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Public Hearing Report and Meeting Minutes 
held in d’Esterre Seniors Centre 

 on Wednesday, February 4, 2026 

Present: Mayor N. Minions

Councillors S. Blacklock, K. Grant, C. Haslett,
J. Kerr, J. Meilleur, M. Swift

Absent Nil 

Staff J. Wall, Chief Administrative Officer
S. Russwurm, Corporate Officer
R. Houle, Director of Development Services
G. Schreiner, Fire Chief

The Public Hearing Meeting was called to order at 6:03 p.m. with 109 members of the public in 
attendance. 

Mayor Minions respectfully acknowledged that the land on which we gather and work is on the 
Unceded traditional territory of the K'ómoks First Nation, the traditional keepers of this land. 

PUBLIC HEARING STATEMENT 

Mayor N. Minions made the following statement: 

This public hearing is hereby convened pursuant to Section 464 of the Local Government Act 
for the purpose of hearing representations of those persons who believe that their interest is 
affected by the proposed Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2054 and Zoning Bylaw No. 
2056. 

1. Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2054

2. Zoning Bylaw No. 2056

The proposed bylaws have received first and second reading but have not passed third 
reading or been adopted by Council. Notices of this Public Hearing have been published in 
accordance with the requirements of the Local Government Act. Also, a copy of the proposed 
bylaws, supporting documentation and any submissions to Council received from the public 
have been available for inspection at Comox Town Hall as required by the Local Government 
Act. Copies are also available for review at the desk of the clerk. 

To maintain order and to ensure everyone has a reasonable opportunity to be heard, I ask 
that each person wishing to speak first sign the Speaker’s List, located at the desk of the 
Clerk. 

Once called by the Chair, please begin your presentation to Council by clearly stating your 
name and address. Please limit your presentation to five minutes and up to two minutes on 
second time speakers. After all have had an opportunity to be heard, anyone wishing to have 
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further input may once again sign the Speaker’s List. 

Council will not debate with each other or members of the public. Council will not answer 
questions; we are here to hear from you. Technical questions may be directed by the Chair to 
the staff. 

Everyone will be given a reasonable opportunity to be heard at this meeting. No one will be, or 
should feel, discouraged or prevented from making his or her views heard. Please refrain from 
any conduct that would intimidate others or discourage them from speaking.  

In addition, if you wish to provide a written submission during this Public Hearing, you may do 
so by leaving a copy at the desk of the Clerk or by sending an email to council@comox.ca. 
Note that written submissions (including emails to Council) must be received before the end of 
the Public Hearing and must include your full name and address in order to be considered as a 
Public Hearing submission. 

1. OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW NO. 2054:

a. Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2054

In general terms, the purpose of proposed Zoning Bylaw No. 2056 is to regulate
how land, buildings, and structures may be used and developed within the Town.

PUBLIC HEARING SUBMISSIONS: 

Mayor N. Minions made the following statement: 

Written – To ensure that written submissions are included in the minutes of the meeting, please 
ensure that all are submitted to the desk of the Clerk or via email to council@comox.ca before 
the end of the meeting.  

Verbal – The proposed bylaw is now open for discussion. 

Summary of Speakers: 

1. Rick Davis, Queens Avenue, referenced a past proposal to demolish his historic home for
a new Town Hall, urged vigilance regarding rezoning and development, and expressed
concerns about governance and bylaw enforcement.

2. Marianne Enhorning, McLeod Street, spoke in support of thoughtful downtown
densification, lower building heights, active ground floor retail and food uses, pedestrian
friendly design, and stronger design guidance to maintain Comox’s small-town character
and protect views and community identity.

3. Joanne McKechnie, Noel Avenue, expressed opposition to the proposed OCP, raising
concerns about height increases, development along key corridors, lack of architectural
and environmental safeguards, and urged revisions to limit buildings to three to four
storeys, strengthen design guidance, protect views and green space, and better reflect
community input.

