
From: Carly Christie
Sent: Monday, September 1, 2025 8:43 PM 
To: legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: Bylaw 4373 

Hello, 

We are farmers in electoral area F. We live on a rural acreage. We have a nursery and we are 
currently producing a lot of food for the people in the valley who want to buy Canadian. We would 
encourage you to please support director Ian Morrison and his motion regarding our electoral area 
and his objection to bylaw 4373 and our rights as homeowners/landowners in area F. 
The cutting down of a tree or the burning of wood on acreages is going to cause very little overall 
pollution compared to the automobile, forest fires, industry emissions ect in the grand scheme of 
things. I don’t think that the per capita result justifies this motion. Per capita very little. 
We find it concerning this motion is being held on a work day at 1:30pm. When it is 
inconvenient/inconciderate for most people who are working. We will be in attendance despite the 
inconvenience. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Keith Christie 

Sent from my iPhone 
Sent from my iPhone 

Personal information redacted per Section 22 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act

Linda Wiersma
Highlight







From:   
Sent: Tuesday, September 2, 2025 1:52 PM 
To: legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: CVRD Draft OCP 
  

   

To Whom it may concern 

As a general contractor, I do not agree with some of the draft OCP.  We need more housing as our 
Government claims, every new proposal costs more, but yet we forever keep hearing affordable 
housing is required. 

Also, the water course claims even if it is a drainage ditch ( I do understand that is necessary if it’s a 
stream, river, lake, wetlands, ocean etc),  it will trigger a Development Permit which costs 
homeowners time and money for expensive reports. 

It also affects General Contractors unable to start projects in a timely manner because of the 
length of time it takes to get a Development Permit approved, which sometimes causes loss of 
employees and difficulties in trying to find new employees. 

CVRD cramming policies down our throats is not right, people need to have a vote and a say in what 
is done with our communities. 

Cheers, 

Berry 

JBL Custom Homes 

 

mailto:legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca




From: Leah Bowen  
Sent: Tuesday, September 2, 2025 3:55 PM 
To: legislativeservices ; Karen Deck  
Subject: Proposed OCP - CVRD 

 

 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I do not agree with the proposed OCP. I particularly don’t like the restrictions regarding tree 
removal on private property and discouraging use of fireplaces. I live in a rural area and use a wood 
stove throughout the winter, as hydro goes out often in this area. I also do not want to ask for 
permission if I want to cut down a tree on my property. That is way too restrictive for rural living on 
acreage. These rules should only apply to city living, not country living. 
 
I would appreciate you taking this into consideration. 
Thank you. 
 
Leah Rabey 
Resident of Area I 
 





Why are you authorizing all of Saltair in the Saltair Growth Containment Boundary? This only 
creates urban sprawl for 10km along the Chemainus Rd. with heavy traffic as the main route 
between Chemainus, Saltair and Ladysmith. 
 
Over time all Electoral Areas have had shifts in their OCP land use designations and parcel 
sizes. All Electoral Areas have Residential Land Use Designations that fall below the draft 
residential land use designation parcel sizes. All grandfathered. 
 
Residents in Saltair were last included in multiple Town Hall meetings, surveys, surveys mailed 
to each home, Town Hall meetings with CVRD staff, etc. in 2004/2005. This was the creation of 
an OCP for the Saltair community by the community.  
 
Who exactly has sat down in person with the Saltair community residents to talk about changes 
to Residential Land Use Designations? Where was the communication from the CVRD staff, 
consultants, etc. to advise the community that 1/2 of the parcels in Saltair would have their land 
use designation removed? We received multiple mail outs with regards to the 3 Stream but 
none on the MOCP. 
 
OCP 
- Build upon the vision, objectives and policy in the OCP 
- Shape more place-specific, well-designed and livable complete communities 
- Preserve and enhance the qualities that people love and cherish about their community 
 
I ask that you press pause and allow the Saltair residents to review these changes and take a 
hard look at possible other residential land use designations in Saltair that include the Small Lot 
Rural designation.  
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Best regards, 
Lynne Smith 
CVRD Area G Saltair/Gulf Islands 
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September 2, 2025 
 
Director Morrison – Chair Electoral Area Services Committee 
Cowichan Valley Regional District 
175 Ingram St. Duncan  BC V9L 1N8  
legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca 
ian.morrison@cvrd.bc.ca  
 
 
Dear Chair Morrison, 
 
We have recently become aware through several private managed forest landowners that belong to the Private 
Forest Landowners Association (PFLA), that the draft CVRD OCP Bylaw 4373 is in its final stages of review. 
We feel it is necessary to contact the Cowichan Valley Regional District to advocate for better representation 
in this process and to request more time to thoroughly review the draft Official Community Plan. 
 
