
 
TOWN OF SIDNEY 

REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 
TO: Mayor and Council   

FROM: Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long 
Range Planning 

  

DATE: Special Council - 05 May 2022 FILE NO.: 6480-20 

SUBJECT: Summary of Feedback on Draft OCP 

 
PURPOSE: 
 
The purpose of this report is to summarize draft Official Community Plan feedback from the 
general public, other organizations, the Advisory Planning Commission (APC), and the Official 
Community Plan Review Advisory Committee (OCPRAC) and to recommend next steps for the 
project. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
A first draft of the new Official Community Plan (OCP) was presented to Council on February 28, 
2022. In addition to resolutions directing staff to amend some elements of the draft itself, Council 
also directed staff to undertake a six week process to engage with the community, APC, and 
OCPRAC on the draft, and report back to Council with the results. The following resolutions detail 
Council's direction on engaging the community: 
  
That staff undertake Phase 3 engagement for a six week period from March 3, 2022 to April 11, 
2022 as per the February 22, 2022 staff report and report back to Council with the results. 
  
That the draft OCP be referred to the Advisory Planning Commission for review and comment 
and that APC's comments be presented directly to the OCP Advisory Committee. 
  
That the draft OCP and public feedback from the Phase 3 engagement process be presented to 
the OCP Advisory Committee for consideration. 
  
That staff send letters to individual property owners whose property is being re-designated from 
“Neighbourhood Residential” to “Multi-Unit Residential” and the adjacent properties in the draft 
OCP. 
  
That staff send letters to individual property owners whose property is being designated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit Area in the draft OCP. 
  
That staff send letters to individual property owners whose property is being designated as a 
“Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Area” and the adjacent properties in the draft OCP. 
  
That staff send letters to individual property owners whose property is changing designation in 
the draft OCP. 
  
That staff prepare an FAQ to be a living document as a companion to the draft OCP explaining 
issues likely being of concern or interest to the community. 
  



 
Summary of Feedback on Draft OCP

 
Following the February 28th Council meeting, staff initiated the six week period, which included 
the following community engagement activities: 
  

• An online survey which ran for the entire six week period. 
• Three in-person open house sessions at the Mary Winspear Centre on March 16th. 
• A virtual open house on March 17th. 
• Four “community cafes” on March 26th and 29th in various locations. 
• Three meetings of APC to review the draft. 
• Three meetings of OCPRAC to review the draft, as well as APC and public comments on 

the draft. 
• A series of social media posts on the Town’s Facebook and Twitter accounts promoting 

the draft and various events. 
• A series of advertisements in the Peninsula News Review promoting both the draft, the 

open houses, and the survey. 
• A special edition of Town Talk focusing on the draft OCP was sent out to every household 

in Sidney that receives bulk mail (and also made available on the Town’s website). 
• Posters, large format signs, and sandwich board signs in various locations, promoting the 

draft. 
• As directed by Council, letters were sent to every property owner whose land use 

designation is proposed to change, is adjacent to a change to multi-unit residential, or is 
proposed to be included in an expanded Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA). 

• The project website was updated with various informational material, presentations, and 
an FAQ. 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Overall, staff were pleased with the level of response during the engagement period. In addition 
to many phone and in-person conversations with residents explaining elements of the draft OCP, 
response rates for written feedback during the engagement period were as follows: 
  

• The online survey received 350 responses. 
• While the Town’s social media posts did not receive a substantial amount of direct 

engagement, each post did correspond with an uptick in survey responses. 
• 78 people attended the March 16th open house sessions. 
• 13 people attended the March 17th virtual open house. 
• 122 people attended the March 26th and 29th community cafes. 
• 82 emails from residents commenting on the draft. 
• A petition was submitted with approximately 130 signatures regarding the proposed land 

use change at 2325 Harbour Road (discussed in more detail below). 
• Long-form comments from the following community groups: Sidney Community

Association, Saanich Peninsula Environmental Coalition (SPEC), Roberts Bay Residents 
Association, Friends of Shoal Harbour, and Saving our Sidney. 

• Comments were also received from BC Transit, the Ministry of Lands, Water and 
Resource Stewardship (MLWRS) and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs (MUNI). 

  
Feedback from phone and in-person conversations was not recorded; rather, staff requested that 
any specific comments on the draft be submitted in writing through one of the methods noted 
above in order to ensure that comments accurately reflected the intent of the writer.  
  
In addition to public feedback, Committee meetings to discuss the draft itself, or to review public 
comments on the draft, were as follows: 
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• The APC met three times, on March 15th, 17th, and 22nd for a total of approximately 6 

hours of review of the draft OCP. 
• The OCPRAC met four times: 

o On March 18th for a high-level review to familiarize themselves with the draft OCP; 
o On April 6th to review APC’s comments on the draft OCP, as directed by Council; 
o On April 21st and 28th to review general public comments on the draft. 

  
Meeting minutes from these seven committee meetings are attached to this report as Appendices 
B and C. 
  
Analysis of Feedback on the Draft OCP 
  
The results of the “support/don’t support” questions in the survey results demonstrated broad, 
although not unanimous, support for the directions in the draft OCP. There was majority support 
both for the general objectives and policies of each goal/section of the draft, and also overall 
support for specific issues presented in the survey, such as height limits in Sidney’s downtown, 
expansion of the Town’s ESA’s, the extension of the waterfront walkway north to Rothesay 
Avenue, adding rental housing opportunities to Sidney’s ‘Neighbourhood Residential’ areas, as 
well as the document’s approach to action on climate change. 
  
Individual comments, both from the survey itself and those received directly by email (see 
summary package attached as Appendix A), were much more varied and specifically critical of 
various aspects of the draft. The comments cover an extremely wide and disparate range of 
opinions on each topic. A larger number of comments on a specific topic generally reflected 
decreased support for that idea in the survey (i.e. generally, people commented more for things 
they oppose). For example, many written comments focused on opposition to specific proposals 
in the land use map; this was reflected in the survey results with a larger proportion of responses 
opposed to the land use map overall. However, overall feedback in the survey was in the positive 
for every question. 
  
Many emailed comments provided positive and helpful suggestions for improving the draft, often 
at a high level of detail. While covering all these detailed suggestions in this report is not practical, 
staff will go through each of these comments individually and, where appropriate, amend the draft 
to reflect them. Generally these comments are minor in nature in terms of the overall effect on a 
given policy approach. Staff intend to return to Council with an updated draft that will reflect not 
only the larger thematic suggestions discussed below, but also more specific changes to policy 
resulting from these comments. 
  
Based on the survey and written comments received, staff have identified five themes that were 
“most commented” on in the feedback and where the draft OCP has not yet met the community’s 
expectations. For four of these themes (all except theme 2) staff believe the draft OCP would 
benefit from revisions.  
  
Finally, three land use-specific issues were identified. These are also discussed in more detail 
further below. 
  
Theme 1: Desire for increased identification and protection of natural assets and areas 
  
This topic was initially raised by Council when they first reviewed the draft OCP on February 28th 
but has been echoed by other comments from the community since then. Generally, respondents 
felt that the ESA map should identify additional natural assets in Sidney, including some foreshore 
areas and the Tsehum Harbour Bird Sanctuary. These items were also discussed by the APC 
and OCPRAC, whose discussions are covered further below. 
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Comments also included suggestions for additional policy development related to enhancing the 
protection of these areas, particularly those that are public property and not covered by specific 
ESA Development Permit guidelines (which apply only to private property). Staff are now working 
to update the ESA map in the draft and incorporate additional policies that address these 
suggestions. 
  
Theme 2: New “Multi-Unit Residential” designations around Neighbourhood Commercial 
  
This issue received a wide breadth and variety of responses. As directed by Council, staff sent 
out approximately 1,000 letters to properties proposed to change to the ‘Multi-Unit Residential’ 
designation, or properties directly adjacent. Most responses to this proposed change seemed to 
fall into one of two extremes; (1) that no further growth should be permitted in Sidney, particularly 
of the multi-unit residential type, or (2) that Sidney is not doing enough to address housing supply 
and additional locations for multi-unit housing are required. 
  
In terms of the amount of land being added to the ‘Multi-Unit Residential’ designated areas, staff 
consider it to be fairly modest overall and located in appropriate locations, adjacent to existing 
commercial services and close to transportation and transit routes. (BC Transit’s response to the 
draft highlighted the need to locate new development in areas served by transit routes.) The vast 
majority of ‘Neighbourhood Residential’ designated areas in Sidney are not proposed to change 
(with the exception of the possible addition of rental housing opportunities such as garden suites, 
if the draft OCP is adopted as proposed in that regard) and generally staff believe that the modest 
areas of growth proposed do not represent a substantial change to the character or livability of 
existing neighbourhoods. 
  
Two of the areas, one on Third Street south of Rothesay Avenue and the other between Mermaid 
Park and Malaview Avenue, have other policy goals also associated with the proposed land use 
change, specifically an extension to the waterfront walkway and a longer-term goal to renaturalize 
and reconnect vestigial segments of Mermaid Creek. Some respondents suggested that Multi-
Unit Residential development is not a desirable outcome as part of achieving these goals, which 
could simply be achieved by the Town acquiring the land directly and creating parkland. Staff do 
not believe such an approach to be financially realistic given the cost of land in Sidney. Moreover, 
even without these goals, these two areas are in suitable locations for Multi-Unit Residential 
development, in close proximity to commercial services and transportation infrastructure. 
  
Generally, staff believe that the modest areas of land use change being proposed are appropriate 
in terms of location and extent and are not considering any changes in the draft OCP. However, 
changes to the draft as discussed in theme 3 below may provide the community with additional 
reassurance that the new development proposed for these areas will be appropriate and suitable 
to the context of the particular areas. 
  
Theme 3: Desire for more specificity around built form and density 
  
This theme partly overlapped with issues raised in theme 2; some respondents felt that the OCP 
does not go far enough in specifying heights and densities for the various residential and 
commercial land uses. It was clear from the many comments on this topic that some residents 
desire a high level of certainty in the OCP around the specifics of future development, such as 
height and density. However, it is important to note that the role of an OCP is general in this 
regard; it is the Zoning Bylaw which sets specific regulations around the use, density and scale 
of a development. 
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That being said, staff understand the desire in the community for more specificity over and above 
what is currently in the draft, and will work to strike a balance between the OCP and zoning in 
revising the draft OCP. 
  
Another issue raised that is related to density was a concern that the minimum lot areas specified 
in each land use category represented a significant increase in density in the ‘Neighbourhood 
Residential’ designated areas. Staff note again that it is the Zoning Bylaw which actually sets 
density on a property, and the current OCP already allows for minimum lot areas of approximately 
the same size as what is being proposed, although it is expressed in a different way (units per 
hectare, or “uph” rather than minimum lot area). The Zoning Bylaw then sets specific lot areas in 
each zone, depending on the policy goals for each zone, up to the maximum “units per hectare” 
density in the OCP. 
  
For example, although the “28 units per hectare” maximum density for Neighbourhood Residential 
in the current OCP allows lots as small as 357.5 square metres, lot areas in the Zoning Bylaw for 
this designation range from 357.5 square metres in the CD42 zone, all the way up to 930 square 
metres in the R1 zone. (The proposed minimum lot area in the draft OCP is nearly the same at 
350 square metres. But again, this is simply a minimum that must suit a wide variety of situations, 
not a policy objective for minimum lot areas in the Zoning Bylaw.) 
  
However, staff acknowledge that the switch from uph to “square metre” lot area minimums in the 
draft OCP has introduced a certain level of uncertainty with some uses, such as duplexes. This 
will be addressed in the revised draft OCP. 
  
Theme 4: The need for more parking 
  
Many comments focused on fears of “parking issues” that may result from changes in use or 
permitted additional uses, such as garden suites, in residential neighbourhoods. Other comments 
focused on the need for those with mobility challenges, such as senior citizens, to have sufficient 
options for parking at their destination in downtown Sidney. While parking is perhaps one of the 
most difficult issues to effectively address from a policy standpoint, staff will review the draft again 
with the intent of providing additional policy and guidance around the allocation and provision of 
parking in Sidney, particularly with regard to potential future bylaw updates . 
  
Theme 5: Document Structure 
  
Although this topic was discussed on several occasions by the OCP Review Advisory Committee 
and the Advisory Planning Commission, the issue of document structure was not raised directly 
in general community feedback. However, staff did note that many of the comments demonstrated 
that the structure of the draft OCP fell short in effectively communicating the intent of the OCP in 
areas that seemed to be of concern to the public. 
  
The intent of the “goals-based” structure of the draft OCP was to tie together land use, 
transportation, and other relevant issues into a comprehensive approach to achieving the relevant 
goal of the OCP. However, from a practical standpoint, it is clear that the intended users of the 
OCP – the community itself – generally approach an issue as a single, stand-alone concern and 
look to the OCP for specific information in that area. They look to the OCP to better understand 
how the Town proposes to approach the specific issue they care about. Unfortunately, the goals-
based approach makes it difficult to easily offer a readily accessible format in which a reader of 
the OCP can find this information and instead presents a complex, interconnected, and nuanced 
set of policies around broader questions. 
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While a complex and nuanced approach may be a desirable – and necessary – approach to some 
of the challenges that the OCP seeks to address, after considering the response to the draft from 
the community, this may not be the most effective structure in which to present the relevant policy 
approaches. Staff believe that switching to a more traditional approach to structure (like that taken 
by the current OCP, based around individual land uses and themes) would improve the document. 
This can be done without changing the overall policy approach itself; it can simply be reorganized 
in a more suitable format. Staff will work to address this issue in a revised draft. 
  
Other Issues Raised 
  
Staff also note the many other ideas and issues were raised in the comments. In addition to the 
broad themes above, numerous comments also noted the following: 
  

• The need for additional green space – both in parks and on private property – in 
conjunction with continued growth in the community; 

• Improved residential neighbourhood connectivity/walkability (e.g. mid-block connections); 
• The protection/enhancement of the small creek in Melville Park; and 
• Support for transit-oriented transportation hub in the downtown. 

  
Staff agree that these are issues worthy of including in the OCP. Some of the issues raised, like 
ensuring there is adequate park space as Sidney grows, are already addressed in the draft 
(policies such as 4.5.19 and 4.6.3) but could be strengthened and made more explicit. 
  
Advisory Planning Commission Feedback 
  
Many of APC’s comments focused on specific details addressing technicalities or errors in the 
draft OCP which can be addressed through a careful review and editing of the draft. As with the 
public comments, staff will undertake a detailed review of these suggestions and update the 
corresponding policy appropriately. 
  
Other comments made by APC covered topics which are valid questions, but outside the scope 
of this project to address. Some examples of these include: the question of whether the Town is 
getting fair value from developments in its “bonus density” structure, specifics on how additional 
public space (e.g. a town square) might be added to Sidney’s downtown, and height limits on the 
“Gateway” site in West Sidney. These questions are either already addressed in general terms in 
the draft OCP, better addressed elsewhere such as in the Zoning Bylaw, or are questions that 
need to be addressed as part of a separate process. 
  
APC also made many comments that echo the five themes discussed above. As APC’s comments 
on those topics generally reflect the feedback in the public’s comments, they will not be discussed 
in detail in this section, but staff will address them in the revised draft. 
  
Finally, the APC did address some other issues regarding the draft OCP that merit specific 
mention and, in some cases, further action. There are as follows: 
  

• Integration of the West Side Local Area Plan (WSLAP) into the draft OCP: APC discussed 
whether the WSLAP could be integrated into the draft OCP. It has always been staff’s 
intent to retain the entire WSLAP document as a separate appendix to the OCP and the 
project has been approached from that perspective. The WSLAP has been “integrated” 
into the draft OCP insofar as the land use plan and supporting policy reflect the direction 
of the WSLAP. Generally though staff believe the level of detail provided by the WSLAP 
as a stand-alone document is useful and worth retaining. No action is recommended. 
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• Allowing ground floor residential and live/work uses in the downtown: APC was not 

supportive of these policies (4.1.10 and 4.1.11), citing concerns over the potential 
permanent loss of commercial space to residential uses. It was also pointed out the 
live/work units to date have not been considered to be overly successful. Generally, staff 
concur with these perspectives and a recommendation to this effect is included below. 

• Liveaboards and float homes as part of the housing supply: APC was in favour of taking 
a more permissive approach to allowing liveaboards or float homes as a possible housing 
option in a future zoning bylaw update. Although there are many considerations 
associated with this issue that require consideration, staff agree it is worth looking at them 
in further detail, and a recommendation to this effect is included below. 

• Waterfront walkway extension to Rothesay Avenue: The APC was concerned that 
excluding this area from an ESA would be inconsistent with the approach taken on 
waterfront properties north of Rothesay Avenue, which are being included in an ESA. Staff 
believe that the site conditions in this area have less potential for environmental 
preservation and restoration (e.g. continually disturbed foreshore by periodic dredging, 
marina pollution, breakwater disrupting natural tidal flows) and the potential to gain the 
community amenity of an extended walkway is also significant. No change is
recommended in this area. 

  
OCP Review Advisory Committee Feedback 
  
OCPRAC’s meeting on March 18th addressed some high level aspects of the draft OCP, and the 
committee members made a number of suggestions related to document structure and content 
at that time. Some of these will be addressed as per theme 5 above, while others will require 
some editing of existing content sections (e.g. adding a short history on the evolution of Sidney’s 
OCP’s). Staff are confident that these aspects can be addressed to the committee’s satisfaction. 
  
At their April 6th meeting, OCPRAC focused on reviewing APC’s comments on the draft, as 
requested by Council. OCPRAC’s comments in this meeting generally reinforced the comments 
made by APC, with a focus on what the appropriate level of specificity is for an OCP bylaw. 
However, no specific conclusions were reached on this point and it was generally acknowledged 
that Council needs to ultimately decide what is appropriate. 
  
Finally, on April 21st and 28th OCPRAC met to review feedback on the draft OCP from the general 
public and other organizations. Discussion focused in on several specific areas: 
  

• The committee began by discussing the draft vision. Generally the committee agreed with 
some comments from the public that the vision could be shortened and restructured. Staff 
will work on this for the revised draft. 

• Committee members further discussed the topic of what the desired level of specificity 
should be for an OCP. Committee members agreed with some public comments that the 
draft should be made more specific and prescriptive with regard to development in 
particular. OCP’s from Victoria and Esquimalt were pointed to as examples of an 
appropriate level of prescriptiveness. Staff raised some of their concerns with an overly 
prescriptive OCP but will address this concern as discussed above in theme 3. 

• One committee member felt that the number of negative responses to the draft land use 
plan should prompt a rethink of the proposed new Multi-Unit Residential areas. (Staff’s 
perspective on this is discussed in the “Theme 2” section above.) 

• The committee also discussed several comments from the public and the Province related 
to theme 1, which made several suggestions for how to strengthen policy in the draft 
related to the environment. However other members raised some of the specific 
challenges involved with addressing these policy suggestions (e.g. extending ESA’s to 
cover areas of working harbour). 
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• Members discussed what they perceived as a lack of support in the survey comments for 

the land use changes to Multi-Unit Residential proposed around the Mermaid Creek area 
and south of Rothesay Avenue, expressing specific concerns about the potential for high 
density multi-storey buildings on the waterfront. The committee then indicated support for 
a lower scale of multi-unit residential development on the waterfront. Staff plan to amend 
the draft to reflect this perspective (e.g. moderating height on waterfront redevelopment). 

• One member noted that several public comments questioned how much more Sidney 
should grow as a community. Staff noted that the draft OCP includes population 
projections to approximately 2040 and the OCP seeks to address that anticipated 
population growth from a development perspective. 

• The committee discussed the comments made by the public on parking. Staff concurred 
that additional policy around this issue would be helpful, as per theme 4. 

• Successive comments from the committee over several meetings support a restructuring 
of the document, as per theme 5. 

  
Site-Specific Considerations 
  
In the course of feedback, three specific sites have been raised in comments as requiring further 
attention in the draft OCP. These are discussed in detail below: 
  
1. Cedarwood Motel site 
  
Comments on this site have mostly come from residents in the immediate area who are seeking 
clarity on what a redevelopment of this property might look like. In the course of the OCP project, 
a developer with an interest in the site has presented a development concept to the community, 
although at present there is no development application. Planning staff have also provided 
feedback to the same developer regarding development concepts, as is typical in this situation. 
  
Staff again note that many residents seem to be seeking from the OCP what only a specific 
development application can provide. Information on specific heights, densities and other 
development-specific information cannot be supplied by a general OCP document. However, staff 
also acknowledge that as per the discussion in “Theme 3” additional general parameters around 
built form and density do seem to be needed; in this case this would be provided as general 
guidance based on the proposed land uses for the site: Neighbourhood Commercial and Multi-
Unit Residential. As noted above, staff will develop these updates for the revised draft. 
  
2. 2325 Harbour Road 
  
As noted above, several comments and a petition opposing the proposed change in land use on 
this property were received during the feedback period. The property was identified for a potential 
change in land use designation from Neighbourhood Residential to Harbour Road Marine 
Industrial. Although the zoning designation is not proposed to change at this time, nor is a specific 
development being proposed, this OCP land use change would be a first step toward those 
processes potentially happening at some point in the future. 
  
This change is being proposed because of the property’s location and context at a busy corner 
where land uses change fairly abruptly from marine-industrial to residential. The current OCP and 
zoning designations of the property allow for a single-family home to be constructed on this corner, 
facing an active boat yard across Bowden Road and other marine-industrial uses across Harbour 
Road, increasing the potential for land use conflict.  
  
A change to the Harbour Road Marine Industrial OCP designation could allow for a small mixed-
use building that fronts Harbour Road, pulling it away from the residential uses to the south and 
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east, creating a degree of separation and also linking that corner more completely to the Harbour 
Road streetscape. Zoning would specify uses, but in this case some ground floor retail or office 
space fronting on Harbour Road, with the potential for residential uses on upper storeys, would 
be appropriate. Industrial uses creating noise or fumes would not be recommended, given the 
proximity to adjacent residential uses and potential Blue Heron nesting areas. The intent is to 
create a transition site which creates a buffer between the more intense marine-industrial uses to 
the north and west, and the adjacent residential areas. A building on this property could be 
carefully sited, and the uses could be carefully permitted to ensure minimal impacts to residential 
properties, while contributing positively to the Harbour Road marine industrial area. 
  
Staff are not contemplating any changes to the draft OCP regarding this property and a 
recommendation to this effect is included below. 
  
3. 2125 Beacon Avenue West (Gateway/Sidney Crossing site) 
  
This site is proposed to be redesignated from “West Sidney Commercial” to “Downtown 
Commercial” in the draft OCP. The intent behind this change was to promote the concept of a 
more pedestrian-oriented commercial development in this location, with potential future linkages 
north to the Galaran neighbourhood and east across the highway, avoiding the “strip mall” design 
of previous development proposals (e.g. parking in front of large format stores). However, it must 
be acknowledged that the Town’s regulatory powers on this site are limited due to it being federal 
land leased to the Victoria Airport Authority (VAA).  
  
Comments from the public were generally opposed to “retail” development on this property. The 
VAA expressed the opinion that given the unique circumstances of the site, a separate, unique 
land use designation would be most appropriate. Staff acknowledge that this site is unique from 
a regulatory perspective and have recommended a revised designation for inclusion in the revised 
draft OCP below. 
  
Next Steps 
  
In the coming weeks, staff will be revising the draft OCP based on feedback from the community, 
stakeholders, APC, OCPRAC, and Council direction. This revised draft, and a full list of changes 
made to the draft, will be brought forward to a future Council meeting for further consideration. 
 
