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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Mike Emery

Sent: February 3, 2026 7:28 PM
To: council

Subject: Development proposal

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

| have been a resident of the comox valley since 1993. Iv seen all of the growth to date. And in thattime
it's quite profound rely. We use the word "sustainable" in this modern world quite often. Economys work
thatway. They grow or are considered unhealthy.

But the white elephant in the room nobody addresses: Is Nothing that grows exponentially without
restrictions is sustainable. In a finite world with finite resources.

Traffic is already a disaster. With little room to improve that. Cars aren't going away no matter how
many bike lanes there are. The lake isn't getting any deeper, or the glacier that feeds it throughout the
increasingly dry summers, isn't getting any bigger.

LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
RECEIVED | 2s-0s

FILE: ACTION:
February 3,2026 | 6480-20/P File

TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Mike Emery

Sent: February 4, 2026 10:03 AM

To: Town of Comox — Administration
Subject: Re: Development proposal

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Sure. My civic address is
_ Courtenay, BC VON 9M1, Canada. Previously | have lived in comox, black creek, and
Courtney over the last 30 years, I'm not sure if that disqualified my submission or not.

Michael

On Wed, Feb 4, 2026, 09:08 Town of Comox — Administration <town@comox.ca> wrote:

Good Morning Mike,

Thank you for your email and for providing your feedback. Do you have a civic address | can include as
per the Public Hearing Submission requirements?

Once | have a civic address, your submission will be included in a planning report to Council on
February 4, 2026. We appreciate you taking the time to share your feedback and comments with us.

Kind Regards,

David Somerville
Clerk Il — Corporate Services

B covox

e
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Raymond St. Denis

Sent: February 4, 2026 10:33 AM
To: council

Subject: OCP & Zoning Bylaw

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Re: New 6 storey baseline, with higher heights likely @ the Marina & Old Hospital Area.

This proposal - if approved complexes, such as the apartments at the mall and others are considered -
will increase the congestion in the marina and downtown area significantly.

There will be limited parking for residents and visitors, which will discourage people visiting the
downtown and marina park.

Increased congestion will create bottlenecks and challenges for emergency services.

Will the current infrastructure accommodate the increased population, and will upgrades to the
infrastructure be payed by the developers or subsidized by the taxpayers?

RECEIVED LO(;:G_OB? REFER: AGENDA:

. FILE: ACTION:
Ray St. Denis February 4,2026 | 6480-20/P|  File

I .
Comox, BC TOWN (}' COMOX File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Mj St Denis

Sent: February 4, 2026 10:35 AM
To: council

Subject: Updated OCP

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Dear Comox Council,
I would like to take this opportunity to express my opposition to increasing or amending the
Community Plan (OCP) to increase in the future, developments over 6 storeys.

Have the people of Comox not expressed their opposition to development, especially that of outside
commercial developers, to have buildings over 6 stories? Why do we keep revisiting this??

The majority of voters in the Town of Comox do not approve development that would significantly alter
the views and character of our community. No developments over 6 storey's - NONE!

The elected councillors of the Town of Comox must hear the residents on this, to not carry out the
wishes of the majority of residents, will be reflected in the coming election.

Michele St Denis RECEIVED LO(;:B-O88 REFER: AGENDA:
I

FILE: ACTION:
Comox February 4, 2026 6480-20/P File

TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Lance Loggin

Sent: February 4, 2026 10:38 AM
To: council

Subject: Support for current OCP

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

I was fortunate to move to Comox 4-years ago and like so many others that moved here; by doing so we've changed the
town & housing affordability. Changes do need to be made that are not going to be popular with everyone.
Listen to your planners who are paid to make the best possible decisions to balance future growth & affordability while

maintaining the characteristics that make Comox our home.
Lance Loggin

LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
RECEIVED | 2505
FILE: ACTION:
February 4, 2026 6480-20/P File
TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH
Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Anne Davis

Sent: February 4, 2026 8:59 AM

To: council

Subject: Four-storey housing development rejected by Parksville council - Parksville Qualicum
News

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Comox council

Please note that Parksville council are voting against four storey developments...Qualicum has done the
same yet we’re looking at 4 storeys and higher with the ability for council to approve exceptions for
contractors wanting to go up higher? This will definitely ruin the environment of Comox and
neighbourhoods within our Town.

Furthermore, we do not have the road infrastructure necessary to support all these extra “working class”
people moving into town having to travel to and from work, shopping and recreation. We as taxpayers
should not have to pay for these services either as a majority of us do not want to see these buildings
built that do not fit in with our community.

Services like police, health care professionals and others would have to increase at our expense. Does
our fire department even have the capability to fight a fire in structures of this size with the current fire
hydrants, equipment and personnel that they have?

Please consider what you are doing to this Town before you vote to approve this latest OCP
document...remember that you, as council, were voted in by the residents of Comox to represent our
interests. It’s too bad we can’t do this the old fashioned way...hold a referendum vote by the people...I
think you would be surprised by the result!

o RECEIVED [ [© [

FILE: ACTION:
February 4, 2026 6480-20/P File

TOWN OF COMOX  File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Anne Davis

Sent: February 4, 2026 11:23 AM

To: Town of Comox — Administration

Subject: Re: Four-storey housing development rejected by Parksville council - Parksville

Qualicum News

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Civic address is:_

Thank you!

On Wed, Feb 4, 2026 at 9:13 AM Town of Comox — Administration <town@comox.ca> wrote:

Good Morning,

Thank you for your email and for providing your feedback. Do you have a civic address | can include as
per the Public Hearing Submission requirements?

Once | have a civic address, your submission will be included in a planning report to Councilon
February 4, 2026. We appreciate you taking the time to share your feedback and comments with us.

Kind Regards,

David Somerville
Clerk Il — Corporate Services

TOWN OF

COMOX

R e
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Leon Bohmer

Sent: February 4, 2026 11:12 AM
To: council

Subject: OCP bylaw 2054

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

I am writing to advise that | do not agree with the latest version of OCP 2054 indicating that 6 story mixed used buildings
may be permissible along Beaufort Ave. In downtown Comox. | am not opposed to 6 story buildings in areas where they
would not interfere with upland property owners view corridors. | do not believe that this proposal is in the best

interest of the residents of Comox. Leon Bohmer,
Comox
Sent from my iPhone

RECEIVED | 2o

REFER:

FILE:
February 4, 2026 6480-20/P

ACTION:
File

AGENDA:

TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council

JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Susan Ward

Sent: February 4, 2026 11:24 AM

To: council

Subject: Comox Community Plan 2nd Public Hearing

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Council,

As | have previously written, | am strongly opposed to the increased height restrictions and marina development
proposed in the updated OCP. Building heights of up to six stories (and even higher in the Marina and Old Hospital
Area) will destroy what the majority of Comox residents want — a charming small town with excellent views of the
sea.

