growth
and requiring newcomers to drive from places like Langford and Victoria GREEN? A representative
from Vancouver Island Health Authority stated their concerns at a recent council meeting that they
already have lost doctors because they cannot find homes in the area. How do we intend to house
the 700+ hospital staff including doctors and nurses and the several hundred people it will take to
build the hospital when we cannot even house our current families?

We, the undersigned, call on the North Cowichan Council members to reconsider their position to
cancel or amend the current Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan. We, as taxpayers, do not wish to
start the entire process over when hundreds of thousands of dollars have already been spent to
research and design this award winning green plan. The current housing crisis will be made more
dire if the local area plan is reduced and delayed further. We cannot attract doctors, nurses and
support staff if they have no housing to live in nearby. Making them drive in from Urban areas
will be adding to our carbon footprint.

Powered by GoPetition

#
1

First name
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Email

City
Duncan

Date
Dec 01, 2021

Duncan
Ladysmith
Chemainus

Dec 10, 2021
Dec 02, 2021
Dec 07, 2021

Chemainus

Nov 30, 2021

6

Duncan

Nov 30, 2021

7
8
9

Crofton
Duncan
Cowichan bay

Dec 10, 2021
Dec 02, 2021
Dec 03, 2021

10
11

Duncan
Duncan

Dec 04, 2021
Nov 30, 2021

12
13
14

Chemainus
Duncan
North Cowichan

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

2
3
4
5
How do 3 councillors control the actions of a 7 member council. See their current outlandish proposals for the new OCP.

This development plan is bigger then North Cowichan. It's for all of the Cowichan Valley! Why waste more money!

15
16

17

Chemainus
Dec 10, 2021
Duncan
Dec 10, 2021
we oppose the new OCP because it defeat the purpose for affordable homes for Seniors, first time home buyers and out frown families. There is shortage of rental homes in the valley, zero % vacancy rate.
Valley is going through accommodation crisis as well as buildable lots.
Cobble Hill
Nov 30, 2021
Stay with Plan as designed and committed to.

18
19

Duncan
Duncan

Dec 10, 2021
Nov 28, 2021

20
21
22

Duncan
Duncan
Duncan

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021
Dec 12, 2021

23
24

Duncan
Cobble hill

Nov 29, 2021
Nov 30, 2021

25
26
27

Duncan
Ladysmith
Cobble Hill

Dec 10, 2021
Dec 02, 2021
Dec 07, 2021

28
29
30

Duncan
Duncan
Calgary

Dec 08, 2021
Dec 02, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

Duncan

Nov 27, 2021

Chemainus

Nov 30, 2021

we need to be progressive and build our community to support our growth

31
The BMLAP needs to be left alone. It is an award winning plan for smart growth.
32

33
34
35

Why is every motion put forward by these councilors intended to limit future affordable housing for an obviously growing community that is already bursting at the seams? You are standing in the way of
progress with no regard for anything but your agenda... sounds like Agenda 21 to me. We are aware.....
North Vancouver
Dec 06, 2021
Victoria
Dec 12, 2021
Duncan
Nov 30, 2021

Powered by GoPetition
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#
36

First name

37

Mill Bay
Dec 01, 2021
Too much time money and effort has been put into this local area plan by both the public and municipal employees to see in one motion it be dropped. This plan makes total sense for the growing community
of north Cowichan and the new hospital district. Thank you
Duncan
Dec 01, 2021
Duncan
Dec 01, 2021

38
39
40

41

Last name

Email

City
Duncan

Date
Dec 01, 2021

Duncan
Dec 15, 2021
This is the most backward move that I've heard, actually can't really believe its been presented as any kind of option. We are suppose to be striving for a greener solution to many of our climate issues. Our
property allowes you to walk to virtually every service that you could need, Dr. Dentist, Drug Stores Down Town Walmart Thriftys Home Depot Canadian Tire without the use of a vehicle. Its a 25minute walk
to the downtown core. The property is on sewer and municiple water, The property does not have good soil, if any the base is clay so is not good agricultural property. To go from a zoning of R3 to R1 is
Ludicrous Where do you want the developement to be done,
Maple Bay, Notrh Cowichan
Dec 01, 2021