We kindly ask why the Managed Forestry Council (MFC) and the PFLA were excluded from the formal 
consultation process over the past few years while this OCP was being formulated. We note that the 
agriculture community and the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC), which holds jurisdictional authority, 
were included. We ask that in addition to an extension of time to the process, that PFLA be included in 
relevant future consultations. 
 
Given that private managed forestry parcels make up a significant portion of the land base—and a remarkable 
78%, or 262,586 hectares is designated forestry, across the CVRD—it is imperative that the forestry industry, 
which has a major economic, ecosystem and land-holding impact on the region, be included in this critical 
process. 
 
The PFLA represents Managed Forest owners across British Columbia, with a significant amount of its 
members and lands located right here in the CVRD. These landowners maintain healthy, forested lands that 
are vital to ecosystem health, carbon sequestration and wildfire resiliency of the Cowichan Valley. 
Managed Forest is a BC Assessment property classification (Class 7), created in 1988 to encourage private 
landowners to manage their lands for long-term forest production and resilient forest cover and ecosystems.  
The province's Ministry of Forests oversees this program under the Private Managed Forest Land Act. 
Landowners with private managed forests are subject to strict regulations. Besides the Private Managed Forest 
Land Act, they must also comply with an additional 35 acts and regulations. These include the: 
  

Water Sustainability Act Wildfire Act 
Drinking Water Protection Act Assessment Act 
Environmental Management Act Federal Migratory Birds Convention Act 
Wildlife Act Federal Fisheries Act 
Federal Species at Risk Act  

 
 



 
PO Box 764 STN A, Nanaimo BC, V9R 5M2 
  

250-642-4300 
 

info@pfla.bc.ca 

 
PFLA’s  primary concern with the CVRD's draft OCP is that Part 1.2, Jurisdiction, fails to recognize the 
authority and expertise of the Ministry of Forests. This ministry with robust resources and staff oversees the 
provincially regulated Managed Forest Program and Managed Forest Lands, which are located throughout 
British Columbia, including the CVRD. 
 
Additionally, 3.8 (Improve Governance and Implementation) of the Draft New Planning Policy does not 
acknowledge the provincial Managed Forest Program's role in governing private Managed Forest Lands. This 
is a missed opportunity, as sustainable forest management is highly compatible with the CVRD's important 
goals of reconciliation and climate action. 
 
We urge the CVRD to collaborate with the Ministry of Forests on issues related to Managed Forest Lands. 
This partnership would help ensure the long-term viability and health of these vital forests in the Cowichan 
Valley. 
 
Proactive and sustainable forest management on private Managed Forest lands, especially in consideration of 
changing climate impacts, is essential for the health of both forest stands and ecosystems. This approach also 
plays a critical role in mitigating the negative impacts of a changing climate, which includes drought, disease, 
pests, and wildfire risk, all of which pose potential threats to the CVRD. 
 
Upon our initial review of the draft Official Community Plan policies, the PFLA has identified a clear 
tendency toward jurisdictional overreach. This is largely due to a lack of understanding of the Private 
Managed Forest Land Act, a key piece of legislation that governs the consistent and comprehensive 
management of private forest lands throughout British Columbia. 
 
This oversight not only risks creating conflicting regulations but also undermines the important work already 
being done under provincial law to ensure sustainable forest management. We believe that a more 
collaborative approach, one that respects existing legal frameworks, is essential for the long-term health of our 
forests and our communities. 
 
The PFLA asks that the CVRD update the OCP to formally recognize the Ministry of Forests' jurisdiction 
under the Private Managed Forest Land Act regarding Managed Forest Lands within the CVRD. Additionally, 
we request more time for a comprehensive review of this key planning document, which will impact the future 
of 78% of the land holdings in the CVRD. 
 
We are committed to working with you to ensure the updated Official Community Plan policies represent a 
balanced approach to land planning. It is crucial that the CVRD recognizes the important role Managed Forest 
lands play in balancing economic realities, community interests, and environmental values. 
 
We would appreciate a response to confirm receipt of this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Megan Hanacek, RPF, RPBio  
CEO| Private Forest Landowners Association 





From: Ian Graeme  
Sent: Tuesday, September 2, 2025 12:48 PM 
To: Karen Deck <karen.deck@cvrd.bc.ca>; Kate Segall <kate.segall@cvrd.bc.ca>; Sierra Acton 
<sierra.acton@cvrd.bc.ca>; Mike Wilson <mike.wilson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Hilary Abbott 
<hilary.abbott@cvrd.bc.ca>; Alison Nicholson <alison.nicholson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Ian Morrison 
<ian.morrison@cvrd.bc.ca>; Jesse McClinton <jesse.mcclinton@cvrd.bc.ca>; Ben Maartman 
<ben.maartman@cvrd.bc.ca>; legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Cc: PlanYourCowichan <planyourcowichan@cvrd.bc.ca>; Coralie Breen <coralie.breen@cvrd.bc.ca>; 
Mike Tippett <mike.tippett@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: Sept 3, 2025 EASC Meeting - Agenda Item 6.4 (OCP for the Electoral Areas Bylaw 4373) 
  
Dear Electoral Areas Services Committee: 
 
I am writing to express my strong support for maintaining clear and firm Urban 
Containment Boundaries (UCBs) within the CVRD, including the Cowichan Lake 
communities within Areas I and F.  Well-defined UCBs are essential for guiding growth 
in a way that protects both the natural environment and the qualities that make our rural 
communities unique. 
 