Space in our core is limited and our road and water systems would be greatly overburdened by this kind of
potential population increase.

Also, the residents of and around the Comox core have paid and continue to pay a premium for homes having
ocean views. It would be extremely unfair to ruin these views —not only for the residents living in this central area,
but for anyone visiting downtown Comox and our beautiful marina.

Third, | am very worried that such development would change the nature of our little town. Currently | feel very
safe walking around Comox, even at night. | love saying hello to people and having them say hello back. A huge
increase in density could greatly change our town’s nature.

And speaking of nature, one of the things | love about Comox is our abundance of trees and small green spaces. |
suspect many of our trees around the marina and around Beaufort Avenue would be destroyed by such
development.

| am not opposed to development as such. But | am opposed to development that will do nothing but allow greedy
developers to ruin the atmosphere of our smalltown to line their pockets and do nothing to solve the problem of
affordable housing in Comox. We don’t need more condos for wealthy people.

Please listen to the majority of Comox residents who have already told you what they want (small-town charm,
low traffic and a peaceful community pace) and defeat this destructive motion. A resounding NO to increased
building heights!

RECEIVED [Geome |~ |

FILE: ACTION:
Susan E Ward February 4, 2026 6480-20/P File

_ TOWN O'F COMOX File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Roslyn Smith

Sent: February 4, 2026 11:25 AM

To: council

Subject: Official Community Plan (OCP) & Zoning Bylaw - 2nd Public Hearing

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Good day Councilors,

The purpose of this bylaw , as | understand it, is to increase the density principally in the Comox
downtown core. | applaud this concept but not at the expense of 1) ruining the view to the waterfront
which will happen when taller buildings are built on the waterfront 2) causing excessive shade from tall
buildings 3) losing Comox's charm. It will no longer be a 'pretty town by the sea.’

Itis important that the Council gets this right. If buildings are permitted to be 6 stories or more you can
bet there will be buildings built that high.

Respectfully, RECE[VED LO%S-OQS REFER: AGENDA:

) FILE: ACTION:
Roslyn Smith February 4, 2026 6480-20/P File

Comox, BC TOWN OFCOMOX File: 6480-20/PH
Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: John Nicklin
Sent: February 4, 2026 11:06 AM
To: council
Subject: Fw: Comments for the Public Hearing on the Draft Official Community Plan (OCP) of the
Town of Comox
Attachments: Comox community plan.pdf
LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
RECE[VED File: 6480-20/PH 26-094
Copies: Council FILE: ACTION:
February 4, 2026 JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD | 6480-20/P|  File

TOWN OF COMOX

Comments regarding the Draft Official Community Plan for the Town of Comox will be found in the attached PDF
and below.

Mayor and Council of the Town of Comox;
We would like to address a few points from Draft Official Community Plan (OCP) of the Town of Comox.
Specifically, the following.

Regarding the newly added phrase “may include maintaining the current 9-hole golf course.” This implies that
the continued operation of the golf course is optional or at the pleasure of the Town. This is inconsistent with the
intent of the donor, the corporate purpose of CGCL, and the legal constraints governing the land. The Town, as a
shareholder and trustee of the endowment gifted by Robert Filberg, has a fiduciary responsibility to honour the
donor’s intent.

Regarding Section 2.18 “Explore concepts for an active transportation route through the Comox Golf Club.” While
it is assumed that active transportation would mean non-vehicular travel, there are multiple problems with this
suggestion. Firstly, anyone using such a route would be exposed to undue risk of injury. Secondly, no other
recreation facilities allow for such traffic, there are no walkways through tennis or pickleball courts, ball diamonds
or soccer fields that are designed for use while the facility is being used for its intended purpose.

Regarding Section 20.2 “Encourage the development of a plan for the Comox Golf Club (Central Community
Park)” This section is problematic on two fronts. The Golf Course has a plan, so there is no need to encourage the
development of said plan. Secondly, and more importantly, there is no Central Community Park in Comox.
Planning for such a facility would imply that Council wishes to remove the golf course for some reason not fully
articulated to the public.

Regarding Section “21.3 Explore near-term opportunities to transition the southern portion of the Comox Golf
Club to a public park, as per Section 4.5 of the Downtown Enhancement Action Plan.” There is insufficient detail
regarding the property in question to make a cogent decision.

In addition to the above we would note that Comox already has more than enough recreation facilities and park
lands spread throughout the community. The Town appears to be stretched to maintain all of the trails,
playgrounds, woodlands that residents currently enjoy. Adding the financial burden of a park the size of the
Comox Golf Course would be a questionable undertaking. This is especially so when there is a group of dedicated
individuals who have been dedicated, for over 70 years, to maintaining the green space in the heart of our
community through their own fund raising efforts.

Therefore, we would strongly recommend that the sections mentioned above be removed from the draft plan
before final approval by council. We would also recommend that the Town should closely re-examine it’s

1
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responsibilities in regards to ensuring the continued existence of the Comox Golf Course in accordance with
plans established by the Club.

Respectfully submitted February 3, 2026 by John and Janice Nicklin of_, Comox, BC.

2
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Town of Comox — Administration

oy v R
Sent: RECEIVED February 4, 2026 11:48 AM

To: council LOG. REFER: AGENDA:
Subject: February 4, 2026 Comox OCP Response 26-095

FILE: ACTION:

TOWN OF COMOX 6480-20/P|  File

File: 6480-20/PH

_ Copies: Council
Dear Town of Comox Council, JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

I write to you again today to express my deepest concern regarding the proposed Official Community Plan, which has
left out the ‘Community’ part of the plan.

I do not deny that much thought, work, and time was spent making a long and thorough plan. Thanks to all who worked
so hard on it.

The problem is that what the Community of Comox wants it to be is far different than what resulted from all that effort.

Case in point is that the Community of Comox has said time and again that it wants the waterfront to be there for the
whole community, not a select few. Do not block our views.

The Community of Comox does not want to be another White Rock. We want buildings to be 5 storeys or fewer. People
live here, and have moved here, because Comox is a seaside town.