STRATEGIC PLAN: 
 
Supports item 1 under the "Complete Community" section of the Strategic Plan; "Completion of 
the Official Community Plan Review" 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
Expected work described above remains within the project budget. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

1. That staff bring forward a revised draft Official Community Plan that addresses four of the 
themes identified in public and committee feedback during the Phase 3 engagement 
process; the natural environment, built form and density, parking, and document structure. 

2. That the land use designation for 2325 Harbour Road remain as “Harbour Road Marine 
Industrial” in the draft Official Community Plan. 
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3. That the land use designation for 2125 Beacon Avenue West be changed to “Airport 

Commercial” and supporting policies for this designation be added to the revised draft 
Official Community Plan. 

4. That policies 4.1.10 and 4.1.11 be revised to exclude ground floor residential and live/work 
uses in Downtown Sidney. 

5. That policy 4.3.20 be revised so that it allows for the future consideration of liveaboards 
and float homes as potential housing options in Sidney. 

 
 
Submitted By: Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 
Concurrence:  Randy Humble, Chief Administrator Officer 
Concurrence:  
Concurrence:  

 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Appendix A - Draft OCP Feedback - All Responses 
Appendix B - Minutes from the March 15, 17, 22, APC Meetings 
Appendix C - Minutes from the March 18 and April 6, 21, 28, OCP Advisory Committee 
Meetings 
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Town of Sidney Draft Official Community Plan (OCP) Project

Feedback Period on Draft OCP - March 3 to April 11, 2022

Contents:
• Website Survey
• Responses from Community Organizations & Government Agencies
• Responses from General Public
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Sidney Draft OCP Survey SurveyMonkey

1 / 97
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Q1 Do you support this vision?
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Sidney Draft OCP Survey SurveyMonkey

2 / 97

Q2 Is the vision missing anything or could it be improved?
Answered: 149 Skipped: 201

# RESPONSES DATE

1 The third statement is frankly ridiculous. How resilient is the town and its infrastructure to deal
with a magnitude 8-9 earthquake in the next twenty years? Our waterfront will vertically drop
approximately 1 metre or more. See John Cassidy at the PGC.

4/11/2022 7:19 PM

2 It seems to be a vision of what we are working on, not what we plan to achieve 4/11/2022 4:56 PM

3 Strongly support the vision, concern about interpretation into action. What does a sustainable,
inclusive, biodiverse, healthy, climate change responsive town respecting seaside history,
small town culture and placemaking mean in practice? Current development does not respect
this vision at all.

4/11/2022 4:07 PM

4 motherhood statements 4/11/2022 2:47 PM

5 I think the last statement "vibrant downtown and thriving local economy ....." should be
statement number 1 or 2. It should be closer to the top. The vision statement is quite long.
Should there be a shorter statement that represents what Sidney is all about?

4/11/2022 12:53 PM

6 It's a little vague on specific examples, plus lacking a statement regarding fiscal responsibility. 4/11/2022 11:34 AM

7 Are you aware the term quality of life. One does not hear it too often in Canada and especially
in B.C.

4/11/2022 9:30 AM

8 Focus on maintaining a livable size, as opposed to the perceived universal need to grow bigger
or more dense.

4/11/2022 8:23 AM

9 When a vision statement is more than a single statement I feel that many people tend to read
the vision statement as a list of priorities (even if it is not meant to be) that the Town of Sidney
believe to be forefront in its reason to exist. With this in mind, is it important that Sidney be
"the commercial heart of the Saanich Peninsula"? The statement smacks of self-importance
and belittles neighboring communities. If Sidney develops as Sidney would like, it will become
the "commercial heart" without striving to be so. I understand that it is currently politically
correct to include relationship building with various groups as a top priority, I believe that this is
somewhat patronizing and fashionable but can accept it being the first on the "list". However,
housing, business and amenities should be "up the list". Addressing climate change should be
the last since, while we can do a lot locally, without the actions of other municipalities,
governments, countries, we cannot "address the climate emergency" but we can positively
impact (albeit small) the climate emergency at a local level. Vision Statement is much to long,
a vision statement should be concise enough that folks in Sidney know it by heart .... first
paragraph only. Other paragraphs are how Sidney means to fulfill its vision.

4/10/2022 6:37 PM

10 "Pedestrian friendly" Sidney should provide shelter for pedestrians from rain and strong winds.
Tall buildings create wind tunnels. Streets should not be shaded all day in order to avoid cold
walking areas. There should be more parking provide in garages or underground. The solid
parking on narrow residential streets creates dangerous conditions for pedestrians and
cyclists. To encourage visitors to use parking near Mary Winspear a free bus service to
supermarket shopping and downtown area should be considered. Pop up condos without set
back in the midst of residential housing are ugly and create parking and noise problems.

4/10/2022 6:16 PM

11 Accessibility for people with disabilities. 4/10/2022 3:28 PM

12 It covers all the pertinent issues. 4/10/2022 3:22 PM

13 WSANEC peoples are mentioned in two of the five goals of this vision statement. Really - do
you think this is top of mind for most of the residents in Sidney. Respect yes, but this
emphasis greatly lacks perspective. The vision is incomplete and vague. Much more work
needs to be done in finding ways to cooperate with other municipalities to provide affordable
housing, employment and career opportunities for younger generations and much better
transportation. Since Sidney is pretty much built out - cooperation with those who have

4/10/2022 2:38 PM
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enormous vacant land is essential. Crowding by allowing smaller and smaller building lots in
Sidney is really not the answer and could have very unfavourable consequences.

14 Where is the Respect for the Population that has been here most of there lives. 4/10/2022 12:55 PM

15 This is a small town. That is a big reason why we live here. Sidney should not try to
accommodate a great growth in population to the detriment of the atmosphere of the area.

4/9/2022 8:34 PM

16 My biggest concern lies with the proposed policy to encourage what the draft calls
neighbourhood commercial developments in selected residential locations outside of the
downtown core. They include among others the current site of the Cedarwood Inn and Suites
within sight of my current home. On the surface, the stated rationale behind the
encouragement of neighbourhood commercial areas – “improve accessibility and walkability” –
deserves applause. The prospect of having a coffee shop, perhaps even a small but upscale
grocery store within steps is undeniably appealing. But I am afraid that this prospect strikes
me as unrealistic and reeking of bad faith unless accompanied with height (two-story limit) and
density restrictions that align with the character, form and desires of the surrounding
neighbourhoods.

4/9/2022 2:00 PM

17 Affordable housing, especially for young people. 4/8/2022 8:50 PM

18 Embrace and support diversity. 4/8/2022 4:23 PM

19 There is no specific vision here. 4/8/2022 4:07 PM

20 Lots of “motherhood” statements. Too much development which will negatively affect the
character and appeal of the town.

4/8/2022 1:08 PM

21 How relevant is the first nations issue? it seems to be a necessary historical
acknowledgement, but it is not clear what impact these considerations have.

4/8/2022 9:03 AM

22 a lot of talk about healthy environment but no discussion re NO DOCTORS 4/8/2022 7:20 AM

23 How this can be achieved without densification outside the downtown core. 4/7/2022 9:44 PM

24 Keep density low . Developers quick money , to increase density with no increase in
infrastructure will lead us to be the langford of the peninsula

4/7/2022 8:55 PM

25 Fails to address light pollution and that the Town of Sidney does not hold developers
accountable

4/7/2022 7:25 PM

26 Only improvement I can think of is to emphasize the need for sustainable mobility options to
keep neighbourhoods connected. It would be nice to see a pedestrian friendly Beacon Avenue
be defined as an important attribute to the town.

4/7/2022 6:33 PM

27 lower the density 4/7/2022 12:38 PM

28 As much as we need to keep the downtown core vibrant and developing, I believe that
resources should be used to develop the industrial park supporting the younger community
members.

4/7/2022 7:41 AM

29 Improved accessibility and inclusion. 4/6/2022 11:01 PM

30 Good 4/6/2022 9:24 PM

31 parking 4/6/2022 6:29 PM

32 Too focused on a vibrant downtown and not the overall need to establish Sidney as a "sub-
regional nod" for all potential future businessess

4/6/2022 5:18 PM

33 Suggest some mention should include 'fiscally responsible', ie.- at no unreasonable cost to the
taxpayer.

4/6/2022 3:30 PM

34 No 4/6/2022 1:53 PM

35 A great vision but the amount of condos being built is alarming. There is a huge parking
problem in this town

4/6/2022 11:46 AM

36 Commitment to greenhouse gas reduction. 4/6/2022 11:36 AM

37 Protection of our quaint sea side town. Building endless huge condo buildings does not
contribute to this charm.

4/6/2022 10:30 AM
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38 trees trees trees! stop allowing the trees to be chopped down! 4/6/2022 10:04 AM

39 Per current standards, when referencing Indigenous Peoples, 'Peoples' should be capitalized.
I.e., W̱SÁNEĆ Peoples. :)

4/6/2022 9:32 AM

40 My experience with OCPs in other areas of the province is that they are roundly ignored once
adopted. Any benefit to adding a vision that includes a responsive and responsible
government?

4/6/2022 9:30 AM

41 Affordability and parking are big issues 4/6/2022 9:28 AM

42 Concern re density 4/6/2022 9:07 AM

43 Good to see reference to relationships with indigenous communities. Could add something
about relationships with surrounding municipal communities, e.g. North Saanich, when
opportunities present themselves.

4/5/2022 1:57 PM

44 More diversity in who the city promotes. It seems to be the same couple businesses. 4/5/2022 7:48 AM

45 More concern and restrictions on Marine Foreshore Areas, and those areas proposed to be
added to the ESAs

4/4/2022 2:48 PM

46 I love so much about this town. So happy to see more restaurants and a new brewery. We
need more of these businesses to be attracted to our growing and vibrant town. We need
housing that attracts young families and young adults so we have employees for our great
businesses.

4/3/2022 3:52 PM

47 AFFORDABLE housing 4/3/2022 2:12 PM

48 I would like to add that Sidney should retain a "human" scale with development including some
green space and avoiding structures exceeding 4 stories.

4/3/2022 1:13 PM

49 The town will work hard to make certain the future built environment enhances the small town
character and livability of it's neighborhoods.

4/3/2022 11:57 AM

50 Somehow the "people" are not reflected to my mind strongly enough in the vision. Sidney is
reflected as a construct made up of people but not explicitly at the heart of the vision.

3/30/2022 1:27 PM

51 More green space within walking distance with lots of shade trees. Good for environment and
people's health when hot summers require people to get out of overly hot apartments. Please
plant shade trees eg elm that people can sit under. Preferably female trees to cut down on
excessive pollen.

3/30/2022 11:45 AM

52 Focus on thoughtful and area-sensitive development, phased in rather than intense multiple
building projects which happen simultaneously

3/29/2022 5:27 PM

53 -maintain the "quaintness" qualities of the Town and stipulate that these qualities be continued
through the development review and construction processes

3/28/2022 1:08 PM

54 infrastructure updates 3/28/2022 10:03 AM

55 Reduction in the use of all motorised vehicles 3/28/2022 9:44 AM

56 More effort on medical services (non-existent for many people who have no doctor). More
effort on the beaches and foreshore - that is the biggest open space of all.

3/27/2022 3:12 PM

57 Maintaining the historical character and small town atmosphere of Sidney. Fixing the Beacon
Wharf, instead of replacing it.

3/27/2022 1:25 PM

58 Market Value Housing 3/26/2022 9:26 PM

59 No 3/26/2022 4:47 PM

60 I support the vision for the most part but I am concerned about the proposed ‘node’-changing
of the single dwelling to multi-unitresidential in our area close to Canora Road. We are not part
of Sidney proper or the West Village Area—and to be honest we seem like a bit of an after
thought. It all appears very arbitrary and doesn’t really make sense.

3/26/2022 4:07 PM

61 I would really like to see Sidney help fund more for youth. How about partially funding the all
weather field?

3/25/2022 10:32 PM
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62 We need to stop building all these look-a-like box style condo buildings. Sidney is starting to
look like a Monopoly game with condos plopped here and there. The town of Sidney is being
ruined and the only ones happy with the result are the builders.

3/25/2022 8:08 PM

63 My concern is parking. We welcome visitors, but parking is less available. The increased
density with all the new buildings does not provide for most residents to park off-road. Many
blocks have residents parking a second family car on the street, leaving little visitor spaces.
The parking areas mentioned in our plan are already busy, with time limits that restrict visitors
at residential buildings. North Saanich shoppers and west Sidney shoppers need to be able to
park on the east side of Hwy 17. Cars are not going to disappear off our roads. I am fortunate
and live in Sidney within walking distance of most of my needs.

3/25/2022 4:49 PM

64 Need medical clinic with doctors so seniors can visit a doctor in their community 3/24/2022 11:47 PM

65 Each sentence starts with Sidney - is there a way to make the vision more cohesive? 3/24/2022 5:59 PM

66 It is mentioned, but biodiversity protections should be at the forefront of any plans. 3/24/2022 1:35 PM

67 Too much densification 3/24/2022 8:02 AM

68 stop adding more people, sidney is losing all its character. 3/23/2022 7:27 PM

69 more detail to clarify "Vision" bullets. While a vision statement tends to require generality, an
online survey creates an very imperfect view of residents opinions and expectations.

3/23/2022 5:29 PM

70 Connected Green roof parklets! These would help our climate change and air quality by
reducing the Heat Island Effect, and absorbing carbon. They would also provide green spaces
to help our local birds and bees. So much of the local green space is being taken up with
buildings, and not being replaced.

3/23/2022 8:54 AM

71 you say you want to conquer climate issues, yet you keep building more stupid condos turning
it into langford which i and several people absolutely dont want, your increasing the vehicles on
the roads in sidney more than 100 fold and now this stupid idea of building a cafe or whatever
around greenglade, come on give your heads a shake. At least leave our quiet side alone, we
stopped shopping for the most part in sidney which we would never have done if it hadnt have
gotten incredibly stupid in sidney. You cant park and if you fluke out and find a parking spot
your vehicle gets hit and no they dont leave a note. Its gotten stupid you cant even safely
cross a street. Stop the densification and leave what used to be our nice quiet sidney alone
youve gone way to far!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

3/23/2022 6:02 AM

72 Youth involvement such as employment or activities! 3/22/2022 10:45 PM

73 Updated bylaws that support ALL tax paying citizens. Bylaws with strong guidelines and set
fines.

3/22/2022 7:47 PM

74 walkability is good but many people come to Sidney by car or have a disability and need
parking spaces. This has not been addressed specifically and it gets buried in the building
policies as we have seen over the past few years. If you want people to come to Sidney then
we must accommodate them.

3/22/2022 2:31 PM

75 More crosswalk controls particularly in the downtown core, where some drivers drive right in
front of pedestrians already crossing the street!

3/22/2022 11:10 AM

76 Nothing about affordable housing and public transit 3/22/2022 10:48 AM

77 For the last paragraph, I would reverse the order of what we are trying to foster, with the
community being listed first as more important than a vibrant downtown. "Sidney will strive to
foster a healthy and diverse community, with a vibrant downtown and a thriving local economy
that is underpinned by housing choice and supportive amenities that emphasize health,
happiness and prosperity at all stages of life."

3/22/2022 10:29 AM

78 You talk about emissions but the biggest concern is the line of traffic waiting at the Beacon
intersection. Once all the new condos are filled with people, the lineup to get out of Sidney will
line up past home hardware, or worse they will end up waiting the wrong direction on the one
way street. Either fix the intersection or put in a proper intersection down by the co-op. If you
put a proper intersection by the co-op all the traffic could go to Victoria that way and not have
to drive thru Sidney’s residential area to get out of Sidney. Then this would free up traffic at the
Beacon intersection.

3/22/2022 10:21 AM

79 Community gardens for food security 3/22/2022 10:15 AM
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80 Not everyone can walk everywhere all the time... "Sidney will address the climate emergency
by both reducing its emissions" climate change is bigger than Sidney council so please stay in
your own lane. Look at Victoria what a mess of a city now.

3/22/2022 9:57 AM

81 I would like to see a bylaw change to allow residents to keep 3-8 backyard chickens. 3/22/2022 9:41 AM

82 Residential parking 3/21/2022 5:23 PM

83 Sidney is at the entry point via BC Ferries, Washington State Ferries and Victoria International
Airport and Gulf Islands National Park. The Vision doesn't make mention of the importance of
fostering this gateway, tourism services, accommodations, business development, airport
support services and the linkage to the US San Juan Islands or onwards to the State.

3/21/2022 3:11 PM

84 Keep the charm of this small town. Fix what needs repair and keep it that. Five story high rises
are not the answer…leave well enough alone. Parking is already.

3/21/2022 3:06 PM

85 The order of statements always reflects priorities. In this case, it's upside down. The fixation
on "Truth and Reconciliation" will mark this era in the future as much as stucco walls can in
some residential areas today. It's endlessly included because it's the shiny thing these days,
but with zero real meaning beyond new street signs. To be resilient and long serving, the
community plan must first deliver the last bullet (about a vibrant downtown and a thriving local
economy...). Without that, all the rest is unaffordable and a lot of pretty words and pictures that
will probably never really happen, or will happen only because the people who do the actual
work will focus on it by default because they internally know it's what really matters.

3/21/2022 12:41 PM

86 maintain the feel of a seaside town and not grow too large 3/21/2022 12:22 PM

87 Leave Canora Rd alone Do not upgrade from Res 1 to to Res 3 3/21/2022 8:19 AM

88 I could find no mention of the wharf replacement. Is anyone petitioning senior governments
financial support.

3/20/2022 1:17 PM

89 Specific comments will be made in pertinent areas and letters sent to the Town of Sidney 3/19/2022 6:52 PM

90 It’s vague and leaves room for manipulation 3/19/2022 4:48 PM

91 Sidney’s downtown area should maintain its small town character. 3/19/2022 3:12 PM

92 I am concerned that the vision is so open-ended that regulations arising from it may become
too coercive and too many for the limitations in staff and finance

3/19/2022 12:11 PM

93 Yes, this is heresy, but I do not support the continued emphasis on links to first nations above
all else. To mention this before everything else in the vision has nothing to do with the
evolution of the Town. The things that DO matter are its liveability and development of a
reasonable growth.

3/19/2022 11:57 AM

94 There is nothing in statement that refers to consultation with citizens/ taxpayers 3/19/2022 9:37 AM

95 Housing choice usually refers to a variety of housing. This draft leans towards limiting the
choice by reducing single family dwellings. Replacing single family dwellings with multi-unit
residential restricts housing choice. Multi-unit residential is not necessarily a desirable choice
for a family.

3/18/2022 6:06 PM

96 I think it's a bit too long and complicated. I always thought that provision should be expressed
in one sentence, maximum two.

3/18/2022 12:55 PM

97 I don’t believe so. 3/18/2022 12:42 PM

98 Encourage and invite modern, high-tech, sustainable industry to meet the needs for future
employment and environmental sustainability.

3/18/2022 7:55 AM

99 It's somewhat vague. But I realize it's hard to cram everything into a PowerPoint slide. 3/17/2022 7:46 PM

100 Unsure 3/17/2022 7:03 PM

101 The vision is nothing we can see. It's a mission statement not a vision. It talks about what we
will do, not what we see ourselves becoming, or what values and principles we wish our town
to embody.

3/17/2022 9:14 AM

102 There is merit in the existing direct and succinct Vision Statement, which doesn't presume
such specific social goals, so maybe some aspect of that style and intent could be brought

3/16/2022 9:39 PM
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forward to the updated Vision. As well, approaches to Transportation, both regional and local
(and land and sea), which figures quite a bit in the Plan and other aspects of personal mobility,
such as safe and interesting pedestrian experiences, seems to be missing in the Statement.

103 Sidney will continue to strive to be a community in which residents are proud to live in and that
retains the characteristics that first attracted them to live here.

3/16/2022 2:13 PM

104 More emphasis on "peaceful" and "charming" 3/16/2022 1:16 PM

105 Housing and health support should have a higher priority 3/16/2022 12:36 PM

106 I'd like to hear more about how big should Sidney get in terms of population size and
residential and commercial development

3/16/2022 12:22 PM

107 A better and environmentally sensitive handling/treatment of sanitary waste. In a non waters
pollutant manner.

3/15/2022 5:45 PM

108 Vision statement is too long. should be captured in 1 sentence 3/15/2022 4:47 PM

109 I do believe that sewage treatment now & in the future should be listed as part of the OCP, in
several categories.

3/15/2022 3:52 PM

110 Sidney will evolve community technology to provide access to both commercial and public
services and information. Sidney will explore means of providing effective and efficient
transportation for people and goods within the community.

3/15/2022 3:39 PM

111 Peaceful is a word I would like to see replace lively. 3/14/2022 11:24 PM

112 The vision lacks mention of Sidney's efforts to make housing more attainable. 'Housing choice'
is vague and the vision is mute on affordability and accessibility.

3/14/2022 9:42 PM

113 Reality. There can be no diversity in a community of minimum wage workers. Example, where
will all the poorly paid amazon workers live? At home with parents forever? Healthy
communities do not rely on large corporations selling cheaply made products from China.

3/14/2022 9:29 PM

114 Re order 4th point to 2nd. To reflect economic realities. 3/14/2022 7:24 PM

115 Healthy Lifestyle/Well Being of Residents should be part of the vision. 3/14/2022 5:49 PM

116 "Sidney will protect and enhance its natural areas and open spaces...". In my opinion there is
going to be too much densification as already evident. Open spaces disappearing.

3/14/2022 1:58 PM

117 too much emphasis on downtown 3/14/2022 12:06 PM

118 the rzoning provides too much densification 3/14/2022 12:03 PM

119 Work with airport authority Work with minister of highways Comment on industrial in north west
part of sidney Deeper commitment to senior sevices

3/14/2022 11:47 AM

120 The vision statement is too wordy. It should be short and concise. The wording in the 2007
OCP is better

3/14/2022 11:44 AM

121 Climate emergency? Really. 3/14/2022 8:39 AM

122 Affordable housing; removal of pre WW2 buildings on Beacon; coordination with transportation 3/14/2022 7:12 AM

123 Perhaps it’s included in another part of the plan, but if not, I’d like to see some ideas for
regrowing tourist ties and building stronger local businesses based on the town’s well-known
reputation as a tourist draw.

3/13/2022 8:42 PM

124 The ambiguous language in the vision statement and the draft OCP. ie. where possible, as
much as possible, work toward, encourage, consider, evaluate, investigate, explore, review,
etc. NO action, no time line, no accountability to the public.

3/13/2022 4:13 PM

125 Sidney is “by the sea”. This cannot be just a slogan. The town must not be “Sidney by the Pat
Bay Highway”. Let”s make the sea central to how we live in, manage and think about the town
we live in.

3/13/2022 2:36 PM

126 More attention could have been on future traffic flows between West Sidney and Downtown
Sidney given the inadequate design of the Hwy 17/Beacon Avenue intersection.

3/13/2022 2:05 PM

127 It's important to ensure there's context is a vision to which we are striving. My challenge with 3/13/2022 2:02 PM
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the statements is that they can be contradictory and misunderstood without context.

128 No buildings over three stories. 3/13/2022 1:15 PM

129 Working more closely, aligning policies and cooperating with Central Saanich and North
Saanich

3/13/2022 10:34 AM

130 What is the plan to deal with the increasing numbers of cars on the roads in Sidney and on the
highway passing Sidney? How does leadership intend to protect residents from vehicle noise,
speed and frequency?

3/13/2022 8:53 AM

131 Environmental aspect needs to be emphasized - all development needs to be environmentally
compatible and sustainable

3/11/2022 9:34 PM

132 Transportation & commuting. 3/11/2022 9:46 AM

133 Doesnt say enough about Housing 3/11/2022 8:50 AM

134 I don't know what you mean by increasing resistance to shock and change that is really vague
and broad. Be more specific, for example climate change. What is shock supposed to be?
lightning strikes? Pandemic? Nuclear war?