42
43
44

Chemainus
Duncan
Duncan

Nov 30, 2021
Dec 01, 2021
Dec 04, 2021

45
46

Duncan
Nanaimo

Dec 10, 2021
Dec 02, 2021

Cowichan Bay
Duncan

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

Duncan
Duncan
Cobble Hill

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 04, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

Duncan
Victoria

Dec 10, 2021
Nov 28, 2021

Vancouver
Duncan,

Nov 27, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

56
57

Shawnigan Lake
Duncan

Dec 07, 2021
Dec 08, 2021

58
59
60

Duncan
Duncan
Ladysmith

Dec 06, 2021
Dec 03, 2021
Dec 02, 2021

61
62
63

Shawnigan Lake
Shawnigan Lake

Dec 02, 2021
Dec 04, 2021
Dec 08, 2021

I am in support of creating housing and health services in this area so vital to the success of the new hospital.
47
48
After all the years putting this plan into place it should stand don't make it a wasted effort
49
50
51
Think to the future
52
53
Build more housing!!!!
54
55
I urge ALL council to re-read the 2019-2022 strategic plan you all signed. It is still in effect! Read pages 14, 18 and 19

64
65
66

The plan was approved. It is unfair to terminate it. It’s goes against our values as a community to break such a contract that the community put so much time and effort in. And won an award! Don’t be shady.
Stay the path.
Municipality of North Cowichan Dec 03, 2021
DUNCAN
Dec 01, 2021
Duncan
Dec 01, 2021

Powered by GoPetition
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#
99
100
101

First name
Last name
Email
City
Do not exclude North of Herd. Cannot build a hospital, roads, infrastructure, a new elementary school and homes all S of Herd! As your planning department and listen to them!
Mill Bay
Duncan
Duncan

Date
Nov 27, 2021
Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

We desperately need this community and new housing!
102
103
104

Duncan
DUNCAN

Dec 02, 2021
Dec 07, 2021

Duncan

Nov 28, 2021

Duncan

Nov 28, 2021

Time to stop One Cowichan councillors
105
106

107
108

Duncan
Nov 30, 2021
I personally do not benefit from added density in the BM corridor as I am on the south side of Norcross rd. and if anything the increased density will negatively affect my property value; however, I understand
the need for growth and housing units in the community. I 100% agree that the original LAP should be reinstated.
Chemainus
Dec 01, 2021
Duncan
Nov 30, 2021

109
110
111

Duncan
Ladysmith
Mill Bay

Dec 01, 2021
Nov 27, 2021
Nov 30, 2021

112
113
114

Mill Bay
Duncan
Duncan

Dec 06, 2021
Dec 02, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

115
116
117

Chemainus
Duncan
CHEMAINUS

Nov 29, 2021
Nov 30, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

118
119

Croftpon B.C.

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 07, 2021

120
121
122

Duncan
Port Alberni
Duncan

Nov 30, 2021
Dec 02, 2021
Nov 30, 2021

Mill bay
Duncan

Dec 03, 2021
Dec 02, 2021

The original Bell-McKinnon LAP needs to stand as is.