4. David Durrant, Church Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed amended OCP, citing



Page 3 PUBLIC HEARING MEETING OF WEDNESDAY FEBRUARY 4, 2026 
Approved February 18, 2026

concerns about overdevelopment, governance, conflicts of interest, and impacts on the 
waterfront, green space, infrastructure, and community-built amenities, and called for 
the plan to be revised. 

5. Yvette Crane, Manor Place, expressed opposition to the proposed OCP, citing insufficient
public consultation, over densification, and impacts on neighbourhood character and
urban forests, and called for stronger height limits and greater transparency.

6. Tony Rider, Comox Avenue, expressed conditional opposition to the proposed OCP,
commending Council for limiting building heights but opposing any provisions or
amendments that would allow a six-storey development contrary to community wishes
and established neighbourhood height limits.

7. Andrew Rice, Stirling Crescent, Courtenay, spoke in support of the proposed OCP,
emphasizing the need for increased density and housing options to address affordability,
retain families and workers, and support long-term municipal and infrastructure
sustainability.

8. Jim Hentschel, Orchard Park, addressed Council to state his future voting decisions
would depend on how Council votes on the final adoption of the plan.

9. Maureen Denny, Balsam Avenue, stated opposition to the proposed OCP, raising
concerns about the effects of densification on neighbourhood livability, wildlife, tree
canopy, and building heights, and calling for stronger environmental protections.

10. Martha Gerow, Buena Vista Avenue, does not support the proposed OCP, citing
inadequate reflection of public input, concerns about excessive building heights, limited
neighborhood engagement, and impacts on community character and the waterfront.

11. Scott Hodge, Ewe Court, does not support the proposed OCP, expressing concern about
six storey buildings, loss of town character, and development driven by developer
interests rather than community input.

12. Glenn Lawson, Balsam Avenue, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, emphasizing the
importance of protecting Brooklyn Creek, noting that existing zoning already exceeds
projected housing needs, opposing unnecessary upzoning in low density
neighbourhoods, and urging Council to uphold the integrity of the OCP process.

13. John Neilson, Balmoral Avenue, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, on behalf of the
Brooklyn Creek Watershed Society, highlighting the plan’s strong protections for
Brooklyn Creek and its riparian areas, and encouraged rigorous implementation and
screening of future development to ensure alignment with these environmental
commitments.

14. Bob Bowen, Zephyr Place, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, expressing confidence
in Council and staff, acknowledging the complexity of growth and density decisions, and
supporting adoption of the plan as a balanced approach to inclusivity, downtown
revitalization, and long-term community sustainability.

15. Bill Toews, Beaufort Avenue, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, emphasizing the
need for increased housing options and density to address affordability, support seniors
and workers, retain younger residents, and responsibly plan for Comox’s long term
growth while maintaining community character.

16. Allan Gornall, Bolt Avenue, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, emphasizing the need
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for thoughtfully planned density to support housing affordability, economic viability, and 
opportunities for future generations while maintaining Comox’s sense of community. 

17. Bonnie McGlashan, Comox Avenue, expressed opposition to the proposed OCP,
supporting some development but raising concerns that increased building heights
would erode Comox’s small-town character and urging Council to better reflect long
standing community values.

18. Jay Van Oostdam, Linden Avenue, expressed concerns about the proposed OCP, raising
issues related to potential over densification, housing affordability, transportation
capacity, building heights, and loss of tree canopy, and did not indicate support for the
OCP as proposed.

19. Chris Gerow, McLeod Street, spoke in opposition to the proposed OCP, expressing
concern that it is developer driven, does not adequately reflect public input, and fails to
meaningfully address building height, location of growth, and housing affordability, and
urged Council to table and reconsider the plan.

20. Jani Martinius, Quarry Park Road, expressed opposition to the proposed OCP, supporting
growth in principle but raising concerns about six storey buildings, traffic, construction
quality, and loss of small-town character, and urging slower, more deliberate and context
sensitive development.