3/10/2022 1:57 PM

135 Affordable housing options to attract young people to live here. Enough oversized luxury
condos and rentals. Think co-ops. Stop the density when there seems to be no eminent
upgrades to transportation. More people mean more cars despite the council giving them no
place to park

3/8/2022 8:31 PM

136 Vision statement sounds well intentioned 3/8/2022 9:44 AM

137 Allow 5 storey condo's on beacon ave with setbacks for 4th and 5th floor. Add more row
townhouse zoning within 7 blocks of town centre.

3/7/2022 3:21 PM

138 You are using many of the 'right words' but I believe the mindset is still centered on
entitlement, rather than duty to care for the land as guardians for the next generation. Need
more emphasis on working with nature, not against it: Create effective green corridors for
 biodiversity, including in the urban area (examples all over the world) Adequate protection of
the international migratory bird sanctuary - especially (but not solely) during key migratory
periods and including restoring shoreline habitat Stronger public education on the duty to care
and protect common spaces, examples (there are many more) dog poo and dog poo bags
abund, not idling, enforcing a clean air law that makes all vehicle owners (private AND public)
accountable for emission - make it mandatory to pass a vehicle exhaust emission test every
year upon insurance renewal (as they do in other parts of the world), eliminate sale of
pesticides

3/7/2022 1:33 PM

139 Maintain quiet and peacefulness of town. Enhance pedestrian and cycle paths off major roads
and surrounded by nature (ocean, native plants, shade trees)

3/6/2022 8:28 PM

140 Balance needs to take into account the older population who maybe reliant on personal
transportation so development especially new housing must demand expectation to provide
adequate parking. Downtown center must expand parking if it expands amenities. Character as
seaside Town rather than urban center needs to be maintained. Attention also needs to be paid
to Healthcare needs of an older population. This is not directly municipal but where possible
pressure needs to be applied to province.

3/6/2022 1:29 PM

141 Enhancing natural areas and open spaces could be improved upon. With the ridiculous amount
of condo buildings that have gone up, this has essentially decimated any open space.

3/5/2022 11:54 AM

142 The Plan notes, regarding sidewalks: "13. Ensure sidewalks are wide enough to maximize
space for pedestrian activities and movement while still accommodating landscaping and
activities." Too often, hedges obstruct full sidewalk use. That forces the often elderly users to
hobble into the often too moist and mucky grass. Proper trimming would be to at least the
vertical of the sidewalk edge. Neglect of proper trimming incurs what penalty? Otherwise, the
Plan impresses. .

3/5/2022 10:07 AM

143 should be more emphasis on supportive amenities taking into account the number of senior
residents in Sidney needing more medical care, social support for the active members who
daily walk in and around Sidney ie. rest stops, walking access to green spaces and
waterviews, just to name a few items.

3/5/2022 9:54 AM

144 Perhaps a few words about the needs of various demographic groups. For instance we can’t 3/5/2022 5:51 AM
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have a community just made up of older people. We also need to attract and retain younger
families.

145 Beacon pier replacement options, Bevan Pier improvements 3/4/2022 6:49 PM

146 just make sure the reflecting of the rich cultural heritage includes more than just Indigenous
culture.

3/4/2022 10:53 AM

147 Sidney must address climate change through densification which is missing in this statement. 3/4/2022 9:58 AM

148 Preserving the the walkable, small/human-scale nature of Sidney should be a more prominent
aspect of the plan, as well as ensuring that the public will maintain access to beach/seaside
access. These common goods/services/amenities should not just be available to those who
can afford to buy such access.

3/3/2022 6:08 PM

149 Reduction in emissions shouldn’t cause inequality just because a person cannot afford a single
family home. There should be a plan to make sure there is adequate parking for the people that
live in Sidney. Rather than clogging up streets with parked cars it should be thought to have a
parking garage with reserve parking available in the downtown core. There are lots of great
examples of green parking garages to be found online.

3/3/2022 5:52 PM
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Q3 Do you support these land use designations?
Answered: 304 Skipped: 46

TOTAL 304
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Q4 Do you have any additional comments on the land use map?
Answered: 173 Skipped: 177

# RESPONSES DATE

1 For the most part, I support the Town trying to manage the boomer influx. The parcel on the
corner of Harbour Road and Bowden (proposed Harbour Road Marine Industrial) I would prefer
to see kept residential. I appreciate the challenges both the developer and Town may have but
there has to be a way to keep it residential.

4/11/2022 7:23 PM

2 Cannot answer this without understanding the "rules" for each use. Object to expansion of
Marine Industrial to include 2325 Harbour Road, now residential. What industrial activities
would be done on this land?

4/11/2022 5:02 PM

3 Too much too dense multifamily development too quickly. Not respectful of long term
residential areas. Do not need commercial zones in residential areas, planners are applying too
urban a development model in this regard. Grocery stores a five minute walk away is
Vancouver West End planning, not small town that favors a central core for economic stability.
Density favors well off condo dwellers who are a homogeneous demographic and hollows out
the economic and cultural resiliency diversity and sustainability of the town.

4/11/2022 4:12 PM

4 too much development outside downtown 4/11/2022 3:39 PM

5 no big apartments outside downtown 4/11/2022 3:21 PM

6 No highrises or townhouses in residential districts 4/11/2022 3:03 PM

7 NO to 9 separate multi-unit residential also NO to neighbourhooss commercial and
neighbourhood commercial policy areas

4/11/2022 2:48 PM

8 It is an interesting idea to introduce neighbourhood commercial into areas. I expect most
people will feel this is OK as long as it is not too close to where their house is.

4/11/2022 12:53 PM

9 I see no need for changes on Bowerbank. Bowerbank is already a busy street, with parking on
the street a bit of an obstacle. We don't need more traffic in the area.

4/11/2022 11:38 AM

10 Area around Telset Creek/ west Sidney could be a new green recreational areA to enjoy. The
views of the vistas toward the mountains over the airport are breathtaking. Build a park with
walking paths, a skate pond, duck pond. NOT HOUSING. This is too close to the creek.

4/11/2022 8:26 AM

11 I understand "institutional", "west side industrial", "neighborhood commercial", "multi-unit
residential", etc but what is "West Sidney village"? Is it residential, commercial, industrial,
institutional? West Sidney, in my opinion, tends to be the "poor cousin" somewhat under
appreciated, forgotten, ignored. Let it become a real part of the Sidney Land Use Plan, like
maybe "West Sidney residential".

4/10/2022 6:37 PM

12 I object to multi-unit residential designation. There should be open areas too--parks or houses.
Creating walls of condos with no setback is not friendly Sidney by the Sea--its Toronto in small
scale.

4/10/2022 6:23 PM

13 In general, the land use designations are reasonable. My only comment is that when you look
at the map, there is very little green space for recreational activities. Instead of putting up
condos on every corner, use some lots for small parks. As the city grows, it will attract more
young families. Young families need and appreciate green spaces they can walk to so their
children can run around and play. I’m a senior, and we do have young families on our street,
but I’d like to see more young people and young families move into the area.

4/10/2022 3:33 PM

14 Sidney just doesn’t have much potential to grow its population within current boundaries. To do
so would mean the conversion of even more neighbourhood residential land into intensive and
multi-unit residential. Such crowding would tax the existing infrastructure and services base.
You have not explained how you intend to implement the zoning. In the past the guidelines
have been stretched and ignored in favour of multiple variances being granted to one and all.
The OCP “guidelines” are easily manipulated by developers. They need to be stronger and less
open to interpretation.

4/10/2022 3:00 PM
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15 The reduction in lot size will add to an already congested town. We do not support this
proposed change to the Town of Sidney's density and character.

4/10/2022 2:26 PM

16 How can it be Affordable, if we need young families to come to Sidney, we need, Doctors,
updated Hospital, if No cars needed, an upgraded transit system, slower speeds on roadways,
more pedestrian’s transiting to to few parks, from four, five, even six level apartment buildings.

4/10/2022 1:05 PM

17 Do not support inclusion of corner property on south side of Harbour Rd and east side Bowden
Rd in Harbour Rd Marine Industrial zone- should be Multi-unit Residential

4/9/2022 2:15 PM

18 These land use designations encourage density, height and uses where none have historically
existed before and limit density in the downtown core where it should be encouraged. The
neighborhood commercial and multi-use residential being encouraged in residential areas
MUST have accompanying height restriction of two stories so that any developments outside
the downtown core truly do align with the character and look of those neighborhoods. We DO
NOT want a repeat of "The Rise"! Not do we want any future development at the Cedarwood
Inn site to follow in the footsteps of the rise. I cannot support the OCP unless these concerns
around prevent developments of this size in residential areas such as mine are addressed.

4/9/2022 2:13 PM

19 The high density housing built on Resthaven at Melville, with more planned for McDonald Park
Road should never have been allowed. The amount of vehicles, and constant congestion is
awful for others in the community. The parking has already become an issue since just 7 of the
homes were completed. It will be far worse when 14 more homes are completed and those
people are looking for parking. Anyone could see they were not likely to be able to use their
garages due to restrictions regarding access.

4/8/2022 8:57 PM

20 Multi unit residential buildings are NOT suited to be right next door to small one storey older
single family home. The big high rises block the light and views from the smaller buildings and
make them less desirable , plus making more traffic, both foot and car. No one wants their
home to be devalued by some huge big new development next door, plus if looks so out of
context. There should be restriction of these large developments NOT an increase.

4/8/2022 7:35 PM

21 Multi uses should not be in the middle of single family homes. 4/8/2022 4:11 PM

22 Multi-residential zoning on Canora antithesis of stated goals; road infrastructure does not
support multi-residential and will be made worse by Amazon warehouse. Multi-residential areas
do NOT belong within environmentally sensitive areas. "Neighbourhood commercial nodes" in
this area are an old garage and an old restaurant neither of which particularly offer
_neighbourhood support_ . The idea that these businesses would support multi-residential
housing in any meaningful way is ludicrous.

4/8/2022 3:15 PM

23 The level of multi-unit residential is far too high, that does not provide for 'gentle densification',
rather rampant densification. If those lands that are designated multi-unit residential, are all
developed as such, the increase in traffic, parking and infrastructure needs will be enormous.
We do not need to grow that quickly.

4/8/2022 2:31 PM

24 Multi use residential should not spread north of Mills Road between Fifth and Third. There are
already too many multi unit developments going in in this area. I disagree with the area north of
Malaview newly designated as multi unit residential. Watch the creep of downtown commercial
south of Bevan. Especially be cautious of more multi residential development in the area
bounded in red off Third street on both sides of Henry.

4/8/2022 1:15 PM

25 changing the land use designation to multi-unit residential on Bowcott Cres along Reay Creek
with the potential of building apartment buildings is an irresponsible decision. This is a
protected environmental area and the land use designation should not be altered in any way.

4/8/2022 11:51 AM

26 The new looming ugly Amazon Building now towering up crushes the viewscapes and
ambiance of any "village" designation. My residence/condo on James White is showing as
commercial yet, it is not entirely that in reality, especially given Council allowed rezoning of the
commercial bottom floor to allow residential - so this label needs to be corrected. I am
concerned about "intensive" residential label along Bessridge and the other side of the highway
to Beacon. Firstly, it is clearly a lovely neighbourhood there, and across the way is some
buffer/greenspace that should be preserved rather than a concrete "intensive" jungle.

4/8/2022 11:17 AM

27 I find the residential densities too high 4/8/2022 9:04 AM

28 5 storey bonus - 5 storeys is too high - 3 storey would be best 4/8/2022 7:21 AM
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29 If our leadership was able to show compassion, not flip flop on decisions and some flexibility I
may have found a reason to support.

4/7/2022 9:47 PM

30 Failing to preserve residential neighbourhoods destroying them with developments that are
being built too high and with with no light pollution control

4/7/2022 7:26 PM

31 I'm in strong favour of the densified residential need transportation routes. I also really like the
residential commercial policy areas that will bring more services to residential areas.

4/7/2022 6:36 PM

32 The density is TOO high 4/7/2022 12:39 PM

33 i am interested in the rezoning to light industrial of the property just below Sailview townhouses
on Harbour road. That house has been an eyesore for years (in an R1 zone but appears to
have multiple tenants) It is adjacent to newly designated environmental sensitive area which
seems very strange. this new zoning would indicate that they would be allowed to do the same
as in the boat "storage" area nearby where there is constant grinding and noxious fumes from
people bottom painting their boats - not an ideal zoning for those living adjacent to this! Why
would it not be kept as R1 as every other property on that street? developer owned!? Seems to
just be a conflict waiting to happen if this zoning is changed!

4/7/2022 10:08 AM

34 Has traffic flow been taken into account? Parking? Why are we allowing these new condo
buildings to not have at least one parking space for each unit? Add a traffic light at the corner
of Bevan and Fifth

4/7/2022 7:47 AM

35 As much as we all enjoy our Space, I believe we do need to look at affordable density projects
and rentals.

4/7/2022 7:42 AM

36 Peter grant park could be used as a 6 hole disc golf course! Would be a great way to get more
people active. Disc golf courses have done good for little and big community’s all over the
world.

4/6/2022 9:29 PM

37 Strongly oppose the commercial and multi residential neighbourhood on weiler and lochside. It
makes zero sense to have a commercial area there that will ruin our water front. Downtown
Sidney is two minutes away. This is absolutely crazy.

4/6/2022 8:10 PM

38 No more condo building 4/6/2022 6:43 PM

39 Need to allow zoning to accommodate larger "box store" developments to address resident's
shopping needs

4/6/2022 5:26 PM

40 The Coastal Douglas-fir Conservation Partnership (CDFCP) supports most of the land use
mapping as shown. However, the CDFCP have made recommendations in response to Goal 2
and 3 that directly relate to the proposed land use map. Please refer to these comments.

4/6/2022 5:23 PM

41 Seems like 'densification' doesn't include subdivision. I think this is a problem (hope there's
comment space later on).

4/6/2022 3:48 PM

42 Wholly and totally opposed to 'Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Areas', particularly the one
proposed for Bowerbank Ave. The two do NOT mix! Commercial Areas should extend no
further than existing, except for some small Commercial within the existing 'West Side
Industrial'.

4/6/2022 3:36 PM

43 Do not like what you are imposing on west Sidney. Concerned about large condos being build
around a residential neighborhood. 4 and 5 stories are to high!!

4/6/2022 2:50 PM

44 I suppose if you want to achieve your goal of affording all residents the opportunity to walk to
services, etc., the land use plan doesn't necessarily support that. (Am thinking of all the yellow
neighbourhood residential areas). Wouldn't they need to have some aspect of commerical
activity ?

4/6/2022 2:33 PM

45 The map shows White Birch being continued out to Resthaven. This will greatly increase traffic
on White Birch

4/6/2022 1:59 PM

46 The large 5 multi story type of developments are too large. The town is already starting to
resemble a downtown that could be anywhere....not our quaint seaside.

4/6/2022 10:36 AM

47 the damage that has been allowed to happen that has changed Sidney is all about who has the
most money...so this questionnaire is simply a waste of my tax paying money.

4/6/2022 10:06 AM

48 I oppose the plan to have multi family residential north of Malaview, both sides of Fifth. I was 4/6/2022 10:00 AM
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told this is to enable the daylighting of Mermaid creek. People who live in the area don't want
to daylight Mermaid creek if this is the result.

49 Need to address density. Not enough facilities for population 4/6/2022 9:10 AM

50 Would like to see rezone of area north of Malaview ave to only allow town home type building
and not 4 story multi family type building.

4/5/2022 4:24 PM

51 Need to ensure that good quality single family homes do not get bought up by developers and
turned into higher density multi unit housing. We have seen some of this in North East Sidney
where I live. Single unit homes in multi unit areas need to be protected when they are in good
shape.

4/5/2022 2:01 PM

52 There is a very large area of 'Multi Use Residential' ranging from townhouses to apartment
buildings. I think there should be separate categories for townhouse areas and apartment
building areas.

4/5/2022 12:21 PM

53 More restrictions on development in neighborhood residential, and density added in intensive
and multi unit areas. Need some areas with larger lots, especially waterfront affecting ecology

4/4/2022 2:50 PM

54 Great areas for higher density. Not sure I fully understand the West Sidney and that it
"shouldnt compete with downtown". There is limited retail space downtown and housing, this
shouldnt be limited.

4/3/2022 3:56 PM

55 In general, I agree with the Land Use map. Changes from the previous version seem minimal.
Should all the area west of the Pat Bay Hwy be commercial? How about residential on the
westernmost piece leaving a smaller commercial area for something such as a gas station (EV
charging area?), fast food restaurant or tourist info office for exiting ferry traffic.

4/3/2022 1:51 PM

56 This looks much like what's already happened. I would a special emphasis on the town
planning to maintain these designations and avoid variances to them.

4/3/2022 12:03 PM

57 This map shows marine industrial at 2325 Harbour Rd. It is in a residential spot. It would ruin
that part of the neighborhood.

3/30/2022 6:37 PM

58 Do not agree with all the green area near airport changing to commercial. This is a good area to
have a large park. It's within walking distance but right now need more shade trees, areas to
picnic and a dog park would be great. Again this would help seniors to have a place to get out
of hot apartments or condos. We are seeing extremely high temperatures now. Most green
spaces in Sidney don't have enough trees. Eg. Tennis courts, baseball, volleyball and other
sports areas. We can start now to put in shade trees around these areas for people to get out
of the sun!

3/30/2022 11:53 AM

59 The marine industrial on Bowden road and Harbour Road ( the lot which is residential right now
) should stay residential .

3/30/2022 8:26 AM

60 Lot on Harbour Road (south side of Harbour, east of Bowden) proposed marine industrial yet
abutting environmentally sensitive residential - this is an error - correct?

3/29/2022 7:17 PM

61 It would be excellent to extend the waterfront walkway north. 3/29/2022 5:32 PM

62 I cannot find a definition of the West Sidney Village?? Is this housing? commercial space? I
have concerns about commercial space (apart from coffe shop, convenience store, medical
clinic, restaurant type) over the highway as it would lead to parsing off the vitality of the
downtown - currently suffering!

3/29/2022 3:33 PM

63 there should be the ability to suite duplexes and townhouses, especially when many of these
would not increase the building foot print. This would create more affordable housing for young
families to purchase and increased affordable rental units. This would also help to space out
areas with rental units instead of concentrating larger areas of rental units.

3/28/2022 9:09 PM

64 Provide the equivalent zoning(s) for each of the proposed land use designations. There isn't a
way of knowing the densities and housing types without this information (I believe the existing
Land Use Plan has this information?). What amount of population growth does this Plan result
in? Do we have water and sewer treatment capacity to serve this growth? I am aware that
infrastructure can be required of the developer but are there other controlling factors that would
affect the rate of growth in Sidney or in parts of Sidney?

3/28/2022 2:23 PM

65 put a short description beside map code 3/28/2022 10:04 AM
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66 Sidney has no designated pedestrian area. Beacon Avenue is choked with parked vehicles and
is not bicycle friendly

3/28/2022 9:46 AM

67 In many countries, the entire coastline would be green on the map. In Sidney it is most
certainly not! So let's do something about it.

3/27/2022 3:13 PM

68 Not sure on the semi residential on Canora Road. What would be built. High rise or large
apartments?

3/26/2022 9:29 PM

69 I am only opposing that which affects my neighbours and myself. 3/26/2022 4:07 PM

70 Beacon east of Fifth should be a maximum of 2 stories for the new OCP. We want to feel like
we are driving into a seaside town not a tunnel. Allow as much sunlight as we can on the main
street. Keep the small town feel. On Beacon Ave. west of Fifth and East of the highway create
a plaza feel. Groceries stores, liquor stores attract car traffic. There must be adequate parking.
Right now parking at our 3 groceries stores is a disaster. Underground parking with stores
above and a plaza like feeling is very appealing (similar to the parking at Uptown).

3/26/2022 2:33 PM

71 If the OCP plan " for intensive neighbourhood residential" means that more ugly, more-of-the-
same condo buildings or townhouse complexes that nobody can affford to buy is what is
planned, I'm totally against it! The seaside flavour of Sidney by the Sea is fast disappearing.
Bring in projects that won't impact the neighbourhood feel of Sidney, bring in architects and city
planners who will impart a feeling of community into their designs and not overrun the homes
and cohesiveness that holds and keeps the residential areas together. I've seen what's
happening here affect other small towns in B.C. Look at Fort Langley on the Lower Mainland. It
has kept the feeling and atmosphere throughout the town and people would flock there every
weekend to visit the various stores and restaurants. The vibrant, yet homey, welcoming feel of
Fort Langley is what we had and are now fast losing! We have to stop this kind of
"improvement" to Sidney now!

3/25/2022 8:30 PM

72 The Hwy 17/beacon Ave intersection will limit some of the proposed develpment west of the
Hwy.

3/25/2022 4:51 PM

73 Not a lot of recreational park space 3/25/2022 10:53 AM

74 With all the new condos increasing our population drastically we need to address traffic flow,
parking and the increase of Hwy 17 traffic impact it will have. Can’t just keep building without a
plan for traffic

3/24/2022 11:50 PM

75 More multi-unit, dense housing will be needed in the future, so it should be a part of the plan
now.

3/24/2022 1:36 PM

76 The west Sidney village should stay single family homes. Most people who live in that area
love the quiet streets and large yards. The plan ruins all that with it’s mixed use.

3/24/2022 8:03 AM

77 I am opposed to commercial land use in the Greenglade area. There are no policies in place
that would apply to form and character of developments. Commercial developments bring more
traffic into residential areas. With the area on West Beacon, airport lands, designated as
downtown commercial I think the west side to see a large increase in commercial activity. I
want to see the neighborhoods left as residential use.

3/24/2022 7:51 AM

78 This land use map appears to me to be being based on private development expectations
rather than on voters desires, concerns, and suggestions.

3/23/2022 5:34 PM

79 I disagree with what is happening in West Sidney. Specifically the plot of land on the corner of
beacon. The changing of the ocp opens for developers to build a huge apartment block which
will block sunlight to my home and cause years of disruption. The OCP for west sidney
shouldn't change.

3/23/2022 10:33 AM

80 So very little green space, considering the stated goals of combating climate change. 3/23/2022 8:58 AM

81 leave greenglade area ALONE, we dont want commercial here 3/23/2022 6:03 AM

82 No 3/22/2022 7:48 PM

83 I recognize that densification is important, however, one must keep in mind over crowding is
currently what is happening. Should there not be some consideration for people to have some
space around their homes and not feel closed in ? We are also densifying by building
multistory townhouses when what many seniors want is one floor accommodation or at least a
bedroom and bathroom on the main floor.

3/22/2022 2:35 PM
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84 The area around Greenglade is walking distance to all amenities and I don't support putting a
commercial component here

3/22/2022 1:58 PM

85 I don’t feel there is anything I can say as a resident that would change anything. Its clear
Sidney welcomes development and traffic to support that, ie, Amazon and us paying for a new
roundabout for Amazon. Why don’t they pay for their roundabout?

3/22/2022 11:11 AM

86 We need a Costco and Walmart. No buts. No excuses. 3/22/2022 10:48 AM

87 I am curous to see how this has changed, and will ask at the Community Cafe! 3/22/2022 10:34 AM

88 You cannot keep building in Sidney without fixing the infrastructure… first put in a proper
intersection by the co-op or a proper intersection at Beacon intersection…. The traffic concern
is overwhelming.

3/22/2022 10:23 AM

89 Agricultural garden use for community. Those living in apartment/condo spaces 3/22/2022 10:16 AM

90 Every lot over 6000 square feet should be allowed to keep 3-8 backyard chickens 3/22/2022 9:42 AM

91 Multi unit residential should not push past Amherst where it already is. It also shouldn’t cross
to other side of resthaven by Malaview. It would put too many family houses in total darkness
blocking the sun. There should not be the load of that much high density housing surrounding
mermaid creak riparian zone. Need to maintain open ground and yards near riparian zone to
absorb ground water.