By limiting sprawl and encouraging new development within existing settlement areas, 
UCBs can help to: 

• Support efficient delivery of municipal services and infrastructure, reducing long-
term costs to taxpayers 

• Maintain resource lands, farms, and natural areas that are vital to our local 
ecology, economy and food security 

• Encourage walkable neighbourhoods and compact development that fosters a 
better sense of community 

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by limiting car-dependent growth patterns 

Equally important, a strong UCB can help maintain the rural character that most 
residents value. It ensures that growth does not gradually erode the open landscapes, 
small-town character, and resource lands that give the lake communities their distinct 
identity. 
 
In summary, I encourage the EASC and CVRD Board to continue to uphold and 
strengthen Urban Containment Boundaries as a cornerstone of long-term community 
planning. Doing so will help us safeguard what we all treasure about the region, while 
still providing room for appropriate and sensitive growth. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ian Graeme 
Youbou 
CELL:  
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September 12, 2025 

 

Electoral Area Services Committee   
Cowichan Valley Regional District   
175 Ingram Street 
Duncan, BC V9L 1N8  
  

Dear Committee Members:  

RE:  MOCP Land Use Designation – PID 009.377.191,   

Please accept this letter reconfirming the presentation made Frank Limshue (Manager of 
Planning, Mosaic  Forest  Management) during the public input session of the September 
3, 2025 Electoral Area Services Committee concerning the proposed redesignation of 
Block 1239, Malahat District Except That Part in Plan VIP88422, PID 009.377.191 (the 
‘Lands’) from ‘Rural Residential’ in the Harmonized Official Community Plan (HOCP) to 
‘Forestry and Resources’ in the draft Modernized Official Community Plan (MOCP) 
Bylaw.    

Mosaic has submitted a subdivision application for the Lands to the Ministry of 
Transportation and Transit (MOTT File 2024 - 00808 Shawnigan Lake).  The Ministry has 
referred the application to the CVRD (File No. SA24B06).  The application conforms to the 
parcels current Suburban Residential (R-2) zoning designation (Shawnigan Zoning Bylaw 
No. 985), as well as its Rural Residential designation in the HOCP.  

While we understand that the zoning is a critical element in the identification of the land 
use, with the new provincial legislation and Bill 44, residential designation in an OCP is 
also significant in the future development of the land.  For this reason, we believe that the 
proposed down-designation to Forestry and Resources in the MOCP is inconsistent with 
the proposed subdivision and use of the Lands and will create confusion in the future.   

Enclosed for your reference is a copy of the subdivision application, the HOCP map 
illustrating the Rural Residential designation, the zoning map illustrating the R-2 zoning, 
as well as the proposed land use designation map in the draft MOCP.   
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In summary, we request that the Land Use designation for the subject lands remain ‘Rural 
Residential’ in the MOCP and that Schedule L, Land Use Designations Map LB1.2 – 
Electoral Area B, in the draft MOCP be changed accordingly.    

Thank you for your consideration on this matter.   

Sincerely, 
  
 

 

Ross McKeever, Director of Real Estate  

Mosaic Forest Management 
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Harmonised Official Community Plan (OCP)  
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 Shawnigan Zoning Bylaw No. 985  
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 MOCP - Land Use Designations Map LB1.2  

  

 



 

 

What the Community Said 
 

 

 

 

Growth Strategy Preferences (CVRD 2020 Engagement): 
Over 70% of respondents supported allowing some growth on large rural lots to retain rural character. The OCP 
draft, however, allocates 0% of growth inside the GCB to large or small rural lots — showing a clear disconnect 
between community input and policy direction. 

Furthermore, the OCP layers on many policies that prevent any growth outside the GCB, amplifying the 
imbalance between what residents asked for and what the plan delivers. Instead of balanced growth, the result is 
a rigid containment model that leaves rural communities behind. 



OPEN LETTER – September 14, 2025 

From the Chairs of the CVRD Area I and Area F Advisory Planning Commissions 

We, the Chairs of the Advisory Planning Commissions for Areas I and F, cannot support the September 3, 2025 
draft of Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw 4373. 

The current draft OCP is out of balance. 
It undermines rural lifestyles, worsens affordability, and places additional financial burdens on our communities. 
Once adopted, an OCP binds the CVRD to its policies — meaning rigid and unbalanced rules will shape ‘West 
Cowichan’ AREA I and AREA F for decades.  