21. Brenda Bavin, Ellis Street, expressed concern about potential high rise development near
Marina Park, emphasizing its importance as a valued community and family space, and
did not indicate support for the OCP as proposed.

22. Chris McEwen, Alpine Street, expressed opposition to the proposed OCP, citing concerns
about six storey buildings along the water side of Comox Avenue, loss of sightlines, and
impacts on the town’s small-town character.

23. Catherine Salmon, Pritchard Road, expressed concerns about the proposed OCP,
acknowledging the need for more housing but raising issues about variances,
development in environmentally sensitive areas, and long term impacts on future
generations, and did not indicate support for the OCP as proposed.

24. Ralph Borschneck, Denny Road, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, emphasizing the
need for increased downtown density, including six storey buildings, to address housing
affordability, reduce traffic through walkable development, and support downtown
revitalization.

25. Tony rider (2nd time), Comox Avenue, reiterated his support for the OCP, highlighting the
potential for benefit corporations to deliver affordable, senior, and co-operative housing
supported by CMHC and private financing, drawing on his experience in real estate
development.

26. Chris Gerow (2nd time), McLeod Street, reiterated opposition to the proposed OCP,
arguing that higher density should be directed away from the existing downtown core to
other corridors, stating that increased density does not require high rise development to
attract young families.

27. Maureen Denny (2nd time), Balsam Avenue, reiterated opposition to the proposed OCP,
expressing concern that six storey buildings would harm Comox’s tourism appeal, views,
and downtown character, particularly along Comox Avenue and near Marina Park.
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28. Scott Hodge (2nd time), Ewe Court, reiterated opposition to the proposed OCP, stating
that while he supports growth and change, he is concerned about the location and scale
of development, impacts on town character and tourism, and housing being driven by
outside investment rather than local needs.

29. Chris McEwen (2nd time), Alpine Street, expressed concern about increased traffic
resulting from added density in the town core and did not indicate support for the
proposed OCP.

30. Andrew Rice (2nd time), Stirling Crescent, Courtenay, reiterated support of the proposed
OCP, stating that concerns about widespread demolition of single-family homes are not
financially viable, defending Council against conflict-of-interest claims, and expressing
appreciation for Council’s work and decision making.

31. Shawn Vincent, Anderton Road, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, stating that the
consultation process was extensive, emphasizing the need for increased density to
address affordability and project viability, and expressing confidence that well planned
growth will not diminish Comox’s character.

32. Joanne McKechnie (2nd time), Noel Avenue, reiterated opposition to the proposed OCP,
noting that increased density can be achieved through creative use of deep lots such as
panhandle properties without demolishing existing homes, and suggesting lower scale
multiplex and townhouse development instead of apartments.

33. Catherine Salmon (2nd time), Pritchard Road, reiterated that while she supports increased
density, she does not support the OCP as proposed, emphasizing the need for
thoughtful development that protects environmentally sensitive areas and favouring
higher density in the downtown over other locations.

34. William Van Steen, Comox Avenue, spoke in support of the proposed OCP, outlining
current construction and regulatory costs, arguing that six storey buildings are often
necessary for project viability, and stating that well designed higher density development
can meet community needs without harming town character.

2. ZONING BYLAW NO. 2056:

a. Zoning Bylaw No. 2056

In general terms, the purpose of proposed Zoning Bylaw No. 2056 is to
regulate how land, buildings, and structures may be used and developed
within the Town.

PUBLIC HEARING SUBMISSIONS: 

Mayor N. Minions made the following statement: 

Written – To ensure that written submissions are included in the minutes of the meeting, please 
ensure that all are submitted to the desk of the Clerk or via email to council@comox.ca before 
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the end of the meeting.  

Verbal – The proposed bylaw is now open for discussion. 