The Community of Comox is not against growth, but wants to be part of the solution for how and where the growth
happens. We know the provincial government mandate can be met in other ways.

It feels like a majority of the Council is imposing a plan that is not in line with what the people, the residents, the
constituents, the voters want.

My other concern is how Council added in ways to go above the 6 storey heights that were put in when a large majority
of residents objected strongly to the proposed 9 and 12 storey buildings in the original proposal. Why would you
promise one thing, only to sneak back in what we were told would not happen?

I am referring to these two clauses:

Even after reducing the 9 storey designation for the Mariner building, 2181 Comox Avenue, to 6 storeys, due to public
concerns; this clause is in the Town of Comox’s proposed Official Community Plan:

22.6 For the purposes of future density bonus and inclusionary zoning bylaws, MAXIMUM HEIGHTS in OCP land use
designations may be considered as BASE HEIGHTS, with ADDITIONAL STOREYS permitted in exchange for affordable
housing, or provision of or contribution to amenities that provide substantial benefits to the community.”

(Page 78 of the OCP. All CAPS are my additions.)

In section 13, page 64-65, of the Town of Comox proposed Official Community Plan, it reads:

1
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“13.6 Upon receipt of an OCP amendment application, consider support for buildings more than six stories in heights,
where:

a) Hotel space is a significant component of the development.

b) A privately owned and maintained public space is provided adjacent to the waterfront walkway on the south end of
the designation.”

The plan originally had a 12 storey designation for this area, but under public pressure reduced it to 6 storeys. Until
Town Council added this exception.

You have to read the OCP very carefully to catch these, whereas before, the plan made it quite clear.

Please pause the third reading of the OCP, and revise it in such a way that reflects what the COMMUNITY wants.
Remember, you are supposed to represent us.

Mary Whyte

Comox

2
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Nina

Sent: February 4, 2026 8:38 AM
To: council

Subject: Zoning Bylaw Concerns

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Dear Mayor and Council

We are in favour of sensible controlled development in the town but are strongly opposed to any buildings anywhere
here over six stories height. Having those anywhere especially at the Marina and Old Hospital would destroy the

attractive character of the town.

Established neighbourhoods including,1533 Cedar Avenue, 2181 Comox Avenue, Buena Vista, North Pritchard and
Hector Aspen need consultations and careful development along with creating local area plans to guide specific

densification.

It is most important that consideration be given to traffic and road capacity so that future problems aren’t

encountered.

Sincerely, LO(;:B_OQ6 REFER: AGENDA:
Nina and Roger Goodman - o
RECEIVED 6480-20-P File

File: 6480-20/PH

February 4, 2026 Copies: Council

TOWN OF COMOX JVW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Donna Klym

Sent: February 4, 2026 11:10 AM

To: council

Subject: OCP feedback 1st and 2nd public hearing

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

| am writing to express my feedback to the Comox proposed OCP. | attended the first public hearing but
was unable to stay to register feedback as the D’Esterre Centre was filled beyond capacity, so please
consider this feedback for both hearings.

| strongly oppose increasing the height allowance near our waterfront, especially at the Marina. The
character and desirability of this town, including my property, will be significantly less attractive. The
main reason | moved and purchased property in Comox was due to the contrast with larger centres.

There are surely other, better ways to increase density. Can we shift our focus to creating a sustainable
community, rather than the belief that we must continually densify? The waterfront and marina areas are
our common heritage and the foundation of our identity.

Please reconsiderincreasing the height allowance. This is a slippery slope and cannot be undone. We
Comox residents will not forget come election time.

Donna Klym LOG: REFER: AGENDA:

at The Design Diva Co RECEIVED 26-098

m i ~oTion
aking Yot ook Awesome February 4,2026 | 6480-20/P|  File

flooe File: 6480-20/PH
DESIGN TOWN OF COMOX Copies: Council

DIVAS JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

thedesigndiva.co

1
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Donna Klym

Sent: February 4, 2026 12:06 PM

To: Town of Comox — Administration

Subject: Re: OCP feedback 1st and 2nd public hearing
Categories:

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Thanks David. My civic address is:

Much appreciated,
Donna

Donna Klym
at The Design Diva Co

© Comox, BC

thedesigndiva.co

On Feb 4, 2026, at 11:40 AM, Town of Comox — Administration <town@comox.ca> wrote:

Hello Donna,

Thank you for your email and for providing your feedback. Do you have a civic address | can
include as per the Public Hearing Submission requirements?

Once | have a civic address, your submission will be included in a planning report to
Council on February 4, 2026. We appreciate you taking the time to share your feedback
and comments with us.

Kind Regards,

David Somerville
Clerk Il - Corporate Services

1
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Roz Maclean
Sent: February 4, 2026 11:52 AM
To: council
. LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
Subject: OCP input RECEIVED 26-099

FILE: ACTION:
February 4, 2026 6480-20/P File

TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council
Hello JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

I'm writing to share my input about the Official Community Plan. | echo the thoughts of many community
members that | think it's important to prioritize the small town character of Comox while balancing the
need for densification and mixed housing types. | don't believe the current OCP meets this mark.

With this in mind, environmental assessment (habitat retention, watershed impact, tree canopy, GHG
and climate) of all development proposals is necessary to maintain our communal natural resources
and the natural beauty of the town.

Views of the ocean are something that all residents of Comox can currently enjoy from downtown
Comox and Comox Road. This greatly enriches the experience of living in Comox and makes the area
more desirable and enjoyable to live in. This natural beauty is a real resource and asset. While I'm sure
adding higher story buildings that obstruct the view of the ocean for the general population would be
highly profitable for developers, it would be detrimental for the majority of the residents.

| also think it's very important that meaningful consultation with specific neighbourhoods takes place
before decisions around density (like 1533 Cedar ave, 2181 Comox Ave, etc) are made. These density
decisions create a huge impact on the every day lives of neighbourhood residents, and developments
must match the needs and character of the current neighbourhoods. For example, park and
environmental degradation is likely to take place with large scale construction in sensitive areas, and
hundreds of people suddenly moving into a quiet residential area will drastically change traffic levels
and safety, noise, character and appearance, greatly increase wear and tear on local ecological
areas, and general liveability. In residential neighbourhoods density in the form of townhousesor2-3
dwellings on one lot is a solution that also fits and works well with the needs and character of the
existing neighbourhood.

While there is a real and necessary call for housing densification both from the provincial mandate and
the growing population numbers, | am concerned that this plan overshoots beyond the provincial
mandate and allows for too much density too fast without taking into consideration important factors
like the character and charm of the town, liveability for residents, ecological impact, impact on
resources like water, traffic, and so on.