3/22/2022 9:41 AM

92 Too much multi unit residential. Parking is a really problem. A lot of the multi units don’t have
parking. Already there is too much congestion

3/22/2022 9:07 AM

93 I am concerned about the expansion of the "multi-unit residential" designation on upper
Resthaven. The current designated area already suffers from a lack of adequate parking for
residents, let alone adding even more high density development. Townhouses are attractive to
working class families and these are invariably two vehicle families and current parking trends
appears to be one parking spot per unit. Street parking is already full creating a hazard on a
very busy roadway. Depriving folks of adequate parking will not entice them to alternative
transportation and a reduction in vehicle ownership. My money would be on increased stress,
frustration and anger--not quite in line with the vision of a friendly, peaceful, relaxing sea-side
town.

3/21/2022 8:16 PM

94 Lack of residential parking for newly proposed multi family dwellings 3/21/2022 5:23 PM

95 We strongly oppose any further multi-family development east of the park entrance across
from 10471 Resthaven Drive. This section of Resthaven Drive, and MacDonald Park Drive,
have experienced non-stop construction and densification over the past 10 years. The planners
are not envisioning the future impact of limited parking (yes, people will continue to drive
electric vehicles) and busy roadways that are to be shared with buses, bikes & rolling,
pedestrians, trucks and cars on an already narrow roadway. Further rezoning of this area for
multi-family developments should be a non-starter.

3/21/2022 4:18 PM

96 The West Sidney Village residential component and new multi-family development creates a
dislocated island in the midst of an industrial / business service park. If the shopping center is
developed on West Beacon, this residential area would be offered nearby services, but
otherwise they are not adequately buffered to the Amazon center at Galaran Road. There are
few park / open space areas in this area attractive to families and connection to the Canora
Road is not being enhanced. The Town has not taken opportunities for evaluating current older
larger lot residential areas to improve affordability as these might transition to newer housing
models. More intensive neighbourhood residential, similar to Harbour Landing, should be
included. These areas should be within walking distance of the Sidney service center. These
style of homes could appeal to seniors and starter-families because the high land cost
component is reduced in the price of housing, making ownership more affordable and as an
alternative to condominium multi-family developments. Land assembly is more complex, but is
attainable with the policy statements encouraging it rather than allowing for small fractured lot
by lot developments

3/21/2022 3:30 PM

97 This is the town of Sidney why would you want to make it into a City? 3/21/2022 3:12 PM

98 I believe we should protect all property directly on the water from any more multi level
development. Stop blocking everyone’s view of the ocean

3/21/2022 2:36 PM
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99 The west side is very much cut off from downtown by the highway. If it really is supposed to
be somewhat self-contained and great place to live and work, there is a serious lack of park
space. Right now, if people moved to Sidney for work, they would first focus on the east side
as much as possible for living because that is where there is a good mix (restaurants, open
space, the seaside obviously as well). There is a danger of the west side never developing well
and being the "poor cousins" of Sidney. It needs to have a serious re-development, especially
to attract high tech. The first step is probably acknowledging that workers will commute from
east Sidney or from elsewhere on the peninsula until something real is developed. One could
look at the UBC campus to see a fully integrated development over the past several years -
housing, shopping, recreation, and transportation hubs that also don't pretend that people still
won't drive cars.

3/21/2022 12:48 PM

100 What if I am living in a house that has been designated multi-unit residential? There is a lot of
area designated multi-unit residential. How will this jump in population affect the feel of the
town?

3/21/2022 12:27 PM

101 Strongly opposed to the designation of Neighborhood Commercial on Bowerbank Rd. There are
corner stores and coffee shop/restaurants in two locations nearby, which are easily within a 5-
10 minute walk.

3/21/2022 11:23 AM

102 Hope to see housing development in western Sidney 3/21/2022 10:44 AM

103 Do not change Canora rd from res-1 to res-3 3/21/2022 8:22 AM

104 Neighbourhood Commercial designation at the corner of Weiler and Lochside is a very large
block of space for a coffee shop. It more resembles the space for a strip mall. That
intersection is problematic already with the misaligned entry to Tulista Park and no sidewalk on
the west side of Lochside South of Weiler contributing to traffic problems. Increasing vehicle
traffic with a commercial developement on top of the proposed massive condo/townhouse
developement will lead to more serious problems.

3/19/2022 10:00 PM

105 I have concerns regarding the rezoning to multi-unit residential.. in the area I live in and
surrounding neighbourhood

3/19/2022 6:54 PM

106 I strongly disagree with any building on Beacon or within a block of Beacon being more than 3
stories. As an example, both Seaside Beach and Cannom Beach in Oregon stay low and truly
kept their charm. We are selling out on our reputation.

3/19/2022 4:50 PM

107 Not keen on the new multi-unit residential designation on fifth between Oakville and Ocean. 3/19/2022 3:14 PM

108 I see the neighbourhood residential areas as particularly significant and needing careful
regulations to allow more density (suites, etc) without changing the character of the hood too
much. Parking will be a problem.

3/19/2022 2:27 PM

109 Since our oceanfront is our greatest asset, I'd like to see more public space extended along
the shoreline, wherever possible.

3/19/2022 11:59 AM

110 The extension of the commercial land use designation on Resthaven (north of Malaview) is not
what home owners want in this area!!!! This neighborhood is already close to stores and
services in the downtown core. We will oppose it every step of the way! Keep the designation
as is!

3/19/2022 9:41 AM

111 Has mentioned previously restricting the choice of housing in certain areas forcing people to
live in a condo or town house if they want to be close to downtown is short sighted.

3/18/2022 6:10 PM

112 I very much like the idea of creating neighbourhoods, including some supporting commercial
component. This will certainly encourage a feeling of togetherness when so many things are
tearing us apart as a society. It will also help with our response to climate change since there
will be the ability to shop within walking distance for those day-to-day consumables or perhaps
take in a meal at a local restaurant. I hope that, based on this OCP, the new zoning bylaw will
be stronger in recognizing that industrial land on the west side is intended for industrial and not
pure commercial. Where there is commercial use accepted it should certainly be, as
mentioned, ancillary.

3/18/2022 1:04 PM

113 Most of what has been proposed seems to be well thought out, so I am made unaware of any
negative impacts. I would accept all but one of the new land use ideas, and that is the
Cedarwood Hotel new designation to be a possible high population density increase unsuitable
to an area already with two condominium complexes across the road. I believe developers will

3/18/2022 12:52 PM
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take extreme advantage of this & build up as much as they can to satisfy maximum potential
financial gain

114 The West Saanich area should be guided by stronger policies in the OCP rather than the
current LAP guiding what the new OCP contains about it. In short, the LAP needs reworking.

3/18/2022 7:58 AM

115 The proposed Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Area on Weiler Ave W / Lannon Way block
makes no sense... It is a block that is all single family/duplex housing. It is all Neighbourhood
residential housing in this area. How would commercial use fit in here? Go a block to the west,
there is already commercial in Marys Bleue Moon, Clair Downey, Canora Liquor. All successful
businesses with adequate access, transit stops and parking. A central location for both the
Summergate community and the Greenglade/Brethour areas. A good spot for additional
commercial use, cafe, corner store.. The other areas noted in the OCP for Commercial Policy
Area are all located in current Multi Unit Residential areas, ie, already more built up, heavier
density areas with public transit stops convenient. To put commercial in a seemingly random
block in the middle of a lower density area is quite frankly ridiculous.

3/17/2022 9:21 PM

116 You are leaving 50-60% of the town as "neighbourhood residential", and you seriously think
this addresses a housing shortage? At a minimum, the entire town should be upzoned to at
least "intensive neighbourhood residential", and streets like Ardwell, Resthaven, Bowerbank
and Mills should allow multi-unit and commercial projects. There are very few commercial
amenities in the north part of town. If you want walkable, connected neighbourhoods, then
small businesses like coffee shops and bike shops (just examples) would give people a
destination. I realize you'll be catching hell from the NIMBYs about any increased density, but I
still don't think this plan goes far enough in allowing housing to be built. And I'm not a builder,
by the way. If you don't go further, eventually the province will step in and do the right thing.

3/17/2022 7:52 PM

117 No 3/17/2022 7:05 PM

118 More green space 3/17/2022 5:16 PM

119 Quit screwing with Bowerbank! The 10100 block used to be zoned single family then it was
changed to RM5, now your planning to adding small commercial to the area, really??? There
are several stores and restaurants well within walked distance of this area already.

3/17/2022 10:35 AM

120 Sidney is a small town with a vibrant commercial center. There are no micro transport corridors
that facilitate seniors and young families to travel to the core of the town without a car. The
placement of "Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Areas" will not fix that. But if these areas
were linked by car-free pathways that seniors with scooters, mothers with strollers, cyclists
and skateboarders could use safely they might have merit in the long term.

3/17/2022 9:18 AM

121 So much of the present Library site is landscaped and maintained as park-like, it would seems
like a good opportunity to protect that aspect by assigning a parkland Land Use to at least
some of the yard, or to at least recognize the de facto park function aspect on the map which
currently shows it all as Institutional. This point applies, as well, to the linear park that leads
from the library parking lot to 5th, or maybe all of that green space is road right-of-way?? As
well, in my mind, from a number of perspectives, the case for the proposed 'neighbourhood
commercial policy' areas are not well-developed or presented. And the illustrations of the
concept, seem to be quite overdone in terms of an amenity function in such close proximity to
'downtown'.

3/16/2022 9:56 PM

122 Inadequate allowance for transitioning between current single family homes and higher density
designations

3/16/2022 2:15 PM

123 more park lands 3/16/2022 1:18 PM

124 What does neighbourhood commercial property area mean along Second Street corridor
between Oakville and Ocean Aves?

3/16/2022 12:27 PM

125 Application and interpretation is everything so those who enforce must clearly be educated as
to the detailed intent, where and what flexibility exists and where limits must be applied.
Historically thru Canada this has been a root problem.

3/15/2022 5:49 PM

126 Our home is on Allbay and Bowden, we bought it 25 years ago, zoned as R1 as was the
property behind us, on Bowden and Harbour Road. I see they are now changing that property to
Harbour Road Marine Industrial. This does affect us personally and negatively.. that is a big
zone change from R1-Single Residential to Marine Industrial.

3/15/2022 5:26 PM

127 The idea that residential and commercial uses shall be in easy walking distance to each other 3/15/2022 4:52 PM
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should not be a fundamental driver of inappropriate commercial designation and residential
densification.

128 Not much green space or parklands 3/15/2022 4:21 PM

129 The southeast lot at the corner of Ocean and Fifth needs to be repurposed for parking for
Sidney visitors and tour busses. This lot contains an aviation beacon that is now redundant
verging on obsolete. Insufficient parking in the Sidney core discourages tourists. Parking at
this lot would reduce core traffic and permit more access to those visiting Sidney.

3/15/2022 3:54 PM

130 While I like the emphasis on walking, Sidney would benefit from creating more bike designated
bike lanes.

3/14/2022 9:43 PM

131 People living in healthy communities enjoy thoughtful development which takes into
consideration the wants and needs of long term taxpayers. Families need a backyard so their
children have a safe place to play, to grow a garden. It's so disheartening to have to walk
through sunless corridors filled with banal architecture to reach the waterfront. The waterfront
and Sidney bakery are the only things worth heading there for.

3/14/2022 9:36 PM

132 What is missing is reference to parking and infrastructure required to handle future business
and tourism demands.

3/14/2022 5:51 PM

133 To provide more walkable community nodes with a Neighbourhood/commercial component. 3/14/2022 3:47 PM

134 I like the idea of a neighbourhood commercial policy area near Greenglade. 3/14/2022 3:23 PM

135 Don't understand the difference between "intensive neighbourhood residential" and "multi-unit
residential". Too much land use using "multi-unit residential". Where are the parks? green
spaces!!!!??

3/14/2022 2:16 PM

136 why is West Sidney Village also referred to as West Sidney Mixed-Use Village? Why so
separated from the rest of Sidney?

3/14/2022 12:13 PM

137 What is the purpose if having a road connecting White Birch Road and Resthaven Road.
Currently this is green space used a parkland, dog walking etc. Better served as committing it
to parkland and community recreation.

3/14/2022 11:54 AM

138 multi unit residential could be smaller area 3/14/2022 10:45 AM

139 I do not agree that there should be multi-unit residential living in the area of Weiler Avenue and
Lochside / Fifth Street. Keep that land use the way it is. No need for more development in the
area.

3/14/2022 9:38 AM

140 There needs to be a great deal more park 3/14/2022 7:22 AM

141 I don’t understand why Resthaven Drive between Broadwell and Naomi place is singled out for
rezoning. To be transparent, I live on this block and there is no transit on this block and the
stretches of Resthaven on either side of this rezoning are still single family/duplex.

3/13/2022 5:55 PM

142 Totally disagree with the 10400 block of Resthaven being designated as multi unit. Leave it
duplex like the rest of Resthaven. The current usage is appropriate.

3/13/2022 5:07 PM

143 I would like to see even more multi-unit residential, and neighbourhood commercial zoning.
Densification of already developed land will allow more room for green spaces and parks.

3/13/2022 4:34 PM

144 Developers will get whatever they can for profit so the town must protect natural areas, plant
and protect trees in order to increase the canopy cover. Require developers to have set backs
and green landscaped areas bigger than a postage stamp. Also, insist on connectivity re
paths.

3/13/2022 4:17 PM

145 The residential area is densest north of Beacon but the recreational areas are concentrated
south of Beacon. Recreational facilities, parks etc. are not easily accessible by the majority of
residents.

3/13/2022 3:49 PM

146 Given that an area is being called West Sidney Village, I find it odd that commercial uses there
"should not compete with the Downtown." Page 16 of the OCP.

3/13/2022 2:08 PM

147 Strengthen support for and recognition of Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary, particularly
re Roberts Bay, Beaufort Point and along Resthaven Park.

3/13/2022 10:37 AM

148 The amount of park space is small. 3/13/2022 9:27 AM
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149 The term walkability is just lip service. The vast majority of people in Sidney are not walking
anywhere. People are driving everywhere. What is the plan to deal with excessive traffic in
Sidney?

3/13/2022 8:56 AM

150 Don't knock down ALL the single homes..Good to have a mix of condos/apartments / care
homes / recreation centres. a library/churches etc

3/13/2022 6:47 AM

151 No 3/11/2022 9:38 PM

152 There should be more intensive neighborhood residential and multi-unit residential, especially
in South Sidney.

3/11/2022 9:54 AM

153 No mention of the importance of marine transportation development and the importance of a
new breakwater to protect the town and permit vessel traffic. The town is unbelievably short-
sighted to the economic opportunities of a Town Dock within a protected harbour. Port Sidney
does NOT function as a transportation facility.

3/11/2022 8:38 AM

154 I welcome a community hub where the Cedarwood is. We live on Gail and really like the idea of
having some shops there.

3/10/2022 9:57 PM

155 Why does West Sidney village have a different designation in the land use plan? It should fall
within the same three categories as east Sidney

3/10/2022 1:58 PM

156 I oppose locating an off leash dog park at Resthaven Park. This is a prime waterfront location.
A dog park would be better located on the west side of the highway.

3/10/2022 8:06 AM

157 I would like the OCP to show a stronger definition of the terminology to describe
neighbourhoods. If there were true definitions perhaps developers wouldn’t have to come to
council for variances. Builders should have strictly defined parameters and council should stop
entertaining variances for greater density when bylaws say otherwise.

3/8/2022 9:31 PM

158 An increase in the number of multi-unit residential housing is needed to aid the growth in
population on the island.

3/8/2022 9:46 AM

159 Hoping to see more multi-unit residential especially in South Sideny 3/8/2022 9:46 AM

160 the mindset is still centered on entitlement, rather than duty to care for the land as guardians
for the next generation. I see nothing indicating protection and conservation, especially in the
international bird sanctuary areas

3/7/2022 1:35 PM

161 More green space and paths for walking that have native plants and shade (not just grass) 3/6/2022 8:29 PM

162 We just bought our first house at 2006 Frost Ave. We love our quiet little neighborhood and it
was a long and difficult journey to achieve our dream of having a single house with a yard. It is
hard to tell from the map if our lot is included in the new multi family designation or right
adjacent to it and I am very concerned what this will mean for us. Will we be essentially forced
to sell to developers because if we don’t we’ll end up between condo towers who look down
into our yard and block out the light?

3/6/2022 8:21 PM

163 If the higher density residential is to work developers must be held to standards that insist on
adequate parking. Some of these areas are already highly congested and further congestion
will start to destroy the community we are trying to build.

3/6/2022 1:38 PM

164 Your integration of the WSLAP into this OCP is deplorable - a complete alienation of the
residents on the West Side of Sidney. The LAP and this draft adoption needs serious
reconsideration - to blanket enshrine the WSLAP into the OCP is negligent. Cramming the kind
of density you suggest is imperative to support housing for those working in the area only
demonstrates your lack of foresight and regard for the residents of this area and a pandering to
the overdevelopment of the airport lands who clearly have no interest in the quality of life of
adjacent residents - shame on you Sidney. Do Better!

3/5/2022 11:19 PM

165 What parameters are there on height for Multi unit residences? 3/5/2022 10:15 PM

166 Happy to see more is being brought to west sidney! Bringing a few businesses to the
residential areas would be nice (cafes, protect our corner shops, restaurants) overall amazing!

3/5/2022 3:54 PM

167 The density of new development has taken away the charm of Sidney and with lack of parking
I personally am looking to move out of Sidney

3/5/2022 11:57 AM

168 such lack of green space! no wildlife or people corridors between the limited number of green 3/5/2022 9:57 AM
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spaces!

169 More neighbourhood commercial support facilities in Habour Road industrial area 3/4/2022 6:51 PM

170 The depiction of roads in North Sidney is incorrect in this drawing. White Birch does not
connect with Resthaven. Any new developments need to consider parking onsite. The new
townhouse development on Resthaven (east of McDonald Park Road) is already causing
parking and transit issues and the development is not even completed yet. When there are
vehicles on both sides of the road, there is not enough space for two cars to park. This will
only get worse. Any new developments need to ensure there is reasonable parking onsite.
Municipal councils always plan for people not having multiple vehicles but that is not the
reality.

3/4/2022 10:58 AM

171 Additional multi-unit residential designations should be considered in south Sidney. 3/4/2022 10:00 AM

172 There should be a limit of four stories in the Sidney area, including plans for the the west side
of the highway.

3/3/2022 6:14 PM

173 Would be nice to show existing land use map beside proposed land use map so we could see
where the changes are easier

3/3/2022 6:13 PM
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1.44% 4

Q5 Do you support these key objectives of Goal 1: A regionally connected,
vibrant Downtown?

Answered: 277 Skipped: 73

TOTAL 277
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Q6 Do you support this policy approach to limit downtown building heights
as shown in the image above?

Answered: 291 Skipped: 59

TOTAL 291

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Strongly
support

Somewhat
support

Neutral

Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose

Undecided

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Strongly support

Somewhat support

Neutral

Somewhat oppose

Strongly oppose

Undecided

Page 34 of 318



Sidney Draft OCP Survey SurveyMonkey

24 / 97

Q7 Do you have any additional comments on the objectives or policies
under Goal 1?

Answered: 157 Skipped: 193

# RESPONSES DATE

1 My concern has been that five story buildings lining Beacon Avenue would create a wind
tunnel effect, greatly reduce the sunshine on the sidewalks and look ghastly regardless of
architectural features.

4/11/2022 7:26 PM

2 Support reduced building heights and diverse scale throughout downtown core. Already seeing
mini canyon effect from big condos that fit with the vision. Such an opportunity to make
Sidney a beautiful seaside town already lost to uninspired mini brutalist square flat fronted
condo blocks and outright stupid (color block? bizarre triangle facings? ) architecture. Huge
missed nd very sad opportunity. Need in downtown core: walking, pedestrian piazza near
water; mixed use residential commercial with human scale height variation, TREES and
plantings (so much lost), support for small scale character retail (so much lost).

4/11/2022 4:22 PM

3 no more development downtown 4/11/2022 3:39 PM

4 no 5 story 4/11/2022 3:22 PM

5 4 story max 4/11/2022 3:03 PM

6 NO to ANYTHING above 4 storeys 4/11/2022 2:49 PM

7 nothing above 4 story 4/11/2022 2:14 PM

8 I don't want to see parking forgotten or done away with in downtown. For older people who need
to come downtown, for visitors to Sidney (and we depend on these a lot for our local
businesses), for people form elsewhere on the Peninsula coming here to shop, see their doctor
etc. They will not all be coming by public transit or on a bicycle, so there will still need to be
places to park into our future. Building Heights - I would like to see these remain lower,
especially along Beacon Avenue. If we want to retain light on Beacon Ave and make it a great
place to sit outside, we need to keep building heights down. For all zones, I would like to see
buildings stepped back at 2 storeys, to give you a feeling that you are in a nice, smaller,
friendly town that still values sunlight and sea views.

4/11/2022 1:03 PM

9 Buildings are already in existence with these heights. Not sure what a 5th storey bonus is.
Four vs. five - not much in it.

4/11/2022 11:43 AM

10 OK, Beacon Avenue is special, always has been, always will be, however, as we grow Beacon
and Bevan (especially since it leads to the Bevan Pier) become part of the "walking
downtown", maybe even as far north as Sidney Avenue should be considered as part of the
"special" area. 3 storey buildings in this area is plenty high enough, in fact the third storey
should be stepped back to allow for a more "outdoor" experience, especially on the south side
of Beacon, Bevan and Sidney Avenues to allow more sun (particularly in the winter) to reach
the sidewalks. If you look, currently coffee shops and restaurants on the north side of the
avenues do better than those on the south side. Why? Because of the sun exposure. 2
Storeys on the south side and if 3, then stepped back, but no more. Who wants to spend time
in the shadows? Who wants to spend time in a wind tunnel? Not most folks I would guess.
Lots written about walking to downtown, cycling to downtown, skateboarding to downtown. We
still need to address parking downtown. Older people who live in Sidney will DRIVE downtown
more as they age (even those who skateboard today), especially in the winter. Folks will not
haul multiple bags of groceries on the bus, or in a taxi, or on their skateboard. They will use
their auto to the day they die. It's a fact of life. Sidney needs to provide more parking in the
downtown area. If Sidney wants to be the "commercial hub" of the Saanich Peninsula they
have to provide more parking. People will not walk, bike or skateboard or bus from Victoria, or
Saanichton, or Brentwood Bay to come to Sidney for coffee or supper or the theatre no matter
how good the bus service is. Come on folks, we have to plan for the future, sure, but we have
to live in the present until the future gets here. More parking downtown.

4/10/2022 6:39 PM
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11 See comments made earlier re winds, rain and shade and parking. 4/10/2022 6:26 PM

12 Must maintain Sidney’s character. 4/10/2022 3:38 PM

13 Downtown needs more bike racks so cyclists can lock up their bikes when they shop on
Beacon Ave. Definitely keep building heights below 5 stories.

4/10/2022 3:37 PM

14 Downtown West 3 storey Max with 4th storey set back from street; Downtown East - 3 storey
max + 4th storey set back from street. Beacon Avenue - 3 storey max.

4/10/2022 3:05 PM

15 We would like to ensure that enough handicapped parking space remain available in the
downtown core in order for people who are not ambulatory to access services such as banks,
optometrists, doctors and dental offices.

4/10/2022 2:30 PM

16 Once again Respect for the people that have lived and supported Sidney for years, there is no
Ingenuity, incorporating Respect, Feelings, Affordability.