Close of Agenda: 

There being no speakers wishing to make representation, Mayor Minions made the following 
statement: 

I remind those present that legal considerations prevent the members of Council from 
considering any representation made after the close of this Public Hearing item. 

Before closing this Public Hearing item, I am going to call three times for any speakers. 

For the first time, is there anyone who wishes to make any representation? For the second time, 
is there anyone who wishes to make any representation? For the third time, is there anyone who 
wishes to make any representation? 

There being no speakers, I declare this Public Hearing item closed. 

Written submissions regarding Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2054 received at the 
Public Hearing, are attached to these Minutes: 

1. Email received from Nina Sato, Beaufort Avenue
2. Email received from Sharon Bearpark, Church Street
3. Brenda Bavin, Ellis Street
4. Yvette Crane, Manor Place
5. Heather Drew, Quarry Park Road
6. Jani Martinius, Quarry Park Road
7. Sharon and Gene Scheidl
8. Bill Toews, Beaufort Avenue
9. Jay and Diane Van Oostdam, Linden Avenue

Written submissions regarding Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 2054 received before 
12:00 pm on February 4, 2026, are attached to these minutes: 

1. Solweig and Harold Williams, Butchers Road.
2. Email received from Dean and Jody Quiring, Balsam Avenue.
3. Email received from Deb Stubbs, Alpine Street.
4. Email received from James Little, Carthew Street.
5. Email received from Yesh Paul and Surindra Gill, Buena Vista Avenue.
6. Email received from Derrick Harvey, Wallace Avenue.
7. Email received from Idris and Linda Hughes, Centennial Avenue.
8. Email received from Dorothy Drubek, Park Drive.
9. Email received from Evelyn Nixon, Beach Drive.
10. Email received from Suzanne Watters, Centennial Avenue.
11. Email received from Catherine Staniforth, Wallace Avenue.
12. Email received from Carol Molstad, Church Street.
13. Email received from Joy Harper, Texada Place.
14. Email received from E. Harper, Texada Place.
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15. Email received from Penny Becklumb, Queens Avenue.
16. Email received from Shirley Dumas, Buena Vista Avenue.
17. Email received from Darcy Hockin, Manor Place.
18. Email received from Glenn Countryman, Cortez Crescent.
19. Email received from Kyle Timms, McLeod Street.
20. Email received from Phil Missellbrook, Orchard Park Drive.
21. Email received from Darrell Fisher, McKenzie Avenue.
22. Email received from Martha Gerow, Buena Vista Avenue.
23. Email received from Barbara Bruederlin, Dogwood Avenue.
24. Email received from Jerry Olechowski, Dogwood Avenue.
25. Email received from Peter Outridge and Helene Dompierre, Balsam Avenue.
26. Bob Bowen, Zephyr Place.
27. Email received from Elaine Graham, Cortez Crescent.
28. Email received from Mary Wilson, Spruce Way.
29. Email received from Kurt Reimer, Baybrook Drive.
30. Email received from John Neilson, Brooklyn Creek Watershed Society.
31. Email received from L. Huibers, Murphy Avenue.
32. Email received from Natasha Mew, Pritchard Road.
33. Email received from Frank & Jill White, Comox Avenue.
34. Email received from Catherine Anderson, Church Street.
35. Email received from Lynda Melanson, Malcolm Place.
36. Email received from Laika Lie Heflin, Buena Vista Avenue.
37. Email received from Peter Galpin, Beaufort Avenue.
38. Email received from Kerry Davies, Cypress Avenue.
39. Email received from Maureen Denny, Balsam Avenue.
40. Email received from Jean-Philippe Gagnon, Tara Road.
41. Email received from Carol Finley, Beaufort Avenue.
42. Email received from Gail Leatherdale, Sussex Drive.
43. Email received from Glenn Lawson, Balsam Avenue.
44. Email received from Joanne McKechnie, Noel Ave.
45. Email received from Anett and Todd Briggs, Manor Drive.
46. Email received from Katharine Owen-Pinchin, Rodello St.
47. Email received from Ashley Pinder, Carthew Street.
48. Email received from Rosemary Abram, Buena Vista Avenue.
49. Email received from Mike Emery, Camco Road.
50. Email received from Ray St. Denis, Murrelet Drive.
51. Email received from Michele St. Denis, Murrelet Drive.
52. Email received from Lance Loggin, Ellis Street.
53. Email received from Anne Davis, Pritchard Road.
54. Email received from Leon Bohmer, Beaufort Ave.
55. Email received from Susan Ward, Baybrook Drive.
56. Email received from Roslyn Smith, Stewart Street.
57. Email received from John and Janice Nicklin, Bryant Place.
58. Email received from Mary Whyte, Comox Ave.
59. Email received from Nina and Roger Goodman, Filberg Road.
60. Email received from Donna Klym, The Design Diva Co, Guthrie Road.
61. Email received from Roz MacLean, Dogwood Avenue.
62. Email received from Shelley and Leon Bohmer, Beaufort Ave.