On a personal note, | grew up in Deep Cove, in North Vancouver, and my parents still live there and we
visit them often. While not its own municipality, | think Deep Cove is comparable to Comox in thatitis
popular and desired for its natural beauty, character and charm, waterfront views and access, and has

1

February 4, 2026 Public Hearing Minutes Page 119



experienced tremendous growth in the past decades. In Deep Cove, the downtown and waterfront have
prioritized development alongside maintaining the charm and desirability of the area, with 3 storey
apartment buildings in the downtown area. There are larger apartment buildings, but they are built so as
not to disrupt the character of residential neighbourhoods or with disruption to the main attraction of the
area - waterfront views.

Deep Cove is a popular attraction because of its natural beauty and charm, and Comox's downtown
currently maintains a similar character. This benefits the economic health of the area and livelihood of
residents. "Charm" as a real and important asset should not be undervalued.

Experiencing the huge growth and traffic that has bloomed in Deep Cove, has made me especially aware
that choices must be intentionally made to prioritize and protect the character, natural beauty, and
liveability of small waterfront towns. These decisions must be made instead of allowing large scale
development in every potentially feasible situation, or acquiescing to the desires of developers. A small
town can be developed into something completely different and lose what makes it desirable, liveable
and special.

Thank you for considering my feedback,

Roz MacLean

I oo, 5C, VoM 3C1
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Shelley & Leon Bohmer
Sent: February 4, 2026 11:55 AM
To: council

Subject: ocCpP

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Dear Mayor and Council,

We were hoping to see the issue of maximum building heights in downtwon Comox to reflect the feedback that we have
seen and heard from the majority of residents who have provided that feedback, which is that the OCP should have a
maximum four stories in the downtown at this time.

After some comments from councillors at past meetings which included a suggestion of staggered building heights that
decreased in height towards the water view, we were optimistic that there would be some thoughtful and creative
decisions made.

There are limited spots where property size could accommodate well building heights of six stories without drastically
altering and creating disturbances for the existing property owners in the downtown. We think that the OCP should be
addressing that reality.

Also, the politics of “blaming the Provincial government” for our community plan not being a reflection of the
community values, is a "Cop Out”.

People should have more of a sense of a “Creative Plan” in place rather than living with uncertainty and a lack of faith in
what the OCP is and how it will be implemented.

Respectfully, RECE[VED LO%G-‘IOU REFER: AGENDA:

Shelley and Leon Bohmer FILE. ACTION.

— February 4,2026 | 6480-20/P|  File
OoOmox
File: 6480-20/PH
TOWNOFCOMOX

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From:
Sent: February 4, 2026 12:00 PM
To: council
Subject: Letter submission for tonights OCP public hearing
LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
RECEIVED | 25102
FILE: ACTION:
February 4,2026 | 6480-20/P File
TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH
Dear Town of Comox Council Copies: Council

JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
Please accept the following for consideration for tonight's public hearing for the OCP.

| know how much work these plans are and the time involved in discussions and preparation is
significant - for this | thank you all, for your efforts as a council.

However | was surprised and disappointed to see the inclusion of the clause below, which is in complete
opposition to the community input over the last year about height, views and access in Comox. As a
former columnist of a civic affairs column in Vancouver, | have always worked to try and help people
understand why their input is valuable and that it matters.

Adding this clause to provide developers and land owners a way to bypass the height restriction and all
the public input that led to it being reduced, is exactly the type of action that breeds cynicism among
voters, and makes people feel like their input actually doesn't matter at all.

The input from Comox residents throughout this process has been very clear: resident have said
repeatedly that it wants the waterfront views and remaining small space at the marina to be there for the
whole community to enjoy, not just a few people. The sightlines to the harbour are a significant draw to
tourists walking along Comox avenue, visiting our restaurants, pubs and cafes, and to residents who
choose to call Comox home.

| think we can all agree that the valley continues to grow at a rapid pace, which is why it's important to
thoughtfully plan that growth when we have the opportunity. And | thought that happened, until a review
of the documents for tonights hearing showed the clause below.

Having seen what happens in cities that didn't plan strategic growth & tripled density in many areas, |
really think some reflection on the inclusion of this clause is wise.

Despite the fact that the provincial government mandated specific housing numbers to so many
communities, to date there has been zero agreements, or even a promise on the part of the province, to
provide any additional funding for the very critical infrastructure that growing communities need to
function.. We have zero control over if and when the province will approve and fund things like schools,
health care access and hospital additions. We know very well that we are already behind on these items
for our current population- this is a significant issue for the entire valley not only Comox - and the
provincial timelines for approvals and procurement for items like this, is a multi year process.

1
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| personally don't agree with the provincial housing mandate because it takes vital public process and
control away from communities to steer their growth in a way that doesn't overload the amenities named
above. Many councils who recognise the impact this kind of density will have on a community already
facing challenges and concerns from residents, are pushing back and saying no - they know it's
irresponsible to dictate density without committing to funding all of these other items. And they know
why their towns are so popular for tourists.

What is missing from this plan is a realistic consideration of how this level of density will affect the
community as a whole. Increased height and population concentration place additional strain on
already limited health care services, worsen traffic congestion on streets that were never designed for
this volume, and intensify parking shortages that already impact residents, workers, and local
businesses. Beyond infrastructure, there is a real risk of losing the small-town character, walkability,
and sense of place that define Comox. Once these are gone, they cannot be rebuilt, and that loss affects
everyone — not just those living near new developments.

By adding this clause in the face of clear opposition in the public input, it feels like a majority of the
Councilis now imposing a plan thatis notin line with what the people, the residents, the voters want.

We can create jobs and affordable housing with strategic growth that meets the community's
needs....without overloading the infrastructure we don't have control over.

And we shouldn't be giving developers the ability to use freebies as a bargaining chip to circumvent the
OCP the community gave input on.

| wish to register my opposition to these clauses below:

“22.6 For the purposes of future density bonus and inclusionary zoning bylaws, MAXIMUM HEIGHTS in
OCP land use designations may be considered as BASE HEIGHTS, with ADDITIONAL STOREYS permitted
in exchange for affordable housing, or provision of or contribution to amenities that provide substantial
benefits to the community.”