4/10/2022 1:12 PM

17 Yes to limiting heights. Downtown has enough now! 4/9/2022 8:40 PM

18 While I support limiting the height along Beacon Avenue to preserve the feel of Beacon (and to
avoid long shadows in downtown), I am concerned that the same height restrictions are not
being applied outside the downtown core. Height restrictions for neighborhood comercial sites
(such as the Cedarwood) and multi-residential must also have height limits of two stories
outside the downtown core so that these future developments and townhomes fit with the
character and feel of the surrounding neighboorhoods. Just look to "the rise" to see how bad it
can be for neighborhoods now having to live next to a giant bunker that block out their views,
sun, and privacy so a select few can have a multi-million dollar delux condo and developers
can get rich at our expense.

4/9/2022 2:19 PM

19 No 4/8/2022 8:58 PM

20 Please limit the height of these big buildings to just 3 storey, not 4 or even 5. It is just so out
of context with the charming old style character of Sidney. It will block the sunlight and will
make cold wind tunnels between the buildings.

4/8/2022 7:39 PM

21 I agree with a maximum 3 storey on Beacon, and maximum 4 storey on East and West. NO 5
storey buildings anywhere.

4/8/2022 4:15 PM

22 Sidewalk widths/setbacks don't really support taller buildings. 4/8/2022 3:16 PM

23 I support the above as long as it doesn't mean five storey or higher buildings in the multi-unit
residential areas.

4/8/2022 2:33 PM

24 These building heights push the limits for downtown Sidney and have already been exceeded
in some places. There should be no new buildings of four stories in any part of downtown
Sidney.

4/8/2022 1:18 PM

25 5 stories is still to high 4/8/2022 11:53 AM

26 To continue the seaside town ambiance and preserve viewscapes for residents and tourists of
Mt. Baker, San Juan Islands and Malahat, Cowichan Valley, SSI - need to keep the entire
downtown building heights at 3 storeys max

4/8/2022 11:20 AM

27 I feel 4 stories is the maximum throughout Sidney 4/8/2022 9:05 AM

28 The height along beacon should be higher, the entire downtown core is where best to go up,
stop jamming as many homes as possible in.

4/7/2022 9:49 PM

29 Oppose because Town of Sidney does not hold developers accountable and another level gets
added through a loophole

4/7/2022 7:28 PM

30 It would be my preference to see Beacon Avenue (Area C) limited to the amount of 3 story
buildings or at least have some recessed like the olde post office.

4/7/2022 6:43 PM

31 again to high a density...building height 4/7/2022 12:40 PM

32 Sidney has lost much of it's charm over the last few years due to the height of new
development.

4/7/2022 10:10 AM

33 Make sure there is enough parking 4/7/2022 7:52 AM

34 Can't see the map. I would like a 3 storey max on Beacon and no more that 4 stories 4/6/2022 11:06 PM
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elsewhere.

35 With a houses crisis why would any community not allow for taller build height in dense areas.
I don’t know the height to which the local fire trucks can reach in height. It seems like this
would dictate the ability to heighten buildings. Why not 15 storey buildings in Sidney more
people up high to see the beauty place we live in! Just my thoughts 

4/6/2022 9:40 PM

36 Cars are here to stay weather we like it or not. This plan doesn’t support the growth that will
bring more cars to the community.

4/6/2022 8:12 PM

37 No more than 4 stories anywhere. 4/6/2022 6:11 PM

38 To achieve more affordable housing developers should be allowed to build higher if a
percentage of the units are sold or rented at lower than market value

4/6/2022 5:31 PM

39 1. Limit Downtown West to 4 storey Max. 2. Any building of more than 2 stories shall include a
setback for each floor above the two stories.

4/6/2022 3:42 PM

40 Don't agree with the '5th storey bonusing' (which by the way is a weird and grammatically
questionable term--what the heck is 'bonusing'? If it means that somehow developers are
granted an exemption and allowed to build a 5th storey for some reason (can't imagine what
that would be), I would oppose this, at least for the right hand section of Area A, which I
consider to still be Downtown. And I'm confused about your land use plan, as isn't there a 5
storey condo being built on Beacon currently, which is in Area C which according to the plan, is
limited to 3 stories.

4/6/2022 2:40 PM

41 Height is ok, and necessary for population density. C could have a 4 storey max and B could
be a 5 storey max.

4/6/2022 2:21 PM

42 What about the other areas of Sidney? Are we to be sacrificed? 4/6/2022 10:37 AM

43 By reducing building heights in the core from the current max of 6 storys down to the proposed
3-4 max you will double the cost of new housing because of land values. How does this align
with councils claim it is concerned about providing affordable housing? you can't have it both
ways.Even with the current construction of 5-6 story buildings rents and ownership values are
expensive and unaffordable to most now, how is virtually doubling the cost of new construction
in the core by cutting the density in half going to provide market built affordable units? Simple
math shows you need to increase density to lower construction costs,not lower it.

4/6/2022 10:20 AM

44 Downtown West 4 storey max., with a little add on of "5th storey bonusing" says it all...leaves
it wide open to have bldgs., 5 stories or more.

4/6/2022 10:09 AM

45 I don’t see why the building heights must be restricted to 3 storey. I believe there is a lot that
can be done architecturally with multi storey buildings. If developers generate enough revenue
they are more likely to but effort into designs. I think it would be wise to have height
allowances based on developer designs and community givebacks. Restricting height to 3
stories on a downtown street is a poor idea. The town is growing and the growth should be
focused in the beacon area.

4/6/2022 10:07 AM

46 I do not support 3 storeys on Beacon. Prefer no more than 2. Allowing 3 storeys will allow new
development and even if they have storefronts (which should be required), there will be
uniformity of design and building form (ie. the new large buildings) which will take away the
charm and variety of building forms that we have currently.

4/6/2022 10:03 AM

47 I don't understand what the recommendation is for First Street . 4/6/2022 9:35 AM

48 Stop buildings by alrogether. Enough is enough 4/6/2022 9:29 AM

49 As before. Density and population concerns 4/6/2022 9:11 AM

50 Downtown east should not be zoned for 4 story multi family. Should remain a neighbourhood
with smaller dwellings ie townhomes if redevelopment comes up as small homes are sold as
lots for development.

4/5/2022 4:29 PM

51 Designated bike lanes on major streets such as Resthaven, Beacon, maybe Fifth and Bevan,
need to be developed and, where painted on ground, do not come to abrupt ends. The
intersection of Beacon and Pat Bay Highway is dangerous for bikes.

4/5/2022 2:06 PM

52 The requirement for area C should include a requirement for the 3rd storey to be stepped back
from the other two levels.

4/5/2022 12:24 PM
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53 We should be looking at 6 stories like most modern municipalities. 4/3/2022 3:58 PM

54 I would like to see Light rail between Sidney and Victoria. More regional linking with Handy Dart
sized buses. Keeping in mind that the climate and size of Sidney also attracts many retirees
who may use bikes as a means of transport initially but will eventually be users of public
transport. Please be very cognizant of this when planning bike lanes . Not on every street like
Victoria. Beacon Avenue should aim to become pedestrian only .

4/3/2022 2:21 PM

55 I agree substantially with the general goals. I strongly agree with the 3-storey limit in area C.
Would prefer to see that extended to Zone B with the 4-story bonus in Zone A. While I am in
favour of supporting walking/cycling etc. cars will remain a significant part of our transportation
and should be adequately accommodated. New condos and rental units should have EV
charging capability and adequate parking for the residents. AVOID having our streets cluttered
with permanently parked vehicles because of inadequate residential parking! This includes
neighbourhoods with secondary suites. Could local businesses be supported by the Town
purchasing downtown property when available to reduce the control of leases by a small
number of landlords?

4/3/2022 2:14 PM

56 This already seems a done deal given the recent developments. What I would support more is
Beacon Ave. 2 store max. and Downton east 3 story max. to avoid the "canyon effect" on our
main and downtown side streets.

4/3/2022 12:09 PM

57 Limited building height can produce more sprawl. Two stories at least would not be an
enormous impact. This would allow for green space around buildings.

3/30/2022 12:02 PM

58 right-to-light is always contentious when attempting to increase housing density but I support
the concept.

3/29/2022 7:19 PM

59 As long as we do not keep considering options to build higher for whatever reason. I think 3
stories is too tall for Beacon Ave - creating a shadowy wind tunnel

3/29/2022 3:35 PM

60 Area C should be extended all the way along Beacon to Pat Bay Highway. We don't want a wall
of buildings along both sides of main street when entering the town. Confirm that the whole of
these areas are subject to a Development Permit. Building form and character must be
controlled to meet the Vision Statement. 5th storey bonusing should not be an option. A
maximum of four stories should be enough for Sidney. What average amount of population
growth could the proposed building heights result in? Do we have water and sewer treatment
capacity to serve this growth? I am aware that infrastructure can be required of the developer
but are there other controlling factors that would affect the rate of growth in Sidney or in parts
of Sidney?

3/28/2022 2:23 PM

61 no bonusing 3/28/2022 10:06 AM

62 "Encourage" is a pretty weak word. It is often used in situations where nothing actually gets
done. I'd like to see the whole thing strengthened. If we mean to achieve objectives, then we
have to be pretty proactive about it.

3/27/2022 3:18 PM

63 Keep Beacon Ave. east of Fifth 2 story. We already have enough tall buildings in the "C"
corridor. In order to preserve any quaintness the remains in Sidney we need to keep a more
village like feel.

3/26/2022 2:40 PM

64 The town of Sidney by the Sea should not have any buildings that are "3 storey max."
Especially downtown, buildings shouldn't be any more than 2 stories max. It seeems to me,
that the only people you are trying to please here, are not the taxpaying citizens of Sidney, but
the builders that want to maximize their profit margin by building up and getting the most bang
for their buck on the parcel of land they want to develop. If people want that kind of community
they can move to Victoria. My family and all my friends moved here for the small town
community feel that Sidney had to offer. It is now fast disappearing.

3/25/2022 8:40 PM

65 Making all of Sidney more accessible by foot and bike would be lovely. The seawalk is too
narrow and windy to cycle through safely, but making it more bike friendly would be nice.

3/24/2022 1:38 PM

66 The best way to build a vibrant downtown is to attract small businesses, which are severely
dwindling with obnoxious rent in buildings that are falling apart.

3/24/2022 8:19 AM

67 Open concepts are friendly, bright, welcoming. People want scenic, warm, comfortable places
to shop, walk, visit. That is a large part of Sidney charm.

3/24/2022 7:58 AM

68 In order to strengthen the downtown as a commercial center the town has to look at basic 3/23/2022 9:41 PM
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family needs. With the increased density in the area and rise in prices Sidney does not support
your families. We are lacking low cost options for food, clothing and basic household items. As
a family we can no longer afford to ‘shop’ in Sidney where we live. But have to travel else
where for food, clothes and household items.

69 Move boundary in northern "B" area further west to Resthaven Dr. 3/23/2022 5:39 PM

70 This policy should also be applied to Sidney West 3/23/2022 10:41 AM

71 Part of the reason I would like to see connected green roofs, is to create an attractive,
walkable area, moving some of our pedestrian traffic up, away from the traffic on Beacon Ave.
If we have stairs and elevators to these areas, it increases the areas that people can walk and
exercise, and reduces the potential collisions in the busy main strip.

3/23/2022 9:06 AM

72 where do you draw the line with the ridiculous amount of condos were a town and want to stay
that way we dont want to be a city, so sick and tired of the condos, you want condos mayor
move to langford and get out of sidney

3/23/2022 6:05 AM

73 No 3/22/2022 7:49 PM

74 Nice idea, a bit late on much of the downtown. The citizens wanted this several years ago and
their input was ignored. What will insure that the building limit will be controlled this time?

3/22/2022 2:37 PM

75 Sidney does not need bike lanes. Please don't make the same mistake as Victoria - there are
plenty of side streets to bike down with minimal traffic

3/22/2022 2:00 PM

76 What is this bonusing depend on? Extra money? I hope the low storeys will continue to remain
as its a major part of Sidney’s charm.

3/22/2022 11:13 AM

77 This is ridiculous! Why are you pandering to the fucking NIMBY idiots? We need more condos,
in order to help deal with affordable housing. If you implement this policy approach, I will
advocate for you guys to be voted out in the next election.

3/22/2022 10:49 AM

78 Assuming the increased height of buildings is for residential use, affordable rental
accommodation should be a priority.

3/21/2022 4:19 PM

79 I don't know why the area West of Fifth would still be limited to 4 Stories with 5th bonusing.
Density should be encouraged in this zone, away from the ocean. The BC Building Code
allows for 6 storey woodframe buildings. So long as the airport landing pathway is preserved,
the increased floor level would allow for more views to the ocean and these areas are very well
located to services. The goal for enhancement of Beacon businesses is not being supported
by the allocation of neighbourhood commercial at West Beacon. This will become a regional
mall, not neighbourhood services. It has access to the highway as it's primary advantage.

3/21/2022 3:36 PM

80 There are enough walkways parks and stores…leave the town alone. If the town has too much
money to spend spend it on upkeep.

3/21/2022 3:19 PM

81 no fifth storey under any circumstances 3/21/2022 2:06 PM

82 Stop pretending that you can have a vibrant business sector without cars. That is highly
unlikely to happen within the entire 20 year time horizon. Sidney is on a major highway linking
the ferry terminal to the downtown, and close to the airport. If you want to have tourists stop
and shop, eat, etc, you'd better be thinking about having cars here. They won't go away.
Downtown Victoria is dying, and some of that is the result of an anti-car culture. Bike lanes are
fine for some, but not for nearly enough.

3/21/2022 12:52 PM

83 5 stories is too high 3/21/2022 12:34 PM

84 A little uneasy about the "5th storey bonusing." Ideally, 3 storeys would be the max in
downtown Sidney. It is too easy to lose small-town charm. Permission should never have been
given for the multi-storey Pier Hotel

3/21/2022 10:48 AM

85 What about building heights in residential areas outside the downtown core? 3/20/2022 1:19 PM

86 4 and 5 storey buildings belong in the downtown core - not the residential R1/R2 areas. 3/19/2022 10:04 PM

87 The height of buildings should be the same regardless of what part of the downtown.. 3 storey
max. Unfortunately existing developments that are taller do nothing but make Sidney’s
downtown look unattractive, cluttered and nothing that enhances or maintains the character of
a seaside town.

3/19/2022 6:58 PM

Page 39 of 318



Sidney Draft OCP Survey SurveyMonkey

29 / 97

88 Glad you listened. Just not enough. See my last. 3/19/2022 4:51 PM

89 All of Beacon Ave to highway should be 3 stories max. Higher buildings at highway will affect
attraction of those driving by/in as a quaint small town. Taking away parking downtown will
affect the many seniors who continue to retire here.

3/19/2022 3:23 PM

90 Sidney Ave and/or Bevan and Fifth St need bicycle lanes for main N-S, E-W bicycle traffic. As
mentioned I do not feel safe squeezing past parked cars and moving traffic.

3/19/2022 2:30 PM

91 I don't want to see "active ways of getting around" exclude cars. Parking is essential. And
visitors to Sidney to patronize all those restaurants and shops will mostly be coming in cars.
Let's not make it hard for them. Or for seniors who can't/don't walk or bike.

3/19/2022 12:02 PM

92 Density in the downtown core is important while keeping the charm and community feel. 3/19/2022 9:45 AM

93 Downtown is downtown. Be consistent. 3 storey max. 3/18/2022 6:13 PM

94 It's nice to think about a walkable downtown but how do people get to it who don't live in the
higher density surroundings? The vision of this OCP is 2040 and vehicles [probably electric]
are going to be with us well beyond them. We have to accommodate these vehicles coming
into Sidney.

3/18/2022 1:09 PM

95 Understanding that these height restrictions are possibly going to be applied to the downtown
area of Sidney, how will that affect the areas outside the downtown is a concern - hopefully not
allowing higher buildings to be built in the suburbs.

3/18/2022 1:00 PM

96 Somewhat support in the sense of 3 storey max down the Beacon Ave corridor, but I wish that
the surrounding A and B zones would also be subject to that height limit. A mass of 5 storey
buildings at the entrance to the town would give the initial sense of built-up concrete jungle!

3/17/2022 9:29 PM

97 If someone wants to build a twelve story tower of apartments in downtown Sidney, I would
support it wholeheartedly. We need places for people to live, and we need people to shop at
our downtown businesses.

3/17/2022 7:56 PM

98 No 3/17/2022 7:07 PM

99 If looking at more stories look at stepped back floors to avoid caverns & constant shadowed
areas as much as possible

3/17/2022 5:20 PM

100 Sidney needs more bike racks. 3/17/2022 4:19 PM

101 Livable streets for the downtown are a must. Cars could be actively discouraged or banned
from the core to make space for a true seaside community paradise of pedestrians, sidewalk
cafes and boutiques. The traffic congestion could be replaced with safe and effective micro
transportation lanes, feeding into the downtown core, that offer mixed foot, stroller and scooter
transportation opportunities.

3/17/2022 9:21 AM

102 I'd prefer to see area A- Downtown West start at Resthaven rather than 5th, especially if
bonusing is involved.

3/16/2022 10:00 PM

103 none 3/16/2022 2:16 PM

104 Less emphasis on "vibrant" and more on "charming and peaceful" 3/16/2022 1:20 PM

105 1. The Pat Bay intersection to Beacon is the primary generator of Sidney's image and
challenges this location and the immediate corridor to sensitively represent the Goals noted.
Area A therefor along this corridor must be developed very sensitively irrespective of the type
of development, in a welcoming and cohesive/coordinated manner. Area A's descriptive is
weak responding to this and is very open to knee jerk approvals.

3/15/2022 5:55 PM

106 Agree with b and C but I would support higher buildings in A even up to 10 stories if part of a
large comprehensive commercial redevelopment with lots of separation between residential
structures

3/15/2022 4:56 PM

107 The quaintness of Beacon Ave(C) will be lost if there is any further "higher rise" developments. 3/15/2022 3:57 PM

108 If Sidney's vision is to maintain an image of a seaside community, then section C must not
exceed 2 stories. Buildings in section B that are adjacent to section C should "step" up to four
stories to make the division less drastic.

3/15/2022 3:54 PM

109 4 storeys maximum across the board would be preferred 3/14/2022 11:27 PM
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110 There are already several buildings in area B (all around city hall) and in area C that are 5 or
more stories (Pier Hotel). I think similar development heights adjacent to these existing
structures could likely be done tastefully and sustainably. Do I want 6 stories all the way along
Beacon..? No; but above seems overly conservative.

3/14/2022 9:43 PM

111 The damage has been done, too little too late. 3/14/2022 9:37 PM

112 Delete bonusing. 3/14/2022 7:31 PM

113 I think that, based on the success of The Pier and the ever growing demand for housing a 4
story maximum should be re-visited. It is possible to have higher building and still maintain the
character of the the town.

3/14/2022 5:53 PM

114 It would be good to have more opportunities for housing. 3/14/2022 3:48 PM

115 I like the idea of zone C on the west side First Street being no more than two stories. I also
like the idea of recessed third floors in zone C. I fully support the zone A & B
recommendations.

3/14/2022 3:33 PM

116 There should be height limits south of Weiler as well. Maximum preferably 3-4 storey with
setbacks for 4th floor.

3/14/2022 2:21 PM

117 There is a continued need for parking within the downtown core 3/14/2022 12:35 PM

118 Its such a small area to concentrate on - the focus should be on the whole town 3/14/2022 12:18 PM

119 A. Should equal C. Coming off Pat Bay highway A is our front door ,,,, let's make it a little
more welcoming then 5 storey. Building ,,,back to back

3/14/2022 11:58 AM

120 4 storey max 3/14/2022 10:47 AM

121 Keep the building heights in all areas to 3 storey max. There is no need for the buildings to be
any higher.

3/14/2022 9:40 AM

122 Keep them to 3 story max hereafter 3/14/2022 7:22 AM

123 Limiting building height is a waste of land, and provides very little benefit to the community.
Higher buildings allows more housing per acre, and that means less environmental impact per
resident.

3/13/2022 4:38 PM

124 Don't block our the view or the sun with 4 and 5 story condos. Have the developers offer
something to the community in or around their buildings. Benches, connected paths,
greenspace, trees etc.

3/13/2022 4:20 PM

125 you've already put this in motion so what's the question for? 3/13/2022 4:06 PM

126 Unfortunately, development policies over the past several years have made this policy
approach somewhat shutting the barn door after the horse is gone.

3/13/2022 3:52 PM

127 There is no mention of “the sea”. Our downtown is special because it is “by the sea”. Our First
Nations neighbours must have something to say about this.

3/13/2022 2:52 PM

128 It is implied that commercial activities will be concentrated in Sidney, leaving North Saanich
residents no option but to do all their grocery shopping in Sidney.

3/13/2022 2:11 PM

129 I'd like to see max 4 story for A. Has there been consideration of sun, wind impacts of going to
5?

3/13/2022 2:05 PM

130 Too many high buildings already, why invite more people through increased housing to Sidney
when we don't have the health services infrastructure in place for present needs regardless of
future needs.

3/13/2022 9:42 AM

131 Yes, this sounds good--we are not vying to be similar to New York! 3/13/2022 6:48 AM

132 No new 5 storey buildings! 3/11/2022 9:41 PM

133 Not bold enough for density in the core. 3/11/2022 10:01 AM

134 Once again, no mention of the value of marine transportation development and the importance
of a new breakwater to protect the town and permit vessel traffic. The town is unbelievably
short-sighted to the economic opportunities of a Town Dock within a protected harbour. Port
Sidney does NOT function as a transportation facility.

3/11/2022 8:39 AM
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135 I don't agree with 4 and 5 story buildings downtown. This creates a wind tunnel and also way
too much densification in an area already struggling with parking and traffic. Most of these
people living in Sidney will have cars, there is no way to change that because most people
living in Sidney who work elsewhere . High rises are not great for families or seniors - what
population do you envisage buying these mixed residential and commercial properties?
Investors? probably a lot of them will be vacant or Air B&B. That isn't building housing
capacity.

3/10/2022 2:02 PM

136 Maximum storey height should be limited to 4 stories maximum. 3/10/2022 8:09 AM

137 Please do not build unnecessary bike lanes. The demographics of Sidney do not support
biking as a year round transport alternative. Recreational summer biking is practical however.

3/9/2022 4:17 PM

138 Given the proximity to the airport taller residential buildings are likely going to conflict anyway,
especially as the sound levels are so much greater upper units would be less desirable

3/9/2022 4:07 AM

139 I would push the the 3 story limit further south and north. Considering what the last council
approved the horses may have already been let our of the barn. Can we not keep the small
town feel of Sidney. It is what draws people here

3/8/2022 9:41 PM

140 building heights should be higher to allow for more density 3/8/2022 4:02 PM

141 Creation of views of waterfront and meeting grow needs will require buildings with minimum 7
stories.

3/8/2022 10:52 AM

142 I would like to see more density in the downtown core 3/8/2022 9:49 AM

143 More height is needed to economically develope old buildings in areas B and C. City Hall looks
old and does not use the land to its full Town use. Planning needed for the total Hall, RCMP
and ICBC site.

3/7/2022 3:29 PM

144 Bring nature into it; eliminate vehicles as much as possible 3/7/2022 1:36 PM

145 Revisit the fence bylaw. Many properties are oriented such that the exterior side yard
represents the majority of the outdoor space (numerous cul-de-sacs in north Sidney) . No one
is looking to create a fortress around their house but some privacy would be nice (allow 6 foot
fence in side yards).

3/6/2022 8:33 PM

146 Hright yes and proximity of buildings needs breathing space not crowding. Landscaping and
elbow room must also be part of the building codes as well as adequate parking. Older people
who are not mobile enough to use transport bike and walking can be driven but volunteers need
somewhere to park when looking after less mobile folks.