We call for a more balanced OCP — one that protects farmland and the environment while also supporting rural 
living, affordability, and the diversity of lifestyles that make our West Cowichan unique. 

Key Concerns of Draft OCP Bylaw 4373 
Rural Lifestyle & Land Use 
• Discourages further subdivision of rural lands outside Growth Containment Boundaries (GCBs). 
• Reduces rural residential options and denies expanded opportunities for small hobby farms. 
• Forces compact housing into Youbou and Honeymoon Bay, eroding lifestyle choice  
Housing & Affordability 
• Reduces housing options and affordability, increasing costs for both developers and residents. 
• Developers have already warned the OCP will raise prices, create unsustainable parcel values, and worsen 

inventory shortages. 
• Density restrictions and rigid land-use policies on existing rural parcels limit flexibility for families to create 

multigenerational housing, multifamily occupancy, and legacy planning. Instead of supporting extended 
family living and land stewardship, the OCP forces narrow housing formats that don’t reflect rural 
traditions or future needs. 

Community Impacts 
• Restricting rural residential growth accelerates aging demographics, drives youth away, reduces the local 

workforce, and weakens volunteer bases (e.g., fire/rescue). 
• Blocks economic investment and creates equity concerns: while existing rural homes rise in price due to 

scarcity, raw rural land loses value when subdivision potential is removed. 
• Generates social tension by marginalizing rural residents in favor of urban-focused planning. 
Taxes & Infrastructure 
• Growth limits cap rural land equity while GCB land gains value, shifting a larger relative tax burden onto 

rural residents. 
• If projected development inside GCBs does not occur, taxpayers face higher mill rates, utility fees, and 

parcel taxes, along with stranded infrastructure costs and inefficiencies. 
Local Area Plans (LAPs) 
• LAPs in Schedule B fail to capture the unique needs of our areas and do not adopt APC recommendations. 
• Rigid and restrictive OCP policies override LAPs aspirations, leaving local planning powerless. 
Out of place Municipal Policies 
• Municipal Tree Bylaw Policy restricts rural property owners from managing trees on their own land, adding 

red tape, compliance costs, and undermining stewardship traditions.   
• Wood Stove Policy phases out wood stoves, a common and affordable rural heating source, forcing 

reliance on costly alternatives and undermining rural self-sufficiency. 



 

Community Mapping (CVRD 2020 Engagement): Residents most cherished their rural character, nature, and sense 
of community. This reinforces that rural lifestyle is a top community value — directly contradicting OCP policies 
that limit rural residential growth and opportunities. 

  



 

Conclusion 
 

Thanks to the leadership of Director Morrison (Area F) and the support of Directors Abbott (Cowichan Bay), 
Acton (Shawnigan Lake), McClinton (Saltair), and Maartman (North Oyster), the draft OCP has been referred 
back for further debate. On September 17, 2025, the CVRD Special EASC will consider 231 recommended 
changes to this “modernized” OCP — a plan that will guide land use for the next 20 years. Many of these changes 
reflect APC recommendations from Areas I and F, and we strongly support moving them forward. 

We  ask the directors,  that you approach this debate by considering the OCP as a plan for the entire community. 
The goal of this document, as set out in provincial legislation, is to create a balanced approach to development. 
Decisions made for part of the region should not come at the expense of another's long-term well-being.    The 
current draft is out of balance: it undermines rural lifestyles, worsens affordability, and places additional financial 
burdens on our communities. The recent Victoria Roundhouse legal challenge demonstrates the consequences 
of making decisions inconsistent with an OCP. Once adopted, an OCP binds boards decision-making; board 
members cannot make ad hoc exceptions without exposing the CVRD to potential legal challenges and costly 
litigation. A rigid, unbalanced OCP removes flexibility, stifles opportunity, and creates uncertainty for residents 
and investors alike. 

Above all, there is no urgent need to rush adoption — the only urgency is to get it right. The decisions made now 
will shape our communities for decades and must be made carefully, correctly, and with balance. Adopting first 
and amending later is not a solution: amendments whether to approve projects or make significant changes 
require much the same bylaw process as a new OCP, with consultation, notice, and hearings. Major changes are 
just as costly, time-consuming, and contentious as drafting anew, while frequent amendments erode investor and 
community confidence. As the saying goes, “Never time to do it right, but lots of time to do it over.” Now is the time 
to do it right. 

Finally, it must be acknowledged that the recommendations and concerns of the Area I and Area F APCs have 
been largely denied throughout this process, leaving our communities without meaningful representation in a 
document that will shape our future for decades. We call for a balanced, practical OCP  — one that protects 
farmland and the environment while also supporting rural living, the natural progression of communities, supports 
affordability, and the diversity of lifestyles that make the CVRD regional districts unique. 