(Page 78 of the OCP. All CAPS are my additions.)
In section 13, page 64-65, of the Town of Comox proposed Official Community Plan, it reads:

“13.6 Upon receipt of an OCP amendment application, consider support for buildings more than six
stories in heights, where:

a) Hotel space is a significant component of the development.

b) A privately owned and maintained public space is provided adjacent to the waterfront walkway on the
south end of the designation.”

The plan originally had a 12 storey designation for this area, but under public pressure reduced itto 6
storeys. Until Town Council added this exception.

You have to read the OCP very carefully to catch these, whereas before, the plan made it quite clear.

Please pause the third reading of the OCP, and revise it in such a way that reflects what the COMMUNITY
wants. Not those who stand to profit from this type of development.
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Thank you,

Laila Yuile

Comox BC
VOM 1L8

3
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Town of Comox — Administration

Sent: RECEIVED February 4, 2026 11:28 AM

To: council
Subject: February 4, 2026  OCP & Zoning Bylaw 2056
TOWN OF COMOX Loge 103 REFER AGENDA: File: 6480-20/PH, 6960-20-2026.01
FILE: ACTION: Copies: Council
6480-20/P File JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

Mayor and Council,

| am writing to respond to the Public Hearing of the Official Community Plan (OCP) and
accompanying Zoning Bylaw 2056.

As these documents stand today, although there are some very good aspects to them—
particularly the latest inclusions from the K’6moks First Nation and the recent density
changes on Buena Vista—I do not support the overall vision of an inflated growth
narrative nor the establishment of a 6-storey height baseline as the primary response to
Bill 44’s housing mandates.

| want to professionally acknowledge that both documents are extremely well crafted and
technically polished—perhaps a first for the Town of Comox. The OCP reflects significant
staff effort, and the Zoning Bylaw is clearly the product of careful legal and planning work. For
that, thank you.

My concern lies not with the quality of the work, but with a foundational principle that
underpins both documents: meaningful consultation with neighbourhoods and their
residents.

From the earliest stages of the Town of Comox’s Strategic Plan, Council selected a
significantly expanded and comprehensive future vision for the community. The vision is
ambitious—much loftier than any previous one. However, it appears to have been treated as
inevitable from the outset.

As aresult, the OCP process did not function as an open exploration of how Comox residents
wished to grow, but rather as a mechanism to implement pre-selected outcomes—
outcomes that assumed increased heights, intensified density, and upward growth across
multiple neighbourhoods.

This framing of inevitability shaped every stage of the process. It has led many residents who
hold a different vision to feel that values embedded in previous OCPs—such as protecting
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remaining view corridors, ensuring proper daylighting and openness in our small downtown,
and preserving small-town character—are now being dismissed as outdated. This is simply
not true. The results of the Town's OCP survey clearly showed otherwise.

What has emerged is not a single shared vision, but two clearly diverging ones. That
distinction is now unmistakable.

The OCP survey asked residents to respond to densification in very general terms. It did not
specifically or meaningfully ask whether the community supported changing the baseline
building height from four to six storeys. Yet six storeys has become the new assumed norm
throughout the final OCP.

The consultants optimized the plan around predetermined parameters to ensure Bill 44
targets could be met. There have been many meetings and discussions with those who build
in this community. However, there was no meaningful, on-the-ground neighbourhood-level
engagement—no table conversations, no area-specific dialogue, and no community design
charrettes to explore how these large changes might integrate into distinct neighbourhood
contexts.

If such engagement was not feasible within the OCP budget, then at minimum it could have
been identified as a future action through neighbourhood-led meetings or local area plans.
At no point in this process did Council choose to pause or initiate that deeper level of
engagement.

And yet, hundreds and hundreds of residents have continued to engage in good faith.

* 400+ residents completed the Town’s OCP survey

¢ 300 attended the OCP open house

* More than 200 participated in a community-led height survey

¢ 250 residents signed a petition calling for an OCP pause to allow neighbourhood
consultation

e Hundreds submitted written correspondence

¢ 300+ attended the first OCP Public Hearing (this differs from Town's count of 217 due to fire
regulations)

These are not the same individuals repeating themselves. These are residents from across
Comox neighbourhoods who only became aware of the OCP because neighbours distributed
flyers and shared information locally.

This reality was underscored by a councillor at the Town’s anniversary event, who remarked
that the greatest surprise at the first public hearing was how many attendees had never
heard of the OCP or were unaware it was underway—despite the process being nearly a year

2

February 4, 2026 Public Hearing Minutes Page 126



old. That observation alone points to a structural engagement failure.

Across this sustained participation, the message from residents has been consistent
and clear: retain a four-storey height baseline and ensure human-scale integration with
existing neighbourhoods.

This position is often characterized as being opposed to growth or change. That
characterization is inaccurate. Most residents are asking to preserve Comox’s remaining
natural and community assets: ocean view corridors, daylight access, tree canopy, a
peaceful pace, and a human-scaled built form. That is not resistance to growth; it is
advocacy for context-sensitive growth.

There is nothing inherently right or wrong about either vision. They are simply different.

The Neighbourhood Approach vision seeks growth that respects local context, ensures
daylight for all, maintains road capacity and neighbourhood safety, and integrates new
development into existing communities. This approach has been demonstrated successfully
in comparable coastal towns.

Despite this, the final OCP retains a six-storey height baseline, supported by four councillors
who have repeatedly framed increased height and density as inevitable and as the only viable
solution for Comox.

For the Town of Comox, this OCP process has revealed a serious perception problem: that
public participation is not being meaningfully weighed when foundational policy outcomes
are treated as immovable.

Recent court decisions have reinforced that procedural compliance alone does not satisfy
the obligation of meaningful consultation. Where public input is invited but the outcome is
predetermined, consultation risks becoming performative rather than substantive.

This concern is further magnified by the Town’s engagement pattern. The most sustained,
neighbourhood-specific dialogue during this process did not originate from Council or staff—
it arose because residents organized it themselves. Throughout the year-long process,
Council did not pause to reconcile this growing disconnect, even as it continued to nourish
relationships with formal organizations that benefit from the chosen growth vision.

| remind Council that its responsibility under Bill 44 and the Small-Scale Multi-Unit Housing
mandate is not to resolve development feasibility on behalf of industry, but to govern in the
public interest and creatively align provincial housing requirements with local values. This is
not an easy task. That is acknowledged.
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However, when hundreds of engaged residents across multiple neighbourhoods are unable
to meaningfully influence a foundational policy direction—particularly one as impactful as
building height—Council must confront an unavoidable question:

What role does public consultation actually play in the Town of Comox?

| submit this letter so the public record clearly reflects that many residents dispute the
legitimacy of the consultation outcomes that resulted in the retention of a six-storey height
baseline and the absence of meaningful neighbourhood consultation.

| urge the remaining four councillors to seriously reconsider the six-storey baseline,
ensure neighbourhood integration is a primary pillar of the OCP, and strengthen Zoning
Bylaw 2056 so staff have the tools necessary to ensure accountability—whether
development proposals arise downtown, on North Pritchard, Hector, Cedar, Comox
Avenue, or elsewhere.