3/6/2022 1:41 PM

147 A Downtown west maximum 4 stories includes commercial ground floor B Downtown east
maximum 3 stories C Beacon avenue maximum 3 stories(including ground floor commercial).
Prevent wind tunnel appearance. All residential above commercial should be set back (even
staggered [new condo next to Home Hardware is good example) to allow for more light and
avoid tunnel appearance. All of charming character buildings on Beacon will eventually be
demolished and to try to maintain some of what most residents and VISITORS enjoy,
emphasis should be put on Beacon Ave to maintain some appeal. Incorporate a few more
"lane ways" ie Above 5th ave, (Connecting Beacon to Home Hardware. Quaint Stores: Farmers
daughter, Muffet Louisa) for commercial use. Avoid unappealing cookie cutter tunnel at all
cost.

3/6/2022 10:15 AM

148 we need to support densification to bring the mom and pop businesses that should be the
center of our community visage back. sidney needs an active night life to support a broader
demographic shift to help nuture our growth. our main corridor should have a personality of
planning and design and not look like a hogepoge of old outdated store fronts. we could be the
rodeo drive of the penisula bringing the best of the best to our community members.

3/5/2022 9:07 PM

149 Area C should include 4-5 stories not just 3. 3/5/2022 10:49 AM

150 The initiative invites more environmental carbon. 3/5/2022 10:08 AM

151 need more information re building heights, i.e, re step back heights from waterfront to perhaps
5th street?

3/5/2022 9:59 AM

152 Area C needs to be expanded to include area between Sidney Ave and Bevan east of Fifth to
waterfront

3/4/2022 6:53 PM
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153 Sidney is rapidly becoming a town of condo buildings. It is going to change the vibe of the
town.

3/4/2022 10:59 AM

154 I worry that limiting height to 4 stories will prevent reinvestment and redevelopment of aging
and energy inefficient buildings which could otherwise provide more housing and better energy
performance to help address climate change. That no economic analysis was done is very
concerning as it seems staff are doing this blind without the economic facts to support this.

3/4/2022 10:03 AM

155 Maximum of 4 stories for Downtown West, no five story ‘bonusing’ . In terms of transportation,
there should be electric busses added to all routes, as the diesel buses are very loud for the
residences along Bevan and 5th.

3/3/2022 6:18 PM

156 I think building heights throughout the entire town should be limited,. We are a low rise town
not a high rise town

3/3/2022 6:13 PM

157 4 storey max 3/3/2022 4:02 PM
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Q8 Do you support these key objectives of Goal 2: A distinct seaside Town
reflecting local history, culture and context?

Answered: 276 Skipped: 74
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Q9 Do you support this policy approach to further protect the Town's
Environmentally Sensitive Areas?
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Q10 Do you support this policy to extend the waterfront walkway north to
Rothesay Avenue?

Answered: 280 Skipped: 70
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Q11 Do you have any additional comments on the objectives or policies
under Goal 2?

Answered: 116 Skipped: 234

# RESPONSES DATE

1 There is no use placing a burden on property owners in the Allbay area with a new ESA
designation and its costly obligations and then proposing a walkway extension to Rothesay
along the waterfront that would violate the principles & spirit of the Marine Foreshore and
Riparian guidelines of the ESA. Put in the ESA on Allbay area then no new walkways along the
waterfront. No ESA on Allbay area then put in your walkway.

4/11/2022 7:35 PM

2 Being a small seaside town was sidney's huge strength and character. So much has been lost.
Again, the vision is good but application? First, supporting a seaside Town would mean the
character of the buildings would be in keeping with history and location in materials style and
size. What we have seen is a dogs breakfast of architectural styles that do not reference the
Town's location or history. Sidney could do so much more on this, a huge missed opportunity
and much lost forever. ESA's need to be protected and expanded. The town should map further
areas for protection. And, part of this is, for example heritage trees and plantings which have
been destroyed, not ESA but very much part of overall seaside environmental value. Finally,
WHY DOES DENSITY NEED TO INCREASE TO PROVIDE FOR BETTER WATERFRONT
ACCESS. This seems absolutely a developer money grab.

4/11/2022 4:37 PM

3 A walkway would be nice, but dont destrouy the neighborhood 4/11/2022 3:40 PM

4 Walkway idea is good. Don't destroy neighborhood. 4/11/2022 3:23 PM

5 walkway yes multi-unit NO 4/11/2022 3:05 PM

6 walkway and multi-unit residential are separate issues DISHONEST and DECEPTIVE to
conflate them

4/11/2022 2:50 PM

7 no need for multi-unit residential just to extend path 4/11/2022 2:15 PM

8 Looking at the map, should the Town consider showing all areas along the waterfront in town
as environmentally sensitive areas?

4/11/2022 1:07 PM

9 No 4/11/2022 11:45 AM

10 In my opinion the ESA should extend the full length of Sidney's boundary with the sea. From
north of Robert's Bay to the south end of Lochside on Bazan Bay.

4/10/2022 6:39 PM

11 Sidney definitely needs to broaden its range on cultural events. More events could be
facilitated in collaboration with our First Nations community, South Asian, and Philippine
community groups.

4/10/2022 3:46 PM

12 I am a regular walker along the walkway but I really don’t see why it seems feasible to
encroach of the existing property owners to extend the walkway a few more feet. These are all
attractive homes/duplexes and I don’t see the need to turn this segment of the town into Multi
unit residential for the sake of extending the walkway. I would not want to see this area full of
multiple storey buildings.

4/10/2022 3:12 PM

13 We would love to see this and further expansions to the waterfront walkway. 4/10/2022 2:31 PM

14 I noticed Respect for Owners Privacy rights, nice touch. This approach will make it a friendlier
more approachable town. An attraction for Tourists near and far.

4/10/2022 1:20 PM

15 More environmentally sensitive areas and naturally sensitive area designation. 4/9/2022 8:43 PM

16 While an extension of the waterfront walkway on the north end of the trail is appealing, the
Town’s first priority should be with improving the condition and safety of the trail south of
Tulista Park along Lochside Drive. The trail remains narrow, uneven, and floods with debris
during the winter months. Parts of the retaining wall have begun to collapse. Despite this, the

4/9/2022 2:21 PM
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trial remains a popular walkway and attraction to Sidney. Repair, beautification, and extension
of the south end of the walkway should be part of the vision of the OCP for green space
revitalization and connectivity as well.

17 Include the properties zoned Harbour Road Marine Industrial in the Environmentally Sensitive
Areas

4/9/2022 2:20 PM

18 It’s too close to private homes. 4/8/2022 9:00 PM

19 Why are not all the properties along the marine foreshore included as Environmentally
Sensitive, only those near Robert's Bay ? Shouldn't all the properties along the oceanside in
Sidney be included ? I agree to protect these areas, but residents must not be too restricted
with what they can do on their own property.

4/8/2022 7:48 PM

20 The wave action from the East is huge in many storms. This is not a good idea. 4/8/2022 4:19 PM

21 Re-designating the properties as multi-unit residential north of the current end of walkway
creates too much density and would overwhelm the existing single family homes.

4/8/2022 2:37 PM

22 Where possible, complete this objective without turning the existing properties along the
waterfront into multi unit dwellings. Keep views from Third street through to the waterfront.
Don’t allow perfectly good housing to be razed for development. This is environmentally very
damaging. Maybe allow secondary dwellings on the properties if there is space.

4/8/2022 1:22 PM

23 I really appreciate splitting the ESAs into Riparian and Marine Foreshore as each has their own
distinct challenges

4/7/2022 6:52 PM

24 If The Town of Sidney is serious about the environment then start monitoring the dumping
going on in the marinas. Port Sidney’s pump out equipment is broken as often as it is working.
There are boats that never move, are live aboard, and never pump out! You can see the
sewage floating in the water! Check Van Isle Marina. The styrofoam that holds up the docks is
falling apart and little white balls of styrofoam (which look like fish eggs) are floating on the
water. The marinas charge a small fortune to the boaters and they need to do a better job of
protecting the environment.

4/7/2022 8:17 AM

25 4/6/2022 9:40 PM

26 Looking forward to a longer waterfront walkway! 4/6/2022 7:59 PM

27 Should try to address invasive species 4/6/2022 5:33 PM

28 The Coastal Douglas-fir Conservation Partnership (CDFCP) supports the identification of
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA’s). The CDFCP supports the extension of the marine
foreshore area and the riparian area as highlighted on Schedule D. It is recommended that
Melville Park, Resthaven Park, and immediate surrounding properties, are included in the
riparian DPA to reflect the presence of a stream at this location. It is recommended that Peter
Grant Park is added to the DPA that surrounds Reay Creek. The trees on this parcel of land
are part of the riparian corridor and provide the Town with ecosystem services e.g. water
storage, air filtration, carbon storage, biodiversity. It is understood that the OCP is delivering
protection for the Coastal Douglas-fir Forest located along Beaufort Road through the
Environmentally Sensitive DPA and policies in the OCP. The CDFCP supports the inclusion of
this stand of Coastal Douglas-fir Forest in the Marine Foreshore Area (Schedule 6). The
CDFCP supports the inclusion of DPA General rule 1 and 2 relating to tree retention. The
CDFCP supports the inclusion of policy 4.5.1, 4.5.18, 4.5.21, 4.5.23, 4.5.24, 4.5.27 and 4.5.43.
The degradation or loss of the remaining stand of Coastal Douglas-fir Forest would be a
significant loss.

4/6/2022 5:26 PM

29 As a newcomer to Sidney, I am thoroughly enjoying my morning walk along the 'heart smart'
route. Am puzzled, however, as to why much of the path is populated with largeish stones,
which are very difficult to walk on. I don't need everything paved to within an inch of it's life,
but surely for there are better options for the unpaved part than big stones.

4/6/2022 2:44 PM

30 There is no need to build anymore multi units along the water on 3rd street. I hope making the
sea walk longer isn’t an excuse to build more of these big buildings and take away from the
beauty of Third Street

4/6/2022 11:52 AM

31 Existing property owners need to be grandfathered in to the new OCP under old regulations.
New owners would need to be made aware of new restrictions to the use of their property

4/6/2022 10:29 AM
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before purchase. Town needs to be liable for any decrease in property values that occur due
the implication of new ESA policies

32 Great idea! 4/6/2022 10:12 AM

33 leave the trees alone! 4/6/2022 10:11 AM

34 Strongly oppose the ESA designation for Mermaid Creek. Given the many waterfront
opportunities we already have, we really don't need to access the creek. Given how deep it is,
the current small park and playground will be significantly impacted, and no longer safe for
young children. The town will have to appropriate the immediately adjacent housing, including
the backyard of my condo, which we will not give up.

4/6/2022 10:08 AM

35 Please do not, under any circumstances, issue firework permits to anyone living around the
Roberts Bay area. Halloween last year was awful and if you want to protect environmentally
sensitive areas, this should never be allowed to happen again.

4/6/2022 9:21 AM

36 I live near both Mermaid Creek and Rothesay and fully support the plans outlined here. Public
access to beaches in Sidney is a feather in our cap. I am aware of a property owner on
Resthaven who appears to be unsupportive of the protection of Mermaid Creek.

4/5/2022 2:13 PM

37 #9: I cannot support sentence 9 until I see specifics of what the requirements would be for the
area. Yes I live in this area. #10: I do not find that the walk around the marina is particularly
beautiful, especially at low tide, so I see no real need to extend it. Also, I do not live there so I
think the local residents should be consulted first.

4/5/2022 12:31 PM

38 Concern about the walkway affecting ecology. Need to keep waterfront development to a
minimum

4/4/2022 2:51 PM

39 Residences built from Henry north on seaside should not obscure views of apartments on Third
St

4/3/2022 2:34 PM

40 I note that the Marine Industrial Area is not included in the Environmentally Sensitive area.
While this is clearly not the same as Roberts Bay, what actions can be taken to reduce effects
of pollution from this area?

4/3/2022 2:14 PM

41 More green space is great but again please allow for shade of some kind.!! 3/30/2022 12:03 PM

42 Proposed inclusion of Sailview residential complex in ESA seems an overreach on the marine
foreshore definition and will impact strata council ability to act expeditiously on seasonal
projects requiring approval.

3/29/2022 7:26 PM

43 It is one of our greatest assets - extending it is a wonderful idea! 3/29/2022 5:36 PM

44 I support the need to protect Mermaid Creek but I am concerned that higher density forms of
housing (more than 2 level townhomes) may get built to offset the required/legislated riparian
setbacks. It reads as though the OCP will allow for that. There is an opportunity for the Town
to be proactive and undertake a Mermaid Creek Drainage Study (I couldn't find reports about
the creek on-line). A Neighbourhood Plan could then be prepared. This information would guide
staff & developers when considering development applications. It is in the public interest to
plan the area as a whole to ensure managed development & the creation of community
amenities (ie walkway, park) through daylighting and protection of Mermaid Creek and
ultimately the marine foreshore. All of this should be included in the OCP. This is a unique area
and deserves the time/cost to develop it properly. Also, it doesn't appear as though the
headwaters of the creek are shaded and included on Schedule D. Watercourses should also be
shown on Schedule D.

3/28/2022 2:29 PM

45 The walkway is a start but should be extended much further in both directions 3/28/2022 9:50 AM

46 The waterfront walkway needs to go all the way to the Sidney North boundary. 12.000 people
plus tourists should not be confined to one short narrow strip by the sea (which belongs to us
all).

3/27/2022 3:23 PM

47 We have a beautiful waterfront walkway. Maintaining the walkway to a high standard is very
important. Install doggie poop bags along the pathway to ensure people pickup their dog's
waste.

3/26/2022 2:42 PM

48 Building Multi-unit Residential apartment or townhouse units in that area is totally wrong. It is
presently a nice quiet friendly neighbourhood and putting in those changes would completely
ruin the character of the neighbourhood, to say nothing about parking, infrastructure etc. Leave

3/25/2022 9:18 PM
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that area as is. Extending the walkway would impact the properties now there as well as the
wildlife that live, forage and nest there. I absolutely disagree with everything you are proposing!

49 Concern for residents with smaller lots - privacy? 3/25/2022 4:58 PM

50 Love the walkway extension! 3/25/2022 1:23 PM

51 Keep it quaint with a continued seaside feel 3/24/2022 11:54 PM

52 Oppose the addition of the area north of Allbay Rd to the category of Environmentally
Sensitive Area (and related Development Permit Area Guidelines).

3/24/2022 1:58 PM

53 As long as the walk way is extended with minimal impact to the ecosystem that would be
great. Also expanding protected areas is needed, as the town expands it must be clear certain
ESAs are not to be interfered with.

3/24/2022 1:40 PM

54 New walkway should not be added until after a new Sidney Warf ( not a floating hotel! ) is built.
Increased density along any new walkway should not be any higher than 3 stories (
apartments, condos, or townhouses ).

3/23/2022 5:44 PM

55 Green roofs could have space for art and cultural information, as well as providing places to
sit, and bringing in tourists with the views and art.

3/23/2022 9:13 AM

56 whats left for greenspace when its being over run by stupid condos, what history, youve taken
all our history away, old historic businesses are dissapearing because they cant afford rent
anymore thanks to your stupid condo development

3/23/2022 6:06 AM

57 No 3/22/2022 7:50 PM

58 This is a very long term goal and most likely not to be realized in the life of this OCP 3/22/2022 2:40 PM

59 More walking trails! And more vibrant businesses at the oceanfront 3/22/2022 2:02 PM

60 As long as this doesn't require cutting trees and reducing beach area for wildlife. That would be
in opposition to the previous goal.

3/22/2022 10:37 AM

61 We cannot keep adding people to Sidney without working on the infrastructure issue. WE
NEED A PROPER INTERSECTION by the Co-op and the intersection upgrade at Beacon.

3/22/2022 10:27 AM

62 To protect the mermaid creek riparian zone you need to reduce the multi unit housing that
surrounds it. Keep the green areas around it large to let it absorb rainwater instead of
channeling it off.

3/22/2022 9:44 AM

63 I’m a fan of extending the walkway but not of more multi unit areas unless they can be more
affordable.

3/22/2022 9:32 AM

64 Rather than wait for the expiration of current land use in order to add the walkway there should
be consideration for the development of a walkway supported on pilings along the current
waterfront. An extended walkway would not only benefit Sidney residents but would be a
significant tourist draw and so worth doing on an accelerated schedule.

3/21/2022 8:26 PM

65 I assume that this area is to be developed in conjunction with the designation for townhouses
in this area. Development ROW dedication should be required, but it should be more than just
a narrow walkway. There should be a landscaped buffer between the townhouse and public
realm

3/21/2022 3:47 PM

66 The walkways are currently in front of multi family homes ie. apartments, townhouses.
Walkways in front of private homes where senior citizens live could cause major problems,
burglaries for one and not everyone’s home is soundproofed like apartments or condominiums.
Why open Pandora’s Box?

3/21/2022 3:31 PM

67 I do not want the walkway built if it at the expense of multi story buildings blocking everyone’s
view of the ocean

3/21/2022 2:44 PM

68 The political correctness of Truth and Reconciliation needs to be there, but stop pretending
that it should be at the top of priorities.

3/21/2022 12:54 PM

69 I am concerned with the higher density of people creating multi-unit residential areas will bring. 3/21/2022 12:43 PM

70 Why wait could we not annex the require land ? 3/20/2022 1:22 PM

71 Why does your Goal 2 slide show nothing South of Bevan Ave? The waterfront walk is a 3/19/2022 10:12 PM
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significant part of the Seaside Town ambience. Tulista Park, Eastview Park, and Iroquois Park
compromise a significant portion of Sidney's community parks. The boat launch at Tulista is
one of Sidney's busier spots and overflow parking can be a significant issue on weekends.

72 I am not in favour of rezoning this neighbourhood or having a walkway extension. As an owner
of waterfront on third street I am blessed to see the migration of many birds through the
season .I feel creating a walkway would disrupt the existing ecology including the shoreline. I
believe an objective stated on slide 5 mentions “reducing the impact on existing ecology ..
including shoreline”. There are multiple beach access points on third street that could have
steps, or viewing platforms created for the public.

3/19/2022 7:05 PM

73 I praise Sidney for keeping shores public. The extension north will take time but is excellent
public policy.

3/19/2022 2:34 PM

74 I support the idea of "Sidney as a destination for a diverse range of cultural events, activities,
and artistic endeavours that support and promote community spirit and identity". Although
respectful of traditions, I do not support highlighting first nations as part of Goal 2.

3/19/2022 12:05 PM

75 This area is a haven for wildlife. A walkway would disrupt that and therefore I oppose the
extension.

3/18/2022 6:27 PM

76 Recognize, in the OCP, the importance of the Beacon Avenue pier as being central to the
recognition of Sidney's local history and an essential component of our public waterfront open
space network. Commit to maintaining it or, at a minimum, replacing it with something of like
form and content.

3/18/2022 1:16 PM

77 The Lochside Beachside path needs work too. Perhaps we could look at our existing pathways
before committing more funding to new ones.

3/18/2022 1:10 PM

78 The expanded walkway should be a priority. Funds should be set aside. 3/18/2022 8:00 AM

79 Honestly, this confuses me... Is the plan to build an extended walkway *when* the properties
highlighted want to redevelop? If so, this may never happen..? if one property doesn't want to
develop..? Or, does the town already 'own' the shoreline and so this walkway can happen
easily?

3/17/2022 9:36 PM

80 No 3/17/2022 7:10 PM

81 If you need to include Lyme Grove in the ESA then you need to include all of the shoreline in
Sidney. I shouldn't be restricted when such a large area is not.

3/17/2022 2:22 PM

82 Again if the seaside town is not just a parking lot (as it appears to be now) but actively
encourages people to leave their cars behind and smell the salt air and spring blossoms as
they walk, ride or bike around their community we would be true to this vision.

3/17/2022 9:23 AM

83 Extending the walkway is a great idea. Ensuring access along its route is also important, as is
building massing adjacent to it.

3/16/2022 10:13 PM

84 A stream on the south boundary of the Cedarwood lot would also benefit from being opened up 3/16/2022 2:30 PM

85 What is the final decision re: the old Sidney pier? 3/16/2022 12:30 PM

86 Given the Indigenous history of Bazan Bay and the seaside"gravel" walkway extension, it
seems remis not referencing an intend to maintain/upgrade and protect this connector as a
formal extension to the pathway.

3/15/2022 6:00 PM

87 Good idea but very difficult and expensive. Suggest, with the approval and support of the
Province, building a public path on the beach that would be accessible in all but the highest
tides. Do not interfere with owners riparian rights.Path could be extended further North beyond
Rothesay

3/15/2022 5:04 PM

88 I believe that Bazan Bay should be included in the Marine Foreshore area., as well as any
water areas that sound Sidney.

3/15/2022 4:00 PM

89 To make Sidney distinct within this context, Beacon Ave should be repurposed as pedestrian-
only between at least Fifth and Second. The current pedestrian/traffic mix in this area is
hazardous.

3/15/2022 3:54 PM

90 I'm struggling to see the benefit from adding properties to the the 'marine foreshore' expanded
area that are not waterfront. Portions of Allbay are included, but not all of it and properties on

3/14/2022 9:43 PM
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Lyme and Jocelyn lack the proximity to the the actual foreshore (the area between high and
low tide). Seems a stretch to include properties on the opposite side of the road that are not
waterfront; but not expand elsewhere in south Sidney.

91 The Sidney Museum should be situated in a more visible and easy accessible location.
Appalling that it is located "underground" in a stuffy, and small area. Not a good reflection of
respecting Sidney's history.

3/14/2022 2:27 PM

92 too much densification and too much indian renaming 3/14/2022 12:10 PM

93 Extending the sea side walkway north from its current end point would be great. 3/14/2022 11:49 AM

94 how much walkway do we need ? 3/14/2022 10:50 AM

95 Accesses to the walkway should be updated to be more accessible. 3/13/2022 7:41 PM

96 What an amazing way to add more housing units while also increasing public access and right
of way. I support this concept!

3/13/2022 4:40 PM

97 What about the area around the Shoal Bird Sanctuary and Resthaven Park as an
environmentally sensitive area? Also the harbor foreshore.

3/13/2022 4:23 PM

98 Somewhat concerned that the ESA designation will add future financial burdens to existing
residences in the areas.

3/13/2022 3:56 PM

99 In terms of the environmentally sensitive area designation, I'd want to know more what that
means for residents. We have large trees in our yard and want to maintain them to do our part
to ensure their health and support bird populations. We also want to ensure they don't fall on
our house. Some of the trees have not been well maintained and trees have a lifecycle. I'm
concerned that there will be so many hoops to jump through rather than making sound and
balanced decisions. Also, I'm concerned about the backlash - it was crazy to see the town get
reactions from people about taking out a tree that was not healthy AND not native. When we
took action to bring an arborist in to assess the trees and ensured we followed guidelines,
there was an accusation from someone that we'd destroyed a heron's nest. That was not true,
but caused a lot of silliness. There needs to be balance in the approach as this will never be a
fully natural area considering existing houses, cars, etc. We can all do our part to consider the
environment, but it cannot be at the expense of safety.

3/13/2022 2:14 PM

100 Mostly positive re ESAs, trails, density, etc. More recognition that is a home for seniors and
people who retire here. The walkability and being able to live close to downtown is key.