63. Email received from Laila Yuile, Gull Avenue. 
64. Email received from Vivian Chislett, Church Street. 
65. Email received from Delores Broten, Aspen Road. 
66. Email received from K.E. Kilmury, Denman Street. 

There were no written submissions received regarding Zoning Bylaw No. 2056 at the 
Public Hearing. 

Written submissions regarding Zoning Bylaw No. 2056 received before 12:00 pm on 
February 4 are attached to these minutes: 

1. Dr Leanne Gutierrez and Kyle Herman, Kingsley Court. 
2. Bob Bowen, Zephyr Place. 
3. Cindy Coutts, Encorp Pacific (Return-It), Canada Way. 
4. Vivian Chislett, Church Street. 

Adjournment: 

Regularly moved and seconded that the meeting adjourn at 8:17 p.m. 

Certified correct pursuant to Section 97(1 )(b) of the Community Charter. 

CARRIED 

MAYOR 

Certified fair and accurate pursuant to Section 465(6) of the Local Government Act. 

PUBLIC HEARING MEETING OF WEDNESDAY FEBRUARY 4, 2026 Approved 
February 18, 2026 

CORPORATE OFFICER 
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From:   
Sent: January 29, 2026 9:43 PM 
To: council <council@comox.ca> 
Subject: OCP: New 6 story baseline Building objection 

Comox council 
Good morning, this e mail to leave a written comments about community plan (OCP) & zoning bylaw, it 
regards to new zoning by low to construct a new six story building on Buena Vista  Avenue we strongly 
object to the construction & changing the bylaw to allow the construction of this type of tall building, it 
obstructs our view of the trees and the Comox Harber and drops the value of the our property, and the 
value of our two story house will drop in value to half from the present value of over a million, both of us 
strongly object to this changing to the bylaw to allow the construction of this type of tall building in front of 
our home, remember that you are council member have to run again for election for council seat in this 
town, thank you for your consideration.      
Best Regards 
Captain. Yesh Paul Gill (Retired) 
Canadian Air Force 
Surindra Gill (wife) 

 
Comox BC V9M 2A7  

File: 6480-20/PH

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

RECEIVED 

TOWN OF COMOX 

January 29, 2026

LOG: REFER: AGENDA: 

FILE: ACTION: 

26-029

6480-20/P File
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*one reason Comox has a comfortable atmosphere is our tree canopy. This needs to be protected to 
help Comox adjust to the changing climate, retain water, provide shade to cool the town, reduce GHG 
and retain habitat for the ecosystem. More trees can be planted but mature trees cannot be replaced 
by saplings without great reduction in benefits.  

*neighbourhoods need connection and increases in density need consultation with each area 
affected. Impact differs from one area to another. What is already there for amenities, street access, 
sidewalks, tree cover? What about daylight corridors? Are we creating wind tunnels? Is there nearby 
green space? Considering needs for seniors, dog owners, children for walking in safety.  