Doing so would demonstrate leadership and a renewed commitment to all residents,
regardless of neighbourhood. An Official Community Plan is meant to serve the whole
community.

This community is rich in heart and soul—that much is clear. It is up to all of us to ensure the
Town respects and reflects that in how it plans for the future. One neighbourhood at a time!

Kindly,
Vivian Chislett

Comox, B.C.
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: Delores Broten

Sent: February 4, 2026 11:58 AM
To: council

Subject: OCP 2026

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Dear Council - IT GETS EXHAUSTING TRYING TO CONSULT WHEN THOUGHTS ARE IGNORED.

ie

4 STOREY NOT6 OR 8

KEEP THE VIEWSCAPE OR LOSE YOUR ADVANTAGE AS A SWEET SEASIDE TOWN

Try to listen to your citizens just once in awhile

Delores Broten LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
RECEIVED |10
FILE: ACTION:
February 4, 2026 6480-20/P|  File
TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH
Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Town of Comox — Administration

From:

Sent: February 4, 2026 12:26 PM

To: Town of Comox — Administration
Subject: Re: OCP 2026

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

Thanks David - yes

Delores Broten,

I o EC VoM 0Ad

On 2026-02-04 12:07 p.m., Town of Comox — Administration wrote:

Good Afternoon,

Thank you for your email and for providing your feedback. Do you have a civic address | can
include as per the Public Hearing Submission requirements?

Once | have a civic address, your submission will be included in a planning report to
Council on February 4, 2026. We appreciate you taking the time to share your feedback
and comments with us.

Kind Regards,

David Somerville
Clerk Il — Corporate Services

I comox

250-339-2202 — Comox.ca
1809 Beaufort Avenue, Comox B.C. VOM 1R9
Facebook | Bluesky | Instagram | LinkedIn | YouTube

I respectfully acknowledge that the land on which we gather and work is on the unceded traditional territory
of the K'émoks First Nation, the traditional keepers of this land.

1
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: K.E. Kilmury
Sent: February 3, 2026 9:08 PM LOG: REFER: AGENDA:

zzi:lject: E?Jllig::rlllgs RECE]VED F||_§;6_1 = ACTION:

6480-20/P File
File: 6480-20/PH Copies: Council

TOWN OF COMOX JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

February 3, 2026

Categories:

Please do not ruin the beautiful views of our harbour with a tall building. The best views and lovely

ambiance of our small town will be ruined with some high structure that we'd all not likely ever get

to use. Take the opinions of citizens of Comox first. We live here, pay taxes here, have loved it here
for a very long time.

Build higher behind main street, not below it.

Thank you for reading.
~ The Kilmury family

1
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Town of Comox — Administration

From: K.E. Kilmury

Sent: February 4, 2026 1:48 PM

To: Town of Comox — Administration
Subject: Re: Buildings...

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

ves, I, Corox

On Wed, 4 Feb 2026 at 09:10, Town of Comox — Administration <town@comox.ca> wrote:

Good Morning,

Thank you for your email and for providing your feedback. Do you have a civic address | can include as
per the Public Hearing Submission requirements?

Once | have a civic address, your submission will be included in a planning report to Council on
February 4, 2026. We appreciate you taking the time to share your feedback and comments with us.

Kind Regards,

David Somerville
Clerk Il — Corporate Services

A covox

250-339-2202 — Comox.ca
1809 Beaufort Avenue, Comox B.C. V9M 1R9
Facebook | Bluesky | Instagram ! LinkedIn | YouTube
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Town of Comox — Administration

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

February 2, 2026 10:35 PM

council LOG: REFER. AGENDA.
North Pritchard neighborhood | 26.055

FILE: ACTION:

RECEIVED [seo202] e

File: 6960-20-2026.01
February 2, 2026

Copies: Council

Good evening Council Members, TOWN OFCOMOX JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

Itis unclear to me which rezoning proposals are being discussed at the meeting this week.

We remain opposed to the proposal to change the zoning for developing the North Pritchard
neighborhood.

Please refer to my previous email attached below.

Good morning Council members,

My husband and | are unable to attend the community planning public
hearing next week.

Please receive this email as notice that we are absolutely against the
proposal to change the zoning for developing the North Pritchard
neighborhood.

We live on_and this would directly affect us.

Currently we have a peaceful neighborhood with low volume traffic
(although already unfortunately increasing with the rise to our population
and recent road construction).

With our local wildlife, farmland, and water shed, this is not the area to build
high density housing.

A large building would look directly into our backyard, devaluing our
property.

Please note our significant concerns. Comox needs to maintain its small
town charm and this would ruin the area.

Sincerely
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Dr Leanne Gutierrez and Kyle Herman

I Comox

Sent from my iPhone
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To Mayor and Council January 3, 2025

My name is Bob Bowen, | live at _Comox

Full disclosure, | intend to speak using the text from this letter at the Public Hearing at the
D’Esterre Seniors Centre being held on February 4, 2025, pertaining to the subject of
Official Community Plan Bylaw 2054 and Zoning Bylaw 2056.

As ataxpayer and proud resident in the Town of Comox, | have a stake in how my town is
managed. With that, please accept my views on that along with additional comments.

I believe and appreciate that creating an Official Community Plan that must provide
directions on how the Town develops over the next 20 years. | imagine that to be incredibly
challenging and further complicated by the Province’s mandate to increase density.

Over the last year or so, | have witnessed public presentations to Council by the
consultants providing a basis on which staff could design a plan. In turn, as that plan
developed, Council was frequently called upon to make challenging decisions to provide
direction on how they felt that the residents would be best served.

I believe that we have elected a well-balanced Council who are dedicated and work
extremely hard to bring forward the views of the diverse constancies that they represent.
That diversity creates a tension and lively debate where upon a decision is ultimately
made and we live with those consequences.

I have not consistently agreed with the decisions made but given the complexity of the
matter and perhaps my biases, | accept and support Council approving the current
Official Community Plan Bylaw 2054 and Zoning Bylaw 2056 as is.