3/13/2022 10:40 AM

101 Would entice if there was a coffeeshop included with outside seating 3/11/2022 9:45 PM

102 Increase beach access 3/11/2022 10:01 AM

103 this policy question is too broad, walkways and public space are one distinct entity, the ESA
concerns are completely separate and too complex to roll in with 'fairs and artists'. The ESA
map negates all the other shoreline sensitivity and usage as though none of the south shore on
Bazan is sensitive too? Places such as the unused US ferry terminal area on Ocean ave is all
non-pervious pavement, has served no purpose for 2 years. This would make great waterfront
park, with tree's, public space and control runoff too. The ESA expansion area simply looks at
the existing tree canopy/natural runoff but doesn't look at how the town can expand such to
other areas to greater overall benefit rather than just focusing on such as small part of the town
footprint.

3/9/2022 5:15 AM

104 More multi residential for Sidney. 3/8/2022 9:52 PM

105 Disconnected 'environmentally sensitive areas' are useless. We need corridors, both on land,
foreshore and water. You have eliminated the bird sanctuary side on Tsehum Harbour - the mud
flats there are a CRITICAL ecosystem for the birds, urgently needing long due protection, and
the accountability of boat owners in the marina and adjacent area as well as local government.
Any walkway needs garbage cans - promote good behaviour. We keep collecting garbage
people throw away. It is unacceptable.

3/7/2022 1:42 PM

106 Walkway north would be great, but apartments are not necessarily desirable. Cultural history of
the region is unseperable from natural history - could be enhanced through use of more native
plants in public areas. We have lots of beautiful trees, shrubs and flowers that are native to
this area to choose from.

3/6/2022 8:37 PM

107 We need to maintain protected area around shoal harbour. I don't see that on the map. 3/6/2022 1:45 PM
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108 we have an amazing waterfront which every resident loves expanding the use of it and allowing
densification will provide greater access to more residents and families. Having a large safe
well lit natural walkway will increase the appeal for many children and families along with our
seniors. We have one of the best waterfronts and provided a corridor to enjoy it above the level
of the beach provides safety for sea birds shore creatures and improves visiblity of natural
surroundings. limiting access to beaches using the walkway will also encourage use of
designated beach areas while protecting habitats close to the marina and in the town.

3/5/2022 9:13 PM

109 Would LOVE that walkway expansion! 3/5/2022 3:56 PM

110 This is an outstanding part of the plan. I appreciate the emphasis on reconciliation, the
environment, and the. waterfront walkway.

3/5/2022 1:29 PM

111 Government should not be permitted to take portions of an individual’s private property to
create a right of way. Try incentives or negotiation to achieve this result versus authoritarian
control.

3/5/2022 10:57 AM

112 Not just leisure walking but practical movement needs attention, especially the stumbling
interlocking bricks on Beacon.

3/5/2022 10:10 AM

113 more community centres in downtown area and nearby neighbourhoods for local residents
needed

3/5/2022 10:03 AM

114 Extended as far north towards Roberts Bay as possible then a walking / bike path connection
to Harbor Road neighbourhood commercial zone

3/4/2022 6:55 PM

115 Stop the densification. 3/4/2022 12:39 PM

116 The pathway as proposed just dead ends. Not sure the purpose of extending it. Sidney needs
to decide whether it is going to remain a quiet, seaside town or have what appears to be
extensive growth of expensive multi-family units making it a busy, non-pedestrian friendly city.
You cannot have both and growth. There should be more focus on redeveloping West Sidney
and not so much on downtown. Also make sure all cultures are represented in community
functions, not just the indigenous.

3/4/2022 11:04 AM
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Q12 Do you support these key objectives of Goal 3: Connected,
accessible and liveable neighbourhoods that meet the needs of the whole

community?
Answered: 269 Skipped: 81
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Q13 Do you support this policy to add opportunities for garden suites,
secondary suites, and duplexes in Sidney's "Neighbourhood Residential"
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Q14 Do you support this policy to add opportunities for townhouse
development near neighbourhood commercial nodes and transportation
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Q15 Do you have any additional comments on the objectives or policies
under Goal 3?

Answered: 150 Skipped: 200

# RESPONSES DATE

1 We support garden suite & secondary suites but NOT duplexes in the "Neighbourhood
Residential" designation.

4/11/2022 7:40 PM

2 Is it only townhouses that would be allowed here? I don't think the text of the draft limits the
development to townhouses. I agree with the Sidney Community Association comments on
this. Also need to preserve green space and trees, pathway connections.

4/11/2022 5:14 PM

3 Once again, the policy goals sound good but the application in practice does not. Secondary
suites and infill are very important but not appropriate for all areas marked in the map as
neigbourhood residential. Density needs to be respectful of local neighborhoods and the Town
has not exhibited this respect in developments to date.

4/11/2022 4:42 PM

4 townhouses are too dense 4/11/2022 3:41 PM

5 No townhouses no big apartments 4/11/2022 3:24 PM

6 no highrises 4/11/2022 3:05 PM

7 DISHONEST - OCP would allow highrises not just townhouses in multi-unit residential 4/11/2022 2:52 PM

8 NO to highrises 4/11/2022 2:17 PM

9 How much of the single family area is going to allow duplexes, garden suites, etc.? Are there
going to be any single family areas left in Sidney?

4/11/2022 1:11 PM

10 No.higher density 4/11/2022 8:30 AM

11 I have two items of concerns. First is that density and height are compatible with surrounding
neighbours. This has to be firmly applied as current single storey residential neighborhoods
become untenable when development exceeds two storey and existing houses become over-
shadowed and over-looked. Is Sidney strong enough to resist overheight development in
residential neighborhoods??? It seems, not so far. Second, the addition of "garden suites",
"secondary suites" and duplexes need to include on-site parking since without on-site parking,
parking becomes on-street which does not enhance residential neighbourhood living, in my
opinion.

4/10/2022 6:40 PM

12 I’m fine with allowing garden suites, secondary suites, and duplexes, as long as they are used
for long term rentals and not for VRBO or AirB&B units.

4/10/2022 3:51 PM

13 Lacks specific details. The townhouse developments authorized along Fifth and other areas
are very crowded and not particularly attractive while difficult to navigate in and out of. Need to
be a lot more specific and not overcrowd what’s left of residential areas in Sidney.

4/10/2022 3:17 PM

14 Sidney is too crowded as it is. We do not support this initiative. 4/10/2022 2:32 PM

15 Housing Quality, Choice, and Affordability your words, builders build for profit, Rentals I’am
afraid attracts a certain element, two Parents working using day care still cannot afford Sidney.
PARKING where and how many Congestion all ready.

4/10/2022 1:28 PM

16 Height and density should be compatible with the current neighborhoods. Family
neighborhoods now have homes on cul de sacs and playgrounds. Putting apartment buildings
over 2.5 stories and over 3 times the density will overwhelm these areas.

4/9/2022 8:52 PM

17 Make the diversity of transportation choices more balanced by improving infrastructure for
cycling and walking, such as a network of protected bike lanes on major roads, round-a-bouts
designed to accommodate cyclists of all ages and abilities, wider sidewalks on major roads,
boulevards planted with ornamental trees between sidewalks and curbs, elimination of curbs

4/9/2022 2:35 PM
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where possible on smaller side streets to reduce the "raceway" effect and discourage
speeding, lower speed limits on all streets.

18 Unless the OCP supports restricting the height of these developments near residential areas to
two stories to align with the character and look of surrounding neighborhoods then I cannot
support this. We do not want excessive height at the Cedarwood Inn site. The current motel
fits the look and feel of the neighborhood and nothing should be allowed there that does not
conform to the current height and seaside character of the neightborhood. We do not was a
repeat of the mistakes that allowed "The Rise" to happen.

4/9/2022 2:25 PM

19 I work in Harbour Road. It’s too industrial to add homes, and there is already insufficient
parking.

4/8/2022 9:03 PM

20 I don't agree with huge multi residential units in single family housing areas. Don't spoil our
quiet neighbourhoods with increased traffic and noise. And don't spoil our views !!!!!

4/8/2022 7:54 PM

21 The existing Townhouses that have been recently approved and are now being developed are
terrible. This looks like it is being continued. No green space, no play areas for children. Way
too close together. Our Town is being ruined due to over building with condos and townhouses.
More space needs to be considered between units. No vision anywhere in this OCP. Just crazy
locations being picked.

4/8/2022 4:25 PM

22 Road infrastructure on Canora does not support multi-residential units and you should not be
building multi-residential units IN an environmentally sensitive area (Reay Creek).

4/8/2022 3:19 PM

23 Some of these policies contain confusing language - eg «residential rental tenure zoning  and
other complementary tools » that seem designed to cover up intensification. Sidney already
has too much infill development in existing neighbourhoods. For transportation Sidney needs
more sidewalks. Often there is only a sidewalk on one side of the street. Eg Seventh on the
East side Brethour to Henry, Amelia North of Fifth on the North side, Malaview on the South
side between Fifth and Third … Avoid too much neighbour hood commercial development in an
area like Resthaven North of Malaview

4/8/2022 1:32 PM

24 no changes to the designation along Reay Creek (KelSet). There are other areas on this side of
Sidney that would be better suited for this change and increased density. I strongly oppose this
change!

4/8/2022 12:05 PM

25 Too much multi-unit residential 4/8/2022 9:09 AM

26 The push to densify seems rather nuts, this is ruining this community. This does not feel like
the same community as even a few years ago, not for the better.

4/7/2022 9:54 PM

27 I believe the potential townhouse development east of Third street requires the waterfront path
extension to be completed to ensure safe routes to open spaces as there isn't currently
adjacent park lands.

4/7/2022 6:58 PM

28 As long as they aren’t higher than 2 stories and they have enough parking. Make them have
double car garages.

4/7/2022 8:26 AM

29 I do not agree with rezoning the properties on Bowerbank between Calvin and Malaview. 4/6/2022 11:15 PM

30 The Coastal Douglas-fir Conservation Partnership (CDFCP) supports the inclusion of garden
suites, secondary suites and duplexes in the Neighbourhood Residential designation, excluding
the properties along Beaufort Road where one of the last remaining stands of Coastal Douglas-
fir forest is present (stated on www.sidney.ca). It is recommended that this change in zoning is
not applied to these properties, if possible. It is understood that there are a number of policies
in the OCP that aim to protect this habitat, but Conservation Zoning is likely to be the most
effective approach to protecting the forest on private land. The CDFCP supports the added
opportunity for townhouse development in most locations proposed, as it will alleviate pressure
on greenfield areas. However, this policy links to a policy to extend the coastal walkway up to
Rothesay Avenue. The CDFCP’s concern relates to the loss of trees from this section of
coastline and potential impacts on the marine environment. The OCP indicates that it supports
green shores (4.6.35) but it is unclear how the development in this area would be able to
accommodate this approach with the construction of townhouses and the walkway.

4/6/2022 5:28 PM

31 2 typos in paragraph 1: neighbourhoods that continues to evolve (should be continue) meeting
resident’s daily needs (should be residents')

4/6/2022 5:12 PM

32 Concerned about incursions of 'densification' into existing Residential Neighbourhoods. 4/6/2022 3:54 PM
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33 Could extend townhouse allowability further up Bowerbank, upwards of Ardmore... even up to
Resthaven. Not obvious to me why the cut off along Bowerbank ends where it does.

4/6/2022 2:27 PM

34 Ensure there is enough parking or limit residential street parking to one car per house. Every
new duplex seems to add one to two extra cars to the already tight street parking.

4/6/2022 11:22 AM

35 West Sidney needs more neighbourhood mixed commercial/multiunit residential so local
seniors can age in place after selling the family home while having shopping close by. West
Sidney needs a local food/drug/liquor store for its residents

4/6/2022 10:39 AM

36 Add Ardwell, Piercy and Bowerbank to this policy as they are transportation routes and suited
for development of this kind

4/6/2022 10:16 AM

37 Please keep these in family affordable price ranges. I'm a single mother and can't afford even
a bachelor suite in the new condos here

4/6/2022 9:32 AM

38 Only 2 story max for town homes 4/5/2022 4:32 PM

39 We need suitable affordable housing for local workers who want to work and live in Sidney, but
not to destroy existing decent housing in favour of denser buildings.

4/5/2022 2:19 PM

40 #13: I find that rental properties often have a larger number of vehicles parked that a non-rental
house. Due to adults sharing the rental possibly. Offstreet parking should be part of the
requirements for suites approval. #14: I would prefer more 'islands' of intensive neighborhood
residential that could include townhouses than blocks and blocks of townhouse development.
Eastern Vancouver areas come to mind. These have mostly paving and very little area for
greenery.

4/5/2022 12:50 PM

41 Need to keep multi unit, and subvision of lots OFF the ESAs and waterfront. Support all other
areas for development

4/4/2022 2:54 PM

42 Allowing duplexes that are on a large enough plot of land and that are large enough buildings to
be suited (and therefore becoming a 4plex) would increase sidney's density while providing
affordable housing. Increasing town houses and apartments takes away from the atmosphere
of sidney

4/3/2022 11:59 PM

43 Affordable homes for young people and families should be a priority. Service jobs do not pay
enough to support living in Sidney. Perhaps by then we will be served by Robots or automated
checkouts . Slowly creeping up now.

4/3/2022 2:37 PM

44 In general, I support this form of densification as long as it is done with sensitivity to the
appearance of the neighbourhood and consideration for the impact on neighbours. Again, a
major concern here is parking. Any addition to single-family housing should require space for
parking to avoid the sort of visual clutter and congestion that one sees in the residential areas
of Vancouver.

4/3/2022 2:20 PM

45 Appreciate the actions noted to work with the province and BC Housing to better incorporate
affordable housing. Even in new garden/laneway or townhouse developments, developers
should be required to provide options for affordable units based on income assessment.

3/30/2022 1:31 PM

46 I strongly support this but only with the provision of more pockets of green spaces in and
around the complexes

3/30/2022 12:06 PM

47 I continue to have real concerns about the unchecking parking currently seen along Resthaven
across from the Tsehum Harbour entrance. Cars remain there for days although there is no
housing on that side of the street. With ever increasing density along Resthaven where will
people park? Should the increased density plan not allow for a parking structure of some kind
to relieve tension on the 2 lane road? Even now, cars parking at the entrance to my little
Colinwood Rd. is so dense as to prevent access by a Fire Truck or a large or Emergenc
vehicle

3/29/2022 3:41 PM

48 town houses and duplexes should be able to have secondary suites to increase affordable
housing and affordable rental units

3/28/2022 9:11 PM

49 We need to develop mobile home park which would be financially assessable to young families
as a first home…..that is affordable housing.

3/28/2022 4:29 PM

50 The concern is that multi-level apartment buildings may also be allowed in the areas highlited
on Schedule A (e.g. page 92 of the draft OCP). This is misleading because it is stated above

3/28/2022 2:31 PM
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that townhouses could be permitted-there is no mention of apartments. Not sure if lot sizes will
permit the construction of garden suites-could result in overcrowding. On-lot parking
requirements should be included for suites. Residential parking is already an issue and is not
going away anytime soon.

51 Parking is already a problem in these areas adding more density will make the problem worse.
Resthaven and Bowerbank are bad, East-side development has created a serious parking
issue.

3/28/2022 1:24 PM

52 Sidney needs a much better and wider transportation system. 3 grocery stores in one area and
none elsewhere makes no sense

3/28/2022 9:55 AM

53 Yes, but make sure you keep the bit on the waterfront truly spacious and open - and as a
public space!!

3/27/2022 3:28 PM

54 So we are going to change our designation of our neighbour hood to increase the coffers of the
Bleu Moon and the Liquor store. The restaurant is doing extremely well and is owned by
someone who does not live in Sidney. The liquor store is also doing extremely well. I do not
see the point of adding in townhouses to this area.

3/26/2022 4:14 PM

55 You already asked this question! You cannot change a quiet neighbourhood and plant
townhouse complexes and expect the neighbourhood to remain the same. Why can't you
develop some of the area around McDonald Park Rd near the schools instead of where you
keep suggesting? There are already condo/apt buildings there now and the area is not built up
the way the area you are trying to so drastically change.

3/25/2022 9:31 PM

56 Increased density - more cars. Affordability? Workers housing needs must be a part of our
community

3/25/2022 5:01 PM

57 I don't like more density being located so close to the water in the two areas north of Beacon,
one on the waterfront and the other very close to the creek (even a block further would be
better for that one)

3/25/2022 1:23 PM

58 More areas would be nice 3/24/2022 6:53 PM

59 I cannot stress enough how important it is to have actual affordable housing for working class
and those on fixed income. Not just “affordable housing” for millionaires or older folks cashing
out their home to downsize. There needs to be opportunities for -everyone- to keep Sidney
thriving.

3/24/2022 8:37 AM

60 You can’t add all this housing without considering parking problems, and access to affordable
food, clothing and basic essentials.

3/23/2022 9:48 PM

61 Newly designated areas do not appear to be that close to reasonable commercial nodes or
transportation corridors. Appears to be random infill which will not likely be provided with
acceptable nearby shopping or transportation anytime in the near future.

3/23/2022 5:51 PM

62 The parcel of land on the corner of beacon and the highway should be developed into
townhouses, not a 6 storey building

3/23/2022 10:42 AM

63 I support additional housing, but under current building conditions, it removes green space
without replacing it, adding to the heat island effect. We had record highs the last few years,
and every time we add a building or road, we increase that heat map.

3/23/2022 9:19 AM

64 when do you stop i get they need housing but where do you stop 3/23/2022 6:08 AM

65 We need affordable housing and not just housing for the affluent 3/22/2022 10:49 PM

66 No 3/22/2022 7:53 PM

67 Allow garden suites and secondary suites for other areas as well. For example, there are single
family homes in the Multi-Unit Residential Zones that would benefit from garden and secondary
suites.

3/22/2022 3:01 PM

68 Policies need to be built for some oversite of denser locations to keep up the standards of the
neighbourhood and not allow absentee landlords let properties deteriorate as we see currently
in some areas.

3/22/2022 2:45 PM

69 10478 Resthaven Drive was one house now look at the monstrosity being built. 3/22/2022 11:16 AM

70 Why force single family dwellings out of Sidney to favour all these jam packed 3/22/2022 11:15 AM
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condo/townhome complexes?

71 We need more and affordable housing, so this makes sense. I hope these will include
measures that expect some affordability suites and buildings so all people can afford to live
here.

3/22/2022 10:39 AM

72 If you want to add more people to Sidney you need to work on the traffic & parking issues.
Right now the traffic is lined up down Resthaven all the way past Henry. The traffic by Thriftys
again is horrible. We need proper intersections. Work on infrastructure before adding more
people to Sidney.

3/22/2022 10:32 AM

73 Parking…when you remove 2-3 houses and replace with 15 townhomes, parking becomes an
issue. Street parking on both sides of streets makes driving in Sidney challenging and also
dangerous for both drivers and pedestrians

3/22/2022 10:19 AM

74 I oppose the increase of density surrounding mermaid creek. This would destroy the
ecosystem in mermaid creek with the added rainwater that normally absorbs into the ground on
these properties.

3/22/2022 9:48 AM

75 Concerned that adequate parking be provided for townhouse development and not force
residents to park their inevitable second vehicle on what are busy roadways. Short of
legislation restricting townhouse owners to a single vehicle I see no resolution to the parking
consequences of one spot per unit.

3/21/2022 8:42 PM

76 Council needs to review on street parking regulations - may be surprised to know that not all
residents live in Sidney and many are multi car families. There is not enough parking for multi
family housing as it is. Need to find new ways to add parking and townhouses, suites etc.
Current townhouse projects do not have enough parking! Sidney must do better to ensure
young families are moving here.

3/21/2022 5:28 PM

77 It's okay in theory as long as the capacity of the roadways, parking and safety of pedestrians
and cyclists can also be accommodated.

3/21/2022 4:20 PM

78 These long narrow lots adjacent to Third Str should be encouraged for land assembly for
enhanced redevelopment opportunities. We do not need a successive row of townhouses all
turned in upon themselves or facing a line of garages or driveway rather than to the street /
ocean. Such linear townhouse developments are poor cousins and anathema to what should
be provided along the Sidney Foreshore. But these properties should be subject to additional
design requirements for enhancing view corridors from Third Str to the Ocean or alternatively
Open Space and Landscape Design.

3/21/2022 4:15 PM

79 We do not need more traffic in our little Town. Development and growth will destroy Sidney and
crime will come knocking at our doors. I have traveled extensively and what we have here
should be treasured Sidney is still a Diamond why would anyone want to destroy it.

3/21/2022 3:51 PM

80 I do not support it on the area directly on the waterfront 3/21/2022 2:48 PM

81 I used to live in South Surrey which is now filled with multi-unit homes. It definitely impacted
the feel of the area and brought a lot more traffic. Many natural areas and trees were removed
and now it's just a land of condos and townhouses. One of the reasons I moved to Sidney was
to live in an area with better planning.

3/21/2022 12:51 PM

82 support the goal, provided existing rental properties are not replaced 3/21/2022 10:52 AM

83 Do not change Canora Rd From res-1 to res-3 3/21/2022 8:27 AM

84 My support is conditional on seeing what development is proposed. This is not a green light to
anything.

3/20/2022 4:16 PM

85 Weiler and Lochside is a pinch point in local transportation. If you wish to develope the
Cedarwood site with 200+ new condos and commercial space you will have to come up with
another entry and exit route to South Sidney. Water mains in this area will have to be
significantly upgraded as well - 3 major breaks in the last few years.

3/19/2022 10:16 PM

86 I have concerns with continued townhouse and condo development.. as I feel many young
families would not find that kind of housing suitable for them. I also feel this will increase an
already challenging parking issues.. for visitors and residents.

3/19/2022 7:08 PM

87 Too many duplexes, rentals, condos, especially in residential areas, will tax the local
infrastructure too much.

3/19/2022 4:57 PM
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88 I don’t see anything about spaces for dogs. We need an off-lease area people don’t have to
drive to.

3/19/2022 3:30 PM

89 Townhouses will eventually become the new normal in our cities. Incremental zoning is the
way to go.

3/19/2022 2:36 PM

90 Far too much multi unit housing! 3/19/2022 9:47 AM

91 Secondary suites, condos, town houses or garden suites do not guarantee an increased rental
market. Currently the majority are being used for short term rental, ie: air b n b. Even if
restrictions were imposed regarding this I’m not sure how that could be enforced.

3/18/2022 6:39 PM

92 Living on Weiler with the prospect of more than 400 people being added, accessing our street
& congesting an already dangerous intersection is not acceptable. I do not agree with this area
being intensified with that degree of densification! Must not be allowed. If possible change it to
only “Neighborhood Residential” in keeping with the majority of the area already established. If
anything, a possible duplicate of the wise planning of “ The Homes of Bakersview” (?) down the
street on Lochside in North Saanich.

3/18/2022 1:38 PM

93 Housing variety in residential zones require sensitivity to neighboring properties and
residences. Careless and indiscriminate permission for variety can lead to terrible aesthetics

3/18/2022 8:03 AM

94 Key words are AFFORDABLE and FAMILY With family comes the need for some form of
outside space in these developments. Squeezing multiple townhouses into these spaces when
they have little to no outdoor space should be avoided. If the town wants to encourage
families, families need to have space to encourage kids to be outdoors, and a basic backyard
is the best start.

3/17/2022 9:53 PM

95 More parks, more sidewalks, more multi-family housing, more affordable housing, please. But
to do that, you need to stop using density as a scary boogie man. People fortunate enough to
live in a detached house (like me) are not entitled to insist that everything around them be the
same. Those days are gone. We need to build housing without further delay.

3/17/2022 8:04 PM

96 No 3/17/2022 7:13 PM

97 Are lame way houses also being offered as options in residential areas? 3/17/2022 5:26 PM

98 In my mind, more townhouse style of housing , which usually means smaller/non-existent
yards, should also include policies recommending acquisition of more public, large enough to
be multi-functional, off-site open space, especially if families are a target demographic.

3/16/2022 10:22 PM

99 The designation of the western position of the Cedarwood lot as multi residential does not align
or transition with the neighbourhood; a designation as intensive residential would be a better
match.