 

Signed, 

Stephanie Harper -  Chair Area F Advisory Planning Commission 

Joelle Belanger - Chair Area I Advisory Planning Commission  



From: Francis Hall  
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 10:22 AM 
To: Ian Morrison <ian.morrison@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: Concern About OCP Blurring Policy and Regulation 
  
Dear Director Morrison, 
I hope this finds you well. I would have liked to bring this to the meeting tomorrow, but it's not 
easy for rural, working (and parenting) residents to get into Duncan on a weekday morning 
(perhaps something to bring up?).  
I’m writing to share a concern about the new CVRD Official Community Plan (Bylaw 4373). After 
reviewing it alongside the Provincial Regulatory Best Practices Guide, I believe the OCP may blur 
the line between broad policy goals and enforceable regulation.  
For example, the OCP sets out the vision to “Make Distinct, Complete Communities”. In 
principle, this is a high-level aspiration. But the OCP then translates this vision into binding land-
use rules by prescribing Growth Containment Boundaries and minimum density levels (e.g., 
“below 1 unit per hectare” in rural areas, “above 1 UPH” in growth areas). 
The Regulatory Best Practices Guide stresses the importance of: 

• Keeping policy goals (non-binding guidance) separate from regulation (enforceable 
rules); 

• Defining the specific problem being solved before regulation is imposed; and 
• Considering alternatives to regulation where possible. 

By embedding broad visions directly into bylaw text, the OCP seems to diverge from this 
guidance. This not only risks confusion for residents (what is guidance vs. what is enforceable), 
but also raises questions about whether local flexibility is being unnecessarily constrained. 
Could you help clarify with the board: 

1. Why broad vision statements are being codified into binding bylaw rules, when best 
practices suggest keeping them distinct? 

2. What specific problems or evidence were used to justify regulation in these cases, 
versus alternative approaches? 

I believe residents would feel more confident in the OCP if we could see where policy ends and 
regulation begins. Thank you for considering this concern, and I look forward to your 
perspective. 
Respectfully, 
Francis Hall 
Resident of Area F 
 



From: Lynne Smith   
Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2025 5:54 PM 
To: Ian Morrison <ian.morrison@cvrd.bc.ca>; Kate Segall <kate.segall@cvrd.bc.ca>; Mike Wilson 
<mike.wilson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Sierra Acton <sierra.acton@cvrd.bc.ca>; Hilary Abbott 
<hilary.abbott@cvrd.bc.ca>; Alison Nicholson <alison.nicholson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Ben Maartman 
<ben.maartman@cvrd.bc.ca>; Karen Deck <karen.deck@cvrd.bc.ca>; Jesse McClinton 
<jesse.mcclinton@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Cc: legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca>; editor@cowichanvalleycitizen.com; 
editor@ladysmithchronicle.com; editor@chemainusvalleycourier.ca 
Subject: Special EASC meeting - 17 Sept. 2025 
 
Good day EA Directors, 
 
Re: 4.1 Referral from the Board meeting of September 10, 2025 - Official Community Plan 
(OCP) for the Electoral Areas Bylaw No. 4373 
 
It appears that other EA communities along with Saltair are feeling "Left Out In The Cold" 
when it comes to the OCP Bylaw 4373. 
 
OCP Bylaw 4373 is a harmonized MOCP and each of you are authorizing changes to other 
Electoral Areas that will be your legacy. Forcing Electoral Area communities into changes 
that the community is not in favour of falls on your shoulders.  
 
The OCP Bylaw 4373 feels like Directors are heading down a very disconnected road as 
they are not only making decisions for their own community but forcing other communities 
into decisions that do not reflect those of that community. The word "Harmonized" has 
been lost along the way with each Director failing to recognize they are forcing other 
Electoral Areas into decisions that lack community consultation and support.  
 
Areas A,B.C,D,E,F,H ,I and Area G Director are forcing changes under Residential Land Use 
Designations on Saltair with 99.99999% Residential Land Use designation under Suburban 
Residential. As Directors you have designated pockets of Small Lot Rural in your areas but 
are not willing to do the same for Area G Saltair. Why? The CVRD 3 Sep Modus presentation 
provided misinformation with regards to 1H min parcel size - Small Lot Rural. The 
CVRD/Modus document moved parcels 1H into a different category. Why did the 
staff/consultant want to misrepresent actual facts? Why did the presentation not show all 
the Area G Saltair parcels that fall under the 1ha and 1ha+ parcel size - Small Lot Rural 
designation? At the bottom is a map of Area G - pockets of Small Lot Rural that should be 
included under the Area G Residential Land Use Designation. Pockets of Small Lot Rural 
designations the same as other Electoral Areas.  
 
 
The CVRD staff can point Directors and residents to all their work to show they have met all 
the Local Government Act requirements and ticked all those boxes but clearly there has 
been a total disconnect with communities over this multi year MOCP process.  