On the matter of taxation, for some time | have participated in Federal politics. Although
that interest continues, my active involvement is less so. | found it difficult for my voice to
be heard in Ottawa. | turned to Municipal politics to replace that appetite. Here | can be
witness to and be effective in the action.

That brings me to a phrase that | heard at a Council meeting a year or so ago during a lively
debate on taxation. That phrase has stuck with me and is one that perhaps we, as
taxpayers, could consider while pondering our Municipal taxes. That phrase is ‘do we want
to be an inclusive community or an exclusive community.

That phrase of course is subjective but can be contextualized when considering for
instance how residents feel about: when should a pothole in the road be repaired, how
often snowplows are operational, when a sauna should be replaced in the rec centre, how
to determine Permissive Taxation Exemptions or which group receives a Grant-in-Aid.
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On the matter of Comox Downtown revitalization, which | believe has been along-term
goal of the current and previous Councils as well as lately, the very active Comox Business
In Action group (BIA), | find this to be a conundrum.

Our very small downtown area currently seems to be a destination for very specific
purposes in offices rather than casual strolling in shops. This environment does not
promote lingering and gathering of the public where communities are formed.

What to do? Where do we start?
There is talk of densification in the downtown area.

Will developers take a flyer on building residences in the hope that entrepreneurs will
follow up creating a dynamic atmosphere where people will move in?

Or will entrepreneurs take a flyerin the hopes developers will follow up with building
residence that will create a downtown vitality to enable him or her to operate a successful
business?

In either case their mutual goals would be to earn a living.

| do not have a definitive answer, but | am inclined to go with brave entrepreneurs,
changing the look of the downtown that would enable developers to follow.

As the old saying goes, “if you build it, they will come.”

Thank you all again for your dedicated work. | know that it entails more than a meeting now
and then.

Thank you for allowing me to share my views.

Bob Bowen @(gyb),
I oo B.C. VeMase

LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
RECEIVED | 26063

FILE: ACTION:
February 3, 2026 6480-20/P File

TOWN OF COMOX File: 6480-20/PH, 6960-20-2026.01

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

February 4, 2026 Public Hearing Minutes Page 136



Town of Comox — Administration

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Attachments:

February 4, 2026 9:55 AM
council

Cindy Coutts;

Public Hearing Written Submission : Zoning Bylaw Amendments to Improve Access to
Beverage Container Recycling in Comox

Improving Access to Beverage Container Recycling in Comox.pdf

*Warning* This E-Mail originated from outside The Town of Comox. *Please open with Caution*

To Council,

On behalf of Encorp Pacific (Canada), better known as Return-It, we appreciate you taking into
consideration our proposed zoning bylaw changes to improve access to beverage container recycling in

Comox.

If you have any questions or require further information, please do not hesitate to reach out.

Regards,
Cindy Coutts
President & CEO

Encorp Pacific (Return-It)
100 - 4259 Canada Way
Burnaby, BC

V5G 4Y2

604.473.2411

RECEIVED

February 4, 2026

TOWN OF COMOX

Sheri Hamm (she/her)
W Executive Assistant
It’s Worth It.

Return-It

100 - 4259 Canada Way,

www.returnit.ca

000 O®

Burnaby BC, V5G 4Y2

1

LOG: REFER: AGENDA:
26-097
FILE: ACTION:
6960-20-2 File

File: 6960-20-2026.01

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD
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Improving Access to Beverage Container Recycling in Town of Comox

February 4, 2026

Town of Comox
1809 Beaufort Avenue
Comox, BC, VOM 1R9

Dear Council,

In response to the Public Hearing held for proposed Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2054 and Zoning
Bylaw No. 2056 on February 4, 2026, Encorp Pacific (Canada) better known as Return-It, would like to
submit the following suggested change to improve access to beverage container recycling in the Town of
Comox.

e RETAIL/COMMERCIAL RECYCLING FACILITY: premise used to collect, temporarily store, prepare
for transport used beverage containers subject to the B.C. Recycling Regulation 449/2004 (O.C.
995/2004) under the Environmental Management Act, where such activities are carried out
wholly within an enclosed building or structure. This use specifically excludes outdoor storage
and processing of recyclable material.

To increase recovery rates of used beverage containers across the Province, Return-It the not-for-profit
product stewardship agency has transitioned to a model of providing a greater number of smaller
beverage container return facilities in convenient locations. These locations conveniently located close
to where consumers run common errands, contain all the collection and storage within the building and
exhibit similar noise, safety or visual impacts as other commercial or retail uses. The recycling of used
beverage containers is effectively a ‘reverse retail’ transaction, with used beverage containers collected
and a deposit refund returned to consumers, with no recycling of material occurring on site.

Currently used beverage containers Recycling Facilities are permitted in Service Commercial (E-2) and
Light Industrial (E-3), however with the new type of facility described above, Corridor Commercial (E-1)
zone and Mixed-Use Zones would be well-suited to accommodate new beverage container return
facilities.

Return-It's mandate is to develop, manage and improve systems for the responsible collection and
recycling of beverage containers across British Columbia. This work includes the development and
implementation of initiatives that provide innovative solutions to reduce waste effectively and
efficiently. As a leader in extended producer responsibility, over the last 30 years, Return-It has diverted
more than 25 billion beverage containers from landfills and into reusable materials within the circular
economy, helping create a better future for people, communities and the planet.

We appreciate your consideration and support of this zoning bylaw change, it would open up the
possibility of new potential sites for return locations, bringing more access and empowering residents to
return their used beverage containers and make a positive impact on the environment.

ENCORP PACIFIC [CANADA) 100 - 4259 Canada Way, Burnaby, BC V5G 4Y2,1.800.330.9767, 604.473.2411, return-it.ca {:’
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We are ready to provide any assistance needed to facilitate the zoning bylaw changes.

Thank you for your time and consideration. We look forward to continuing our work together for a
greener Comox.

Sincerely,

V229

Cindy Coutts
President & CEO
Encorp Pacific (Return-It)

ENCORP PACIFIC [CANADA) 100 - 4259 Canada Way, Burnaby, BC V5G 4Y2,1.800.330.9767, 604.473.2411, return-it.ca #::!
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Town of Comox — Administration

Sent: RECEIVED February 4, 2026 11:28 AM

To: council
Subject: February 4, 2026  OCP & Zoning Bylaw 2056
TOWN OF COMOX Loge 103 REFER AGENDA: File: 6480-20/PH, 6960-20-2026.01
FILE: ACTION: Copies: Council
6480-20/P File JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/CD

Mayor and Council,

| am writing to respond to the Public Hearing of the Official Community Plan (OCP) and
accompanying Zoning Bylaw 2056.