*people need to know that there is a plan put in place that involves their input which will be 
respected and listened to. If residents feel that this council has a plan and public hearings are just for 
information passing then our democratic rights are not being respected. 

 

I realize that there is an existing mandate from our province regarding density in our town. However, 
any plan to increase density can be implimented in an evolved way that both satisfies the province 
and allows Comox to continue to be a thriving community that cares for its people and its environs. 

 

Thank you for listening to my concerns and I hope to hear that you are going beyond listening and 
are willing to make changes in the proposed OCP. 

Respectfully, 

Dorothy Drubek 
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doubt you have or why would you reward those slum landlords with 6 or 
more storey apartments that likely are called "low rent" but are also cheaply 
build and will likely need replacing in 30 years! 
 
No tall building should be allowed along any section of our lovely waterfront! 
 
Look at Courtenay as you drive down the Ryan Road hill.  5 storey, cheap 
looking apartments have filled that area.  The south end by Walmart is full of 
apartments and townhouses.  The infrastructure to handle the traffic is not 
there!  Instead of trying to solve that Courtenay is building a pedestrian, 
cyclists bridge.  On the west side of it is a hill so steep most cyclists can't even 
ride up it.  Old folks likely have trouble  walking up it.   
 
AND why would you even think of 6 or more storey builds on either side of 
Buena Vista??  It is a lovely street as it is!  I often walk downtown or back on 
it as it is wide, quiet and with interesting homes and gardens.  They don't 
need their street destroyed and neither do I!   
 
Hopefully Comox council will think this high rise plan over and reject these 
over height plans!  I'll vote for those who reject this proposal!  Just remember 
that Oct.17, 2026 is coming up!   
 
Do the right thing and keep our lovely town low and lovely and peaceful! 
 
Evelyn Nixon 

  
Comox 
 
Resident for 26 years! 
Sent from my iPad 
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Thanks for reading all the way through to the end of my email. Please let me know if there is anything I 
can do to help build the exciting and vital Comox that I would love to live in.   
 
Best regards, 
Penny 
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Phil Missellbrook 
 

Comox, BC. 
V9M 2S9 
 
2nd February 2026 
……… 
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course. Clear and accurate language in the OCP is an important part of providing that certainty. 
 
For these reasons, I feel strongly that the above sections of the Draft OCP should be removed or revised 
to reflect donor intent, shareholder requirements, and the legal status of the Comox Golf Club lands, 
and to avoid implying future uses that the Town does not have the authority to pursue on its own. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider this input from a local resident and course member. 
 
Sincerely, 
Darrell Fisher  

 
Comox, BC 
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I urge Council to reconsider these aspects of the proposed OCP and bylaw changes and to ensure that 
community input, neighbourhood character, and environmental stewardship remain central to the 
planning process. 

Sincerely, 

Martha J Gerow 

 

Comox, V9M 1X8 
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Town of Comox – Administration

From: Peter Outridge 
Sent: February 3, 2026 2:31 PM
To: council
Cc: helene dompierre
Subject: submission for draft OCP
Attachments: Outridge-Dompierre OCP submission.pdf

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

Please find attached a letter to Council that we would like entered into the record concering the draft 
OCP discussions.  

Thank you, 
Peter Outridge and Helene Dompierre 

 Comox 
 File: 6480-20/PH

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

LOG: REFER: AGENDA:

FILE: ACTION:

26-062

6480-20/P File
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On the matter of Comox Downtown revitalization, which I believe has been a long-term 

goal of the current and previous Councils as well as lately, the very active Comox Business 
In Action group (BIA), I 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 flyer in 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. 

I do not have a definitive answer, but I 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. I know that it entails more than a meeting now 
and then. 

Thank you for allowing me to share my views. 