 
No other Regional District has taken on a Harmonized Official Community Plan for all their 
Electoral Areas. CVRD Electoral Areas are the guinea pig on this and one has to question if 
it is really working when Electoral Areas communities are feeling "Left Out in the 
Cold"  Electoral Areas are content to have their own OCP that was created by the 
community for the community. Staff indicated in 2017 a Harmonized Official Community 
Plan for 9 Electoral Areas would make it easier for staff but what about communities' loss 
of vision, identity, etc?  
 
What is the total dollar amount that has been spent on the MOCP?  The cost to bring a 545 
page document (Bylaw 4373) + 169 page Local Area Plan Schedule B to each EA 
community and go over the changes under the 16 different documents would be minimal 
compared to the massive amount already spent on the creation of the OCP Bylaw 4373 
document.  
 
Saltair residents welcome the opportunity to engage with their Director Jesse McClinton, 
the Area G APC members, and CVRD staff to understand how our 2005 OCP with 88 pages 
that included 13 maps and 4 pages of definitions is becoming an OCP document of 545 
pages + 169 pages (local area Plans) = 714 pages.  
 
How exactly did you expect communities to follow and stay engaged over a 5 year MOCP 
process? Part of those 5 years we spent (2 years) in a Pandemic that has left our 
communities stressed and trying to get back on our feet. Totally financially drained for 
some and working to fit into the new normal. Who has time to actually follow a stop and 
start process with links that many can't even figure out where to find them? CVRD notices 
in papers that the majority of EA residents do not even receive.  
 
261 Saltair residents participated in a petition (taken over a short weekend) with regards to 
the removal of the 1H min parcel size in Saltair under the OPC Bylaw 4373.  Why would a 
Director just ignore this petition? There are pockets of 1H/1H+ parcels in Saltair that, just 
like the other 8 Electoral Areas, should have a residential land use designation of Small Lot 
Rural. The Area G APC review of the OCP Bylaw 4373 was an 1hr 45 min discussion on the 
removal of the Stantec Slope Stability Report that the majority of the commission members 
appeared to state  impacted their personal properties. (I attended this meeting). No review 
of any of the other OCP Bylaw 4373 documents were discussed.  
 
Bylaw 4373 will require a degree in Planning and GIS to even figure out. Not a document for 
those in the community. Strange how a document that is supposed to be created by the 
community for the community is now beyond the community.  
 
Directors can fall under two categories.  
Directors that take direction from their community or Dictators 
 



In 2020 as the former Area G Saltair Director I spent days and a massive amount of hours 
with the CVRD Area G APC members and CVRD staff - Coralie Breen & Allison Garnet to 
ensure every line from the 2005 Area G OCP was moved into the HOCP. It was a long time 
consuming process by the Area G APC and myself. No changes were made at that time as 
we were told by CVRD staff that changes would be made by the community under the 
MOCP. I do not feel that the changes that have been made to the Area G Residential Land 
Use Designation reflect the community vision of Saltair and the priority to protect the 
natural environment. Changing from a 88 page document to a 714 document brings into 
question the value of this document to the community vision for the Saltair community.  
 
EA Directors must make a motion to direct staff and Directors to take the OCP Bylaw 4373 
to each Electoral Community to provide each community the opportunity to be engaged 
on  massive changes to each of their communities that will fit under Bylaw 4373. EA 
Directors need to authorize this additional cost that is peanuts compared to the costs that 
they have already authorized under the MOCP.  
 
As EA Directors you can leave EA communities "Out in the Cold" or step back and ensure 
there are public face to face engagement with communities with multiple meetings in each 
community to ensure all residents are able to attend.  
 
Best regards, 
Lynne Smith 
CVRD Area G Saltair 



 



From: Ian Graeme   
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 8:48 AM 
To: Karen Deck <karen.deck@cvrd.bc.ca>; Kate Segall <kate.segall@cvrd.bc.ca>; Sierra Acton 
<sierra.acton@cvrd.bc.ca>; Mike Wilson <mike.wilson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Hilary Abbott 
<hilary.abbott@cvrd.bc.ca>; Alison Nicholson <alison.nicholson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Ian Morrison 
<ian.morrison@cvrd.bc.ca>; Jesse McClinton <jesse.mcclinton@cvrd.bc.ca>; Ben Maartman 
<ben.maartman@cvrd.bc.ca>; legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: Support for Public Hearing on OCP Bylaw 4373 - September 17 EASC 
 
Dear Electoral Area Services Committee members, 

Further to my email of September 2, 2025 (attached), I urge you to reaffirm your 
resolution of September 3, 2025 and move the Official Community Plan (OCP) forward 
to a Public Hearing. 

I reviewed the 74-page Record of Comments and Recommended Changes and 
appreciated the detailed summary and responses provided by staff. Overall, I am 
satisfied with the responses, rationale, and proposed changes listed in the document. 