As these documents stand today, although there are some very good aspects to them—
particularly the latest inclusions from the K’6moks First Nation and the recent density
changes on Buena Vista—I do not support the overall vision of an inflated growth
narrative nor the establishment of a 6-storey height baseline as the primary response to
Bill 44’s housing mandates.

| want to professionally acknowledge that both documents are extremely well crafted and
technically polished—perhaps a first for the Town of Comox. The OCP reflects significant
staff effort, and the Zoning Bylaw is clearly the product of careful legal and planning work. For
that, thank you.

My concern lies not with the quality of the work, but with a foundational principle that
underpins both documents: meaningful consultation with neighbourhoods and their
residents.

From the earliest stages of the Town of Comox’s Strategic Plan, Council selected a
significantly expanded and comprehensive future vision for the community. The vision is
ambitious—much loftier than any previous one. However, it appears to have been treated as
inevitable from the outset.

As aresult, the OCP process did not function as an open exploration of how Comox residents
wished to grow, but rather as a mechanism to implement pre-selected outcomes—
outcomes that assumed increased heights, intensified density, and upward growth across
multiple neighbourhoods.

This framing of inevitability shaped every stage of the process. It has led many residents who
hold a different vision to feel that values embedded in previous OCPs—such as protecting

1
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remaining view corridors, ensuring proper daylighting and openness in our small downtown,
and preserving small-town character—are now being dismissed as outdated. This is simply
not true. The results of the Town's OCP survey clearly showed otherwise.

What has emerged is not a single shared vision, but two clearly diverging ones. That
distinction is now unmistakable.

The OCP survey asked residents to respond to densification in very general terms. It did not
specifically or meaningfully ask whether the community supported changing the baseline
building height from four to six storeys. Yet six storeys has become the new assumed norm
throughout the final OCP.

The consultants optimized the plan around predetermined parameters to ensure Bill 44
targets could be met. There have been many meetings and discussions with those who build
in this community. However, there was no meaningful, on-the-ground neighbourhood-level
engagement—no table conversations, no area-specific dialogue, and no community design
charrettes to explore how these large changes might integrate into distinct neighbourhood
contexts.

If such engagement was not feasible within the OCP budget, then at minimum it could have
been identified as a future action through neighbourhood-led meetings or local area plans.
At no point in this process did Council choose to pause or initiate that deeper level of
engagement.

And yet, hundreds and hundreds of residents have continued to engage in good faith.

* 400+ residents completed the Town’s OCP survey

¢ 300 attended the OCP open house

* More than 200 participated in a community-led height survey

¢ 250 residents signed a petition calling for an OCP pause to allow neighbourhood
consultation

e Hundreds submitted written correspondence

¢ 300+ attended the first OCP Public Hearing (this differs from Town's count of 217 due to fire
regulations)

These are not the same individuals repeating themselves. These are residents from across
Comox neighbourhoods who only became aware of the OCP because neighbours distributed
flyers and shared information locally.

This reality was underscored by a councillor at the Town’s anniversary event, who remarked
that the greatest surprise at the first public hearing was how many attendees had never
heard of the OCP or were unaware it was underway—despite the process being nearly a year
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old. That observation alone points to a structural engagement failure.

Across this sustained participation, the message from residents has been consistent
and clear: retain a four-storey height baseline and ensure human-scale integration with
existing neighbourhoods.

This position is often characterized as being opposed to growth or change. That
characterization is inaccurate. Most residents are asking to preserve Comox’s remaining
natural and community assets: ocean view corridors, daylight access, tree canopy, a
peaceful pace, and a human-scaled built form. That is not resistance to growth; it is
advocacy for context-sensitive growth.

There is nothing inherently right or wrong about either vision. They are simply different.

The Neighbourhood Approach vision seeks growth that respects local context, ensures
daylight for all, maintains road capacity and neighbourhood safety, and integrates new
development into existing communities. This approach has been demonstrated successfully
in comparable coastal towns.

Despite this, the final OCP retains a six-storey height baseline, supported by four councillors
who have repeatedly framed increased height and density as inevitable and as the only viable
solution for Comox.

For the Town of Comox, this OCP process has revealed a serious perception problem: that
public participation is not being meaningfully weighed when foundational policy outcomes
are treated as immovable.

Recent court decisions have reinforced that procedural compliance alone does not satisfy
the obligation of meaningful consultation. Where public input is invited but the outcome is
predetermined, consultation risks becoming performative rather than substantive.

This concern is further magnified by the Town’s engagement pattern. The most sustained,
neighbourhood-specific dialogue during this process did not originate from Council or staff—
it arose because residents organized it themselves. Throughout the year-long process,
Council did not pause to reconcile this growing disconnect, even as it continued to nourish
relationships with formal organizations that benefit from the chosen growth vision.

| remind Council that its responsibility under Bill 44 and the Small-Scale Multi-Unit Housing
mandate is not to resolve development feasibility on behalf of industry, but to govern in the
public interest and creatively align provincial housing requirements with local values. This is
not an easy task. That is acknowledged.
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However, when hundreds of engaged residents across multiple neighbourhoods are unable
to meaningfully influence a foundational policy direction—particularly one as impactful as
building height—Council must confront an unavoidable question:

What role does public consultation actually play in the Town of Comox?

| submit this letter so the public record clearly reflects that many residents dispute the
legitimacy of the consultation outcomes that resulted in the retention of a six-storey height
baseline and the absence of meaningful neighbourhood consultation.

| urge the remaining four councillors to seriously reconsider the six-storey baseline,
ensure neighbourhood integration is a primary pillar of the OCP, and strengthen Zoning
Bylaw 2056 so staff have the tools necessary to ensure accountability—whether
development proposals arise downtown, on North Pritchard, Hector, Cedar, Comox
Avenue, or elsewhere.

Doing so would demonstrate leadership and a renewed commitment to all residents,
regardless of neighbourhood. An Official Community Plan is meant to serve the whole
community.

This community is rich in heart and soul—that much is clear. It is up to all of us to ensure the
Town respects and reflects that in how it plans for the future. One neighbourhood at a time!

Kindly,
Vivian Chislett

Comox, B.C.
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