Bob Bowen P� 
Comox B.C. V9M4J6 

RECEIVED 
February 3, 2026 

TOWNOFCOMOX 

LOG: REFER 

26-063

FILE: ACTION: 

6480-20/P File 

File: 6480-20/PH, 6960-20-2026.01 

Copies: Council 

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

AGENDA: 
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Fr o m:  K urt R ei m er  
S e nt:  F e br u ar y 3, 2 0 2 6 1 1: 4 6 A M 
T o:  c o u n cil < c o u n cil @ c o m o x. c a > 
S u bj e ct:  O C P f or o ur f ut ur e 

D e ar M a y or Mi ni o n s a n d C o u n cil,  

I r e c ei v e d a p a p er i n t h e m ail fr o m “ K e e p C o m o x’ s C h ar m”. I a gr e e wit h m u c h of w h at t h e y s a y b ut I 
b eli e v e w e C A N k e e p o ur c h ar m wit h s o m e b uil di n g s of 6 st or e y s ( a n d e v e n hi g h er) if t h e y 
ar e t h o u g htf ull y d o n e i n t h e ri g ht a r e a s . Vi e w s, li g ht, a n d a e st h eti c s d efi nit el y m att er b ut w e al s o 
n e e d d e n sifi c ati o n t o h el p s u p p ort o ur l o c al b u si n e s s e s, a n d aff or d a bilit y f or o ur ki d s a n d gr a n d ki d s. 
I t hi n k it i s i m p ort a nt t o k e e p ( a ct u all y, t o I M P R O V E) o ur c h ar m b ut 6 st or e y s d o e s n ot pr e v e nt t hi s. 
T h er e ar e s o m e v er y attr a cti v e 6 st or e y b uil di n g s i n m a n y s e a si d e t o w n s li k e o ur s ( e g Si d n e y). 
Pl e a s e r e ali z e t h at a v o c al mi n orit y d o e s n ot r e pr e s e nt t h e i nt er e st s of all C o m o xi a n s. I n f a ct, I w a s 
h a p p y t o h e ar m a n y v oi c e s c alli n g f or t h o u g htf ul d e n sifi c ati o n at t h e l a st p u bli c h e ari n g.  

T h a n k y o u!  

 

File: 6480-20/PH

Copies: Council
JW/RH/RB/ET/RP/SR/C D

RECEIVED 
February 3, 202 6

TOWN OF COMOX 

L O G: R E F E R:  A G E N D A:

FI L E: A C TI O N:

2 6- 0 6 6

6 4 8 0- 2 0/ P  Fil e

F e b r u a r y 4, 2 0 2 6 P u bli c H e a ri n g Mi n u t e s P a g e 6 2
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File: 6480-20/PH

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

RECEIVED 
February 4, 2026

TOWN OF COMOX 

LOG: REFER: AGENDA:

FILE: ACTION:

26-067

6480-20/P File
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Fil e: 6 4 8 0- 2 0/ P H

C o pi es: C o u n cil
J W/ R H/ R B/ E T/ R P/ S R/ C D

R E C EI V E D 
F e b r u a r y  4, 2 0 2 6

T O W N OF C O M O X 

L O G: R E F E R:  A G E N D A:

FI L E: A C TI O N:

2 6- 0 6 8

6 4 8 0- 2 0/ P  Fil e
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preserve livability, and set a benchmark that other municipalities will look to replicate, showing that 
growth, economic vitality, and community well-being can thrive together.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Natasha Mew 

, Comox 
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This town is more than just the businesses and developers that occupy it. This town is a popular place, 
because it is a beautiful place to LIVE.....charming, peaceful, small town. It is the people who live here 
that make this town: funky and eclectic. Other communities have stood fast against provincial mandates 
and on behalf of the common folks that make their communities. This plan robs the future from the 
generations who come after us. To walk tree lined communities. To see beautiful vistas. 

 

If you are confident that this represents the desire of the majority of the community, then you should 
open it to a poll by “the community” that it is supposed to represent. If not, this is a diktat, not a plan. 