I also read the “Open Letter” from the Area F and Area I APCs and do not share their 
concerns; I feel many of the issues raised by the APCs lack important context. For 
example, the APCs appear to advocate for removal of Growth Containment Boundaries 
(GCBs) and favour subdivision of large rural parcels into low-density development and 
small-scale hobby farms. At the same time, they express concern about the potential 
loss of rural character and land use, as well as growth in taxes and infrastructure costs. 

Please consider the results of  the CVRD’s 2017 Innova Report (Water & Wastewater 
Utilities Review and Assessment). It highlighted the importance of coordinating growth 
with servicing, focusing infrastructure investments, and containing sprawl. The report 
warned that unplanned, scattered growth poses significant risks, including escalating 
costs and liabilities for the CVRD and its ratepayers.  Area I’s existing GCB provides 
plenty of opportunity to accommodate growth for the foreseeable future—almost nine 
times the projected need. Further expanding or eliminating the GCB is unnecessary at 
this time. 

Elsewhere, the letter incorrectly suggests that the OCP proposes to phase out wood 
stoves, whereas the intent of the policy is to reduce the number of high-polluting wood-
burning fireplaces and old woodstoves that don't meet current emission standards. As 
someone who also burns wood as a heating source, I ask that you consider the 
recommendations of the recently-updated Cowichan Regional Airshed Protection 
Strategy and the importance of public health. We all have a role to play in reducing 
PM2.5 and other pollutants in our airshed. 

In summary, the OCP process has been long, with multiple opportunities for public 
review and detailed analysis by professional staff. I expect each of you will have had 
many conversations with residents, landowners, and businesses over the past few 



years. While there are differences of opinion and ongoing debate, proceeding now to a 
Public Hearing will give everyone an opportunity to weigh in and express their views. 

Sincerely, 

Ian Graeme 
Youbou 
Cell:  

- - - - - - -  

On Tue, Sep 2, 2025 at 12:48 PM Ian Graeme  wrote: 
Dear Electoral Areas Services Committee: 
 
I am writing to express my strong support for maintaining clear and firm Urban 
Containment Boundaries (UCBs) within the CVRD, including the Cowichan Lake 
communities within Areas I and F.  Well-defined UCBs are essential for guiding growth 
in a way that protects both the natural environment and the qualities that make our rural 
communities unique. 
 
By limiting sprawl and encouraging new development within existing settlement areas, 
UCBs can help to: 

• Support efficient delivery of municipal services and infrastructure, reducing long-
term costs to taxpayers 

• Maintain resource lands, farms, and natural areas that are vital to our local 
ecology, economy and food security 

• Encourage walkable neighbourhoods and compact development that fosters a 
better sense of community 

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by limiting car-dependent growth patterns 

Equally important, a strong UCB can help maintain the rural character that most 
residents value. It ensures that growth does not gradually erode the open landscapes, 
small-town character, and resource lands that give the lake communities their distinct 
identity. 
 
In summary, I encourage the EASC and CVRD Board to continue to uphold and 
strengthen Urban Containment Boundaries as a cornerstone of long-term community 
planning. Doing so will help us safeguard what we all treasure about the region, while 
still providing room for appropriate and sensitive growth. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ian Graeme 
Youbou 
CELL:  



From: Susan Kaufmann  
Sent: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 9:18 AM 
To: legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: OCP Bylaw 4373 September 17 EASC. 
  

 

 
Good morning, I sent the following letter to the directors last evening. I wish to highlight a single 
word edit to the second to last paragraph where I added the word Director. I was remiss to 
acknowledge the valuable time our nine electoral area directors contributed to the document. 
 
Warm regards, 
 
Susan Kaufmann 
 
 
Hello Directors Segall, Acton, Wilson, Abbott, Nicholson, Morrison, McClinton, Maartman and 
Deck. 
 
I would invite you to take a few minutes to review the September 3rd EASC meeting video: 
 
-at the 2:31 mark Patrick Ostryk walks the directors through the consultation process to date. 
 
-at 2:32 Ms. Breen walks through schedule L & G and details the level of engagement that the 
directors had with planning and technical staff. 
 
What stood out: 
 
- we didn’t get here without agreement 
 
- the amount of staff and technical 
support time offered to directors 
 
- balancing the vision 
 
- embraced by all 
 
- we were not absent on this 
 
- not lightly formed 
 
- to hear we didn’t hit the mark with one community, sorry to hear at this stage. 
 
Reviewing the 75 page report of directors comments it is clear: 
 
- that questions were answered 
 



- suggested edits were made when possible 
 
- if declined, justifications were offered citing relevant rationale 
 
Beginning August 31st there has been a concentrated social media campaign to discredit the 
valuable work and public engagement that has brought the OCP to this point. It is filled with 
misinformation and items presented without context. 
 
It is important to remember that although the APCs were involved in the OCP process, they provide 
recommendations to the Board.  They are not decision makers.  They do not represent the public at 
large. 
 