This is tax payer’s money you are dealing with and wasting it is not an option. Keep the existing plan!
123
124
125
126
127

North Cowichan
Dec 01, 2021
Duncan
Dec 06, 2021
we oppose the new OCP and think that the public portion of this needs to actually be public and not through zoom meetings. This is being rammed through while we are in the middle of a housing crisis.
Shawnigan Lake
Nov 30, 2021

128
129
130

Duncan
Chemainus
Duncan

Nov 30, 2021
Nov 30, 2021
Nov 30, 2021

131
132

Lake Cowichan
Duncan

Nov 28, 2021
Dec 10, 2021

FIPPA s. 22(1)
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#

First name
Last name
Email
City
Date
Please support the people of North Cowichan; support Families, Jobs, and New Housing with responsible development. Support the people of our community and the North Cowichan’s experienced and
talented planners, administrators and professionals in continuing with a well developed and diverse OCP for our community. The existing OCP allowed for choice of lifestyle, improved services, affordable
homes and quality neighborhoods. This should not be changed. And counsel should support their community wishes! (Already made clear) - not ideology which will inhibit growth, increase housing costs while
depressing our local economy and making unattainable goals for our children to pay for. Everyone should not just be watching this - it will effect you! Let’s Get Smart Cowichan!

133
134

Crofton
Dec 02, 2021
Duncan
Nov 30, 2021
Love this plan! It went through the public consultation process and was well researched and funded with taxpayer dollars. This is exactly what our community needs more of... Multi use areas, with live and
work options for a younger demographic. Our community needs housing and jobs. This is a responsible plan but would love to see more land and capacity for the new hospital and medical services which we
also desperately need.

135
136

Duncan
Duncan

Nov 27, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

137
138
139

Cowichan Bay
Duncan
Duncan

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021
Dec 06, 2021

140
141
142

Lake Cowichan
Duncan
Crofton

Dec 03, 2021
Dec 02, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

Duncan

Dec 01, 2021

Duncan. All my life 56 years

Nov 30, 2021

143
Do not change the Bell McKinnon Local Area Plan. Keep it as it has been planned
144

145

I have had enough with council changing there mind. We have wasted enough of our tax dollars on this. Council needs to understand that urban sprawl is something they cannot control if it’s not in North
cowichan it will be in the cvrd. So be smart and collect the tax. Did they not want to stop all construction for two years a few months ago. Mmmmm. How did that go. Fed up with the wast of time and money.
Ya made a plan now stick with it
Duncan
Nov 30, 2021

146

Cowichan Bay

Dec 05, 2021

147

Duncan

Nov 27, 2021

148
149

Chemainus
Duncan

Dec 01, 2021
Nov 30, 2021

150
151
152

Duncan
Duncan
Duncan

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

153
154

Youbou
Duncan

Dec 03, 2021
Dec 08, 2021

Duncan
Crofton
Cowichan Bay

Dec 01, 2021
Dec 08, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

Duncan

Dec 04, 2021

159

Crofton

Dec 01, 2021

160
161
162

Duncan
Duncan
Vancouver

Nov 28, 2021
Dec 08, 2021
Dec 05, 2021

I fully support developing this area. North Cowichan needs more of a well planned focal point for an urban village, a town centre.

Well Planned Development with Housing near Town core & Hospital are urgently required !!

Stop council from sabotaging valuable urban development!
155
156
157
158
I feel the proposed plan has been well researched and developed and no change to it should be made.

Powered by GoPetition

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

FIPPA s. 22(1)

#
287
288
289

First name

Last name

Email

City
Chemainus

Listening to your community is and should be the top of your list. Community is what builds heart and strength. Especially during this time of voices not being heard.
Duncan
Mill Bay

Date
Dec 08, 2021
Nov 30, 2021
Dec 01, 2021

Housing is a issue , there needs to be more informed people controlling what needs to be addressed.
290
291
292

Duncan
North Cowichan

Nov 30, 2021
Dec 10, 2021

Duncan

Dec 04, 2021

Crofton

Dec 01, 2021

Why do you expect people to get involved in long term projects when "Council" changes its mind after the fact?
293
294

We are in desperate need of reasonably priced homes in the Cowichan Valley. Its nearly impossible to attract new employees to our business because they are unable to secure a place to live.
Duncan
Nov 30, 2021
This will set a presentation for developers. Buy the land and then change the building code. No one will invest in our municipality

295

Duncan

Dec 08, 2021

FIPPA s. 22(1)
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