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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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