The OCP is a living document, that may not satisfy everyone but it is the culmination of 5.5 years of 
staff and consultants time, Director, APC and extensive public consultation. 
 
I would encourage the directors to uphold your decision of September 3rd and move Bylaw 4373 
forward to Public Hearing. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Susan Kaufmann 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 

















From: Dan Haslam  
Sent: Sunday, September 28, 2025 7:41 AM 
To: legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: OCP 
  

 

 
I am a long time Sahtlam resident. I don’t support the proposed OCP. Especially any bylaw 
regarding the cutting of trees on my own property. I have 7 acres with a small forest that I manage 
myself. I would like to keep it that way. 
Thank you 
Dan Haslam 
Sahtlam 
Sent from my iPhone 
 





From: Lynne Smith  
Sent: Tuesday, October 7, 2025 7:08 PM 
To: Ian Morrison <ian.morrison@cvrd.bc.ca>; Kate Segall <kate.segall@cvrd.bc.ca>; Sierra Acton 
<sierra.acton@cvrd.bc.ca>; Mike Wilson <mike.wilson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Hilary Abbott 
<hilary.abbott@cvrd.bc.ca>; Alison Nicholson <alison.nicholson@cvrd.bc.ca>; Ben Maartman 
<ben.maartman@cvrd.bc.ca>; Jesse McClinton <jesse.mcclinton@cvrd.bc.ca>; Karen Deck 
<karen.deck@cvrd.bc.ca>; legislativeservices <legislativeservices@cvrd.bc.ca> 
Subject: 8 Sep CVRD Board meeting 9.2.1 OCP for Electoral Areas Bylaw No. 4373 
  
Good day Electoral Area Directors, 
 
Does one Residential Land Use in Saltair - Area G really show a Complete 
Community?  
 
Creating an opportunity for a limited number of parcel owners to subdivide their land into 1 
acre parcels that will be for the very wealthy. The last 1 acre parcel (land only) in Saltair 
sold for approx. $650,000. 
 
The OCP seems to have left out Saltair - Area G. What happened to a "Complete 
Community", Preservations of the Natural Environment and affordability?  All Electoral 
Areas appear to have these in their communities but the Area G Director has only 
supported creating residential lands for the very wealthy.  
 
Also as of 2005 any property owner of 1H or 1H+ can apply to the CVRD to Rezone their 
property into a zone that would allow 1 acre parcels.   
 
Something is wrong with this picture below.  
 
I ask that you press pause and allow Saltair residents time to review this "land for only the 
wealthy" you are authorizing. Don't leave us Out In The Cold.  
 
Why are you allowing Small Rural Lots in your areas but not wanting to retain pockets of 
these size parcels in Saltair? Saltair residents also support preservation of the natural 
environment. What happened to flexibility and affordability? 
 

 
 



 
Thank you for your time.  
 
Best regards, 
Lynne Smith 
CVRD Area G Saltair 
 







Sincerely, 
Kate Poirier 
 
Interim Director, Duncan Farmers’ Market 
Executive Director, Cedar Farmers Market 
Director at Large, Nanaimo-Cedar Farmers Institute 
Member, Agricultural Advisory Committee, Regional District of Nanaimo 
 
 
Kate Poirier (she/her)  
 





JBL Custom Homes

 







participate meaningfully in this critical planning process.

This plan will shape the future of our region. It must be created with integrity, transparency,
and in true collaboration with the community it’s meant to serve.

Sincerely,
Abigail T. Gerbinski 







Regards,

Joelle Belanger
Area I Chair
 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Proposed changes to the ocps for cvrd areas
Date: October 17, 2025 3:28:23 PM

Good afternoon, I am writing to voice my concern regarding the proposed revisions to the OCPs for all areas in the
CVRD. I would like to go on record as stating that I am opposed to these revisions, which I feel have been rammed
through without enough public consultation.  Please help me understand why we are hurrying on this issue.  I think
director Morrisons motion to slow things down and give it more thought makes sense.

I have three main concerns
1.  Applying, and waiting, for  permits every time a tree is taken down will no doubt be costly to the home owner
and not very timely.  We take trees down when they are a threat to our home in a fire or windstorm.  The property
owner should not need to ask permission to do this.
2.   Regarding wood burning stoves…..Given the amt of power outages here it makes no sense to take away peoples
right to stay warm.  If clean dry wood is used emissions are low.  There are far bigger sources of pollution.
3.  My even larger concern lies in the communication between the CVRD directors and their constituents. It seems
as if they have their own agenda based on their own beliefs. Correct me if I’m wrong, but it was my impression that
they work for us and that they are our voice on the CVRD.  I’m not alone when I say that I feel they are no longer
our voice on the CVRD board. They have their own agenda and are basing their decisions on their own opinions.

Thank you
Darlene Veitch
4426 Cowichan Lake Road.
Area E

Sent from my iPad
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