 

Peter Galpin 

 

(3rd generation in this home, 2 to follow) 
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Ground-
oriented development aims to increase housing opƟons while preserving the character of esta-
blished residenƟal areas. Benefits include: 

Enhanced livability where residents enjoy private entrances and outdoor access, fostering a 
sense of ownership and community. 

Neighbourhood compaƟbility where new units are designed to fit incrementally with exisƟng 
homes, maintaining scale and aestheƟc conƟnuity. 

Housing diversity and affordability allowing for mulƟple units, secondary suites and coach 
houses on single lots to provide more affordable, ground-level opƟons. 
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Joanne McKechnie

Comox BC  V9M 3K2
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that by lying and saying oh yes we are! One or two (affordable) units in a huge apartment 
building, ha! 
There were five gigantic apartment buildings just built in Courtenay and let me say that 
they are an eyesore!  Sure didn’t clean up the homeless problem now did it.   
I think it is extremely unfair to ruin peoples’ property values and destroy the small town 
charm of Comox!  What will you do when this whole place is concrete and buildings?  I 
seriously doubt that people of means want to live somewhere that is being trashed to 
provide cheap housing. 
There aren’t jobs for this influx of people and so are you providing this for all the potential 
new folks who need subsidies because they cannot afford to live here? 
I feel that there are solutions to be had but do not think dragging in more people is the 
way to go.   
I see no reason that there is no effort to address the water shortage.  All that flood water 
should be captured and contained for when it is needed.  Also what about the ridiculous 
rate for water that industry pays,  pennies on the dollar.  The water that is used for 
fracking and mining is poisoned and unfit for use forever.  Wow! 
I think that you folks on the city council need to put forth some effort here.  It is obvious 
that somebodies pockets are being filled and believe me there are many of us taxpayers 
who do not agree with this.    
I believe crowding more housing in here will ruin this place.  And it makes no sense 
because doing so has not fixed the housing issue.  Everywhere you look there is out of 
control building and development and it does not seem to be a viable solution. 
I feel like this won’t stop until this area is unliveable and all the trees are gone,  replaced 
by cement and substandard housing.   
Sincerely, 
Katharine Owen-Pinchin (Mrs. Allen Pinchin) 

 
Comox,  B.C.  V9M 1E3 
p.s.  Developers will be able to find another place to trash if they are turned away from 
Comox! 
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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. 
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“13.6 Upon receipt of an OCP amendment applicaƟon, 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 designaƟon.” 
 
The plan originally had a 12 storey designaƟon for this area, but under public pressure reduced it to 6 storeys. UnƟl 
Town Council added this excepƟon. 
 
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 
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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 
 

 Comox, BC, V9M 3C1 
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I 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 
Council is now imposing a plan that is not in 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.  
 
I 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 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. Not those who stand to profit from this type of development.  
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Thank you,  
 
Laila Yuile  

  
Comox BC  
V9M 1L8 
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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 
• 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. 
 
I 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? 
 
I 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. 
 
I 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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Dr Leanne Gutierrez and Kyle Herman  

 Comox 
 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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On the matter of Comox Downtown revitalization, which I believe has been a long-term 

goal of the current and previous Councils as well as lately, the very active Comox Business 
In Action group (BIA), I 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 flyer in 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. 

I do not have a definitive answer, but I 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. I know that it entails more than a meeting now 
and then. 

Thank you for allowing me to share my views. 

Bob Bowen P� 
Comox B.C. V9M4J6 

RECEIVED 
February 3, 2026 

TOWNOFCOMOX 

LOG: REFER 

26-063

FILE: ACTION: 

6480-20/P File 

File: 6480-20/PH, 6960-20-2026.01 

Copies: Council 

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

AGENDA: 
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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, V9M 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. 

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.
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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, 

Cindy Coutts
President & CEO
Encorp Pacific (Return-It)
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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 
• 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. 
 
I 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? 
 
I 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. 
 
I 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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