3/16/2022 2:34 PM

100 West Sidney could also benefit from densification and the provision of basic amenities such as
a grocery store and a drug store

3/16/2022 12:46 PM

101 Back to my original question: how big should Sidney get given it's limited geographic area? 3/16/2022 12:32 PM

102 Considering the demographics noted in this document with respect to the future growth of the
"seniors" population, it will be critical to protect needs for movement. This may be contrary to
the strict interpretation of the statement to create a pedestrian/bikes only core areas. Remote
parking for those needing assistance will not work and is certainly not welcoming. As well new
visitors not knowing the area will be confused as to where their destination may be a where
best to park especially if anyone needs assistance.

3/15/2022 6:08 PM

103 The idea of Neighbourhood commercial has not been justified. The plan attempts to justify
increased densification creeping into residential neighbourhoods based on the faulty premise
that there is a legitimate need for more commercial in Sidney.

3/15/2022 5:16 PM

104 Where have you accommodated for scooters ? Bike lanes, roads, sidewalks. They are getting
more plentiful and larger.

3/15/2022 4:35 PM

105 Development must include provisions for parking vehicles off the streets for those vehicles
associated with the residence. When redeveloping, wiring must be put underground.

3/15/2022 3:59 PM

106 I'm pleased to see the town is broadly considering secondary suites and alternative housing
options throughout the community.

3/14/2022 9:44 PM
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107 Spread out the development, don't cram it all into one area. People in townhouses don't need
access to transit any more than any one else and the areas highlighted are not near any
significant commercial nodes.

3/14/2022 9:43 PM

108 Parking must be addressed in all parts of this goal. Increased need for parking in the short to
middle term are not going to just go away.

3/14/2022 7:49 PM

109 This plan basically protects the well to do neighbourhoods of Sidney for the construction of
multi family units. I think a more creative solution of examining infilling is a sensitive manner
would protect the character of Sidney.

3/14/2022 6:01 PM

110 I would really appreciate better bike lanes/paths in Sidney and possibly a barrier between the
highway and the Lochside trail bike/walking path to make it feel like a safer travel route with
my children.

3/14/2022 4:19 PM

111 I fail to see "neighbourhood commercial" in most of areas where townhouse develpment
proposed. Density and height at proposed Cedarwood development NOT compatible with
context of neighbourhood homes.

3/14/2022 2:35 PM

112 Coun. Peter Wainwright met with a group proposing a multi unit building at Pat Bay Hwy and
Beacon - based on initial plans he said, the developers seem to be targeting a higher end
market. That seems to be the opposite of the plan.

3/14/2022 12:27 PM

113 densify too much. allowing too many people thus losing Sidney's charm. rental at what cost,
not inexpensive.

3/14/2022 12:16 PM

114 One proposed area off Resthaven appears to clash with a desire to class land as
environmental sensitive

3/14/2022 12:08 PM

115 It depends on the scale of any neighbourhood development. 3/14/2022 11:50 AM

116 you do the latter and watch crime grow...saw this genius planning on the mainland and saw the
areas turn into ghettos....if you don't like what we presently please move away

3/14/2022 10:57 AM

117 More areas should be opened to townhome and multiplex development. Municipally owned
rental properties might also be considered to expand affordability options and increase
available rental units, esp for families.

3/13/2022 7:43 PM

118 As a resident in one of these areas I would like to be personally contacted to discuss the
relevance of these changes and why these changes are being proposed to the property that I
own WITHOUT MY INPUT.

3/13/2022 6:02 PM

119 Absolutely against the expansion to townhouses on Resthaven at Harbour Road. As a resident
of that area I have not been consulted nor is an appropriate fit. Traffic and parking in the area
is already busy and any change will bring even more. The area is fine as is and the duplex
lifestyle appropriate as it is elsewhere on Resthaven

3/13/2022 5:17 PM

120 Townhouse development is superior to single family homes for sure, but I would hope that the
majority of new developments would be aimed at co-op and subsidized housing options.

3/13/2022 4:44 PM

121 Condos should be more than bee hives with people jammed into small spaces overlooking
other condos. Condo developers not providing any amenities. and hardly any green space in
the name of bigger profits for them.

3/13/2022 4:28 PM

122 The Town needs to develop zoning bylaws that will allow for more stringent control of
multifamily and townhouse building design. An Advisory Design Panel would be a good start.

3/13/2022 4:01 PM

123 Why not make better use of the land where the Anacortes ferry docks? Seems to be this is
prime land that can be put to better use for rental accommodation.

3/13/2022 2:15 PM

124 One problem with townhouses is that they do not attract young families. Young families usually
require a home with 3 or more bedrooms.

3/13/2022 2:14 PM

125 We have to be careful with Lochside to keep it in line with the vision of the seaside town as a
lot of traffic are coming in via that route

3/12/2022 11:45 AM

126 Can there be more areas where garden suites would be allowed? 3/11/2022 9:47 PM

127 Given Sidney's location close to airport and ferry terminal, there is a sheer need & opportunity
to add more locations for townhomes and apartment buildings which will help with shortage of
rental & young family housing.

3/11/2022 10:08 AM
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128 I’m hoping later on the plan it will address traffic flow and parking. 3/10/2022 10:06 PM

129 Multi-unit residential buildings are too high - this completely undermines the value of single
family homes. Streets get overly congested with long term parking. Parking on city streets
should be limited to 2 hours!

3/10/2022 1:39 PM

130 Please see my previous comments regarding bike lanes. 3/9/2022 4:21 PM

131 With the extremely constrained land area in the town and surrounding region greater density
has to be considered for the future.

3/9/2022 5:15 AM

132 I feel as we continuously density Sidney we risk what are Sidney’s charms. I shutter to think
we will end up with the density of the West Shore.

3/8/2022 10:04 PM

133 Canada 's population growth goals include adding 450,000 immigrants annually, plus current
population growth will require communities to add more apartment buildings, condos and
townhouses. Sidney's growth plan is small in its vision.

3/8/2022 10:52 AM

134 I would like to see more townhomes and apartment buildings 3/8/2022 9:52 AM

135 There does not seem to be enough areas for townhomes and apartments. Please consider
adding more.

3/7/2022 3:51 PM

136 Put portable toilets in all parks and walkways that do not have Washrooms. Build washrooms,
this year, on walkway and behind tanners.

3/7/2022 3:38 PM

137 "Goal 3: meet the needs of the whole community" INCLUDE the entire community of life, not
just the people AND do not dare to force people out of their properties so that developers can
make money building box apartments (I have listened to the news in TV)

3/7/2022 1:47 PM

138 Street parking in residential areas is already an issue where rental units are permitted. Some
homes have 4-6 vehicles parked in the driveway and road in front. It makes it dangerous for
children playing and people walking dogs or with strollers. Parking should be on one side of the
street only with the sidewalk on the opposite side clear of visual obstructions to drivers and
pedestrians.

3/6/2022 8:40 PM

139 Infill development must provide adequate parking and be done with an eye to the character of
the area. Garde suits must also provide access and parking that does not add to the
congestion of roadways. NO CHEAP Project builds. Developers may try to cut corners in the
name of affordability but they just get off scot free and make extra money while people are
saddled with sub standard homes. Do not ease building codes.

3/6/2022 1:52 PM

140 Height restriction. No more than 2 stories 3/6/2022 10:15 AM

141 How is the town going to ensure where garden suites / carriage houses are permitted the
process will not be over regulated and cumbersome - we have seen the results of other local
municipalities try to introduce policy around garden suites, etc. and it has been an utter failure
- no inter-departmental communication, over processing, unclear objectives which drags out
timelines and creates unnecessary cost for all parties - defeating the purpose of trying to
create affordable options for housing in the Town

3/5/2022 11:24 PM

142 Parking needs to be incorporated into the property 3/5/2022 10:38 PM

143 to improve the quality of the lived experience in sidney we need to move to support lower
income members. I don't believe this is being done at the pace it should be. Realestate in
sidney is costly and out of range for people on disabilty income and low wage earners as we
develop more positions Amazon...for example. reasonable rent for a person with a disabtily
income working part time is $1300-1650 per month, yet their disability amount is only $1348. If
we want a diverse community that supports the needs of everyone in our community to need
to give permits and grants with offsets to any developer willing to invest in our diverse future. I
don't want us to be Oak Bay avenue if our poorest can live with us here.

3/5/2022 9:18 PM

144 Love the commercial node idea. 3/5/2022 1:30 PM

145 Housing proposal at the intersection of #17 and Beacon is an abuse of human rights. To build
housing so close to a major highway would condemn residence to those who cannot afford
better and must reconcile to enduring traffic noise and pollution.

3/5/2022 10:16 AM

146 Ensure sufficient off street parking for all redevelopment garden suites, secondary suites and 3/4/2022 7:02 PM
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duplexes (not like the problems that exist on Siddall and Bowerbank Roads).

147 There is already too much density in Sidney. It will destroy the small town feel of the
community.

3/4/2022 12:40 PM

148 you need to consider transportation corridors before you start building multi-family housing.
Resthaven is already a busy, tight corridor - I feel sorry for the transit drivers having to
negotiate the double deckers down that road. Parking and increased traffic volumes need to be
a strong consideration for new developments. Car usage is not going away.

3/4/2022 11:10 AM

149 There are too few areas for townhomes and low rise (3-4 story) apartments. Townhomes should
be allowed to occur on 3-4 times the land area contemplated.

3/4/2022 10:07 AM

150 There is not enough street parking, city parking or reservable parking to add so much density
to the downtown core. Adding more density will only clog of the streets with creating traffic
chaos worse than it already is and also there will be an increase in the number of cars parked
on the street streaming into the residential areas due to the huge lack of overnight parking in
the city.

3/3/2022 6:08 PM
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51.52% 136

34.47% 91

6.44% 17

3.03% 8

2.65% 7

1.89% 5

Q16 Do you support these key objectives of Goal 4: A diverse and
balanced community supporting a thriving local economy?

Answered: 264 Skipped: 86

TOTAL 264
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43.91% 119

28.78% 78
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11.07% 30

1.85% 5

Q17 Do you support this policy to add more affordable workforce housing
in the West Sidney Village area?

Answered: 271 Skipped: 79

TOTAL 271
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Q18 Do you have any additional comments on the objectives or policies
under Goal 4?

Answered: 107 Skipped: 243

# RESPONSES DATE

1 The municipalities should use their considerable voice to express outrage to the federal
government/Bank of Canada for very deliberately suppressing interest rates via debt/bond
purchases. Using the Taylor Rule the BoC rate should be closer to 12-15% (based on certain
inputs). This would drive the cost of housing down for first time buyers and help seniors on
fixed income meet their needs. Everything else is window dressing.

4/11/2022 7:47 PM

2 Needs more of a plan & vision for this village. Multi unit development should start on Beacon
and Galaran. It is not desireable just to leave it to developers to bring forward individual
development proposals anywhere in West Sidney Village.

4/11/2022 5:20 PM

3 The planning graphic for west sidney housing is horrifying. Flat fronted apartment blocks to
house 'workers' ? What schools have our planners graduated from? We need humane scale
multi height fronted buildings that say neighbourhood home, not housing project. More housing
is great, but that does NOT mean big apartments that will not foster community and do not
respect the local residential character.

4/11/2022 4:47 PM

4 No big apartments Leave west side houses alone 4/11/2022 3:43 PM

5 Too big will be bad for neighborhood 4/11/2022 3:25 PM

6 will destroy Galaran not affordable, just developer lies 4/11/2022 3:06 PM

7 DISHONEST - Affordable housing is IMPOSIBLE - These will be expensive Shameful to
destroy existing neighbourhood

4/11/2022 2:55 PM

8 will destroy neighbourhood NOT affordable to ordinary workers 4/11/2022 2:18 PM

9 This is too close to Telset creek. Vistas looking toward the island mountains over the open
space of the airport are breathtaking. Build a walking park with a duck pond, skating pond. A
place to see sunsets in sidney. Low cost housing in an already noise contentious area will
simply say that lower income families have to put up with inferior living environments

4/11/2022 8:35 AM

10 Why do we pick on West Sidney Village? Again it seems to portray West Sidney as a separate
town (village). Shouldn't we be looking to "add more affordable workforce housing" in Sidney in
general?

4/10/2022 6:40 PM

11 When planning this development (adding more affordable workforce housing), be sure to
include green space to attract young people and young families.

4/10/2022 3:55 PM

12 Its an answer but could easily create somewhat of a ghetto if not done carefully. There are no
stores and not enough infrastructure and services to support a big population influx. Already
services (like dog grooming) are driven out of Sidney because of high rents. Where is the retail
base to support this population expansion - particularly if largely younger people. Don’t think
“Gateway” which was already voted down by the residents of Sidney because of the harm it
could do to downtown core. Need a lot more specific details.

4/10/2022 3:22 PM

13 We support this as long as improvements to insfrastructure such as traffic circles are built to
support the increased volume this will incur.

4/10/2022 2:36 PM

14 Is it going to be Cheaper on West side, yes I support this, density in all parts of Sidney, what
is an affordable rent, Habitat for Humanity, over by Sidney North Saanich Border is nicely
done, we do not need four, five or six level,twenty, forty, or more Units. That’s a lot of People,
Cars, Pollution, that’s a Tremendous Burden on an already stressed infrastructure. There is a
Solution, we need more Ingenuity, the Answers are out there, and Time is Not our Friend.

4/10/2022 1:47 PM

15 The principal is good…define affordable! Not multi story apartments. 4/9/2022 8:56 PM
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16 Strongly oppose expanding the Harbour Road Marine area mix of marine industrial and marine
commercial uses, and also opposed to 4.4.18 that "all residential uses within and adjacent to
the Harbour Road Marine Industrial area will be subject to a Restrictive Covenant expressing
knowledge of the marine industrial and marine and marine commercial uses that are currently
or will be established along Harbour Road"

4/9/2022 2:48 PM

17 I support the broad goals concerning affordability, accessibility, walkability, and active
transportation in Sidney. HOwever I hold some concerns. Specifically, I would like to see the
OCP single out stronger ties between the downtown core and Sidney’s industrial district west
of Highway 17 with an emphasis on the intersection at Beacon Avenue and the Pat Bay
Highway, a top priority for the future growth of our region. These plans should include a vision
for an overpass for Beacon Avenue along with accompanying overpasses for pedestrians,
bicycles and scooters. The level of current and proposed development planned for the
industrial district without the necessary transportation and pedestrian infrastructure in place is
a concern.

4/9/2022 2:30 PM

18 There is no such think as affordable housing in this area. With sales for condos close to 1
million dollars this is not affordable for young families. This will not change in the West Sidney
area

4/8/2022 4:29 PM

19 I have concerns about traffic impacts for existing residential areas in the southwest, especially
in light of the new Amazon facility.

4/8/2022 3:20 PM

20 Avoid creating a « workers’ ghetto in West Sidney. Mistrust the Airport’s ability to develop its
land in a way that is not a positive for Sidney. For example the new Amazon warehouse is
likely to have many detrimental impacts, especially on traffic, and on the proximate residents.
The Harbour Road development area sounds well thought out and appropriate. Nicely
contained.

4/8/2022 1:36 PM

21 Does not consider the effect on current residents in that neighbourhood, and across from that
"orange outlined" area, nor the Amazon building and the problems it brings with traffic, noise,
walled off viewscapes. The future street view has too much big-city sterile architecture,
asphalt and concrete that does not provide for a distinct, vibrant and lively seaside town
appeal.

4/8/2022 11:33 AM

22 Glad to see the West Side local area plan rolled into the OCP. 4/7/2022 7:00 PM

23 I believe this is a great opportunity to revive the West Sidney area and create a more vibrant
neighbourhood.

4/7/2022 2:26 PM

24 Affordable housing should not be limited to West Sidney Village but spread through out the
community. Centralizing affordable housing creates stigma and other social issues

4/6/2022 5:43 PM

25 Very concerned about building heights, large condos being built. Total disagree with the west
side plan!!!

4/6/2022 3:01 PM

26 Only if the intersection at Pat Bay Hwy and Beacon is improved. 4/6/2022 11:23 AM

27 As with the core downtown area of Sidney density needs to be increased, not decreased to
provide more affordable housing in west Sidney. Council needs to act on this and not be
swayed by local NIMBY community associations

4/6/2022 10:49 AM

28 What about the rights of the home owners in that area?!? Who have invested in this
community, pay taxes, volunteer and support the Town of Sidney.

4/6/2022 10:41 AM

29 Please allow a number of units for annual income in specific ranges. Say, 8 units for income of
30-40k/year, 8 units for 40-50k/ year etc. When it comes to housing, annual income is easily
over looked and people working retail jobs for our stores is in these categories.

4/6/2022 9:44 AM

30 I would not like to see an affordable housing ghetto in West Sidney. We shouldn't have a
"wrong side of the tracks" situation here.

4/5/2022 2:22 PM

31 The village will need some services for the people living there as well. I think Calgary did a
nice job of the old General Hospital area. The area had housing, restaurants, parks and an lrt
station linking it to the downtown for jobs.

4/5/2022 1:00 PM

32 Affordable housing is so important. People need to be able to work AND live here. Wonderful 4/5/2022 7:52 AM

33 I am concerned about the wording. Are you expecting developers to pay for affordable
housing? Or are you adding supply to the existing which will allow for older and less desirable

4/3/2022 4:03 PM
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areas to become more affordable when we have excess homes available (Supply and
demand).

34 I do not wish to see all lower cost housing pushed to the west side . I would hate to see
Sidney become Oak Bay with its protectionism

4/3/2022 2:39 PM

35 Yes, I support this densification along with a small business area offering things such as a
convenience store and a coffee shop.

4/3/2022 2:24 PM

36 Again with lots of green spaces! 3/30/2022 12:07 PM

37 *Harbour Rd marine area should not include the land at the corner of Harbour Road and
Bowden which adjoins residential properties that the plan is proposing to earmark as
ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE while allowing this lot to be zoned marine industrial...??

3/29/2022 7:33 PM

38 Parking provisions needed. preferable 2 level, off street option 3/29/2022 3:42 PM

39 Workforce housing should be the responsibility of the businesses that require the housing. 3/28/2022 1:29 PM

40 The associated need is for high quality jobs which will foster skills development and provide
the sort of wages which will enable people to afford to live here.

3/27/2022 3:31 PM

41 From what I can see (if I'm not missing any info) it makes sense. Building up the west side of
the Pat bay Highway won't impact the established residential areas on the east side of the
highway, plus it will facilitate building rental units at a more affordable price because the land
would not be as exensive as the properties in the town of Sidney proper.

3/25/2022 9:43 PM

42 The housing on the west side looks very concentrated. Green spaces? Play grounds? 3/25/2022 5:04 PM

43 I hope Harbour Road development takes into account attractive streetscape as it develops 3/25/2022 1:24 PM

44 By the highway? And in the airport fly zone? That’s hardly appropriate for housing. 3/25/2022 12:18 AM

45 Why not elsewhere? I appreciate its close to some employment areas, but proximity to transit
and services is important too

3/24/2022 6:58 PM

46 When allowing commercial development in a residential area it needs to be of benefit to the
neighbourhood, more than just increase to the tax base, local infrastructure etc.

3/24/2022 8:12 AM

47 This area is single family homes and should stay that the greed of this town to constantly
develop and density is astounding

3/24/2022 8:05 AM

48 It would be a misnomer to pretend that the West Sidney Village area would be "affordable" for
workers.

3/23/2022 5:55 PM

49 I agree that we need more housing, but the proposals for West Sidney - specifically the plot on
the corner of beacon and the highway is a slap in the face to the existing working class
residents. Specifically the residents of Jahn Place and Skylark. Families are already leaving
due to the Amazon building, if the proposed 6 storey development is allowed, working class
families will all leave the area.

3/23/2022 10:50 AM

50 Yes, we need housing. But the current mock up would remove lawns, shrubs and established
trees, which negatively affects the stated climate goals, and would further increase the heat
heat island affect of Sidney.

3/23/2022 9:24 AM

51 No 3/22/2022 7:53 PM

52 This looks great!!! 3/22/2022 2:04 PM

53 Would like bylaws allowing residential areas to permit small agricultural animals and birds. For
example a laying hen or duck.

3/22/2022 12:51 PM

54 Traffic problems already so adding more people to the area will not help! 3/22/2022 11:18 AM

55 If i have to say it again… infrastructure, infrastructure, infrastructure first. 3/22/2022 10:35 AM

56 Affordable housing means something different to everyone. There is a need for housing and
parking.

3/21/2022 5:29 PM

57 While I strongly support provision for additional workforce housing, I disagree with the
disconnected Island approach to how this is being implemented. West Sidney, if it is to remain
as residential, needs to be a whole community with access to parks, pedestrian or bicycle

3/21/2022 4:20 PM
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connections to Downtown Sidney and their own neighbourhood commercial services with
appropriate buffering to the big Amazon complex - we don't want an example like Langford
where a street of single family homes was engulfed by Millstream Village on all sides without
buffering and that they need to cross 8 lanes of traffic to leave their small remaining
neighbourhood.

58 Once again why bring in more people more traffic more crime that all comes with growth at all
levels

3/21/2022 3:58 PM

59 This is talking about very expensive upgrades. "high quality employment-intensive industries",
etc, all sounds fine, but companies that can impact this are not there now (or very, very few).
By all means, try to create another tech hub, but recognize that it means a very renewed
environment on the west side from what is there now.

3/21/2022 12:58 PM

60 Much needed for people who want to work in the Sidney area 3/21/2022 10:53 AM

61 Sidney and Vancouver Island in general are lacking in affordable housing. For many here
nothing is affordable.. so it would depend on rents and prices.

3/19/2022 7:11 PM

62 Affordable housing can effect neighbourhoods, can lower the value of the other homes in the
area. You want to encourage small businesses in the downtown core? Do something to make
commercial space affordable.

3/19/2022 5:00 PM

63 Not sure I like all the planned neighbourhoods being proposed. Takes away freedom in living as
one wants to.

3/19/2022 3:34 PM

64 This is tough for present owners. Also a danger of ghetto-izing the area. Could change begin
with a line of multi-story housing along the highway, leaving much of the present village to
change slowly. Can we have an overpass here? Much more needed than the one further north.

3/19/2022 2:43 PM

65 I support affordable housing on the west side; I do not support it on the east side where market
rates should prevail. If the transportation hub is improved, as recommended in this OCP,
workers can easily travel to Sidney on public transit.

3/19/2022 12:09 PM

66 I would like to see the affordable housing have more curb appeal. This to me looks
institutional. The buildings look like concrete boxes on concrete wide sidewalks with paved
roads. No variety regarding housing choices.

3/18/2022 7:20 PM

67 While I am in favour of affordable workforce housing I don't see much in this OCP draft that will
motivate the development of such. If, finally, we destroy what is currently a rather nice
neighbourhood of single family homes and replace it with multistory condominiums with no
community spirit then we will have lost something.

3/18/2022 1:23 PM

68 Push for a transition to more environmentally sustainable and less polluting industrial activities
in the Harbour Road area. There is significant pollution into the waters. Dense housing in the
West Sidney area should be be spatially and acoustically separated from noise - especially the
Pat Bay H'way

3/18/2022 8:06 AM

69 Affordable housing should be a Sidney wide policy. And to call this area West Sidney Village is
interesting..! Especially as these properties have for years had to endure being classed as
Sidney Business Park... and even have the big signage to prove it...

3/17/2022 10:10 PM

70 Not just West Sidney. The whole town. Build housing. Also, you should allow more non-marine
businesses on Harbour Road if they enhance the neighbourhood. Like the coffee shop that's
there now.

3/17/2022 8:07 PM

71 No 3/17/2022 7:15 PM

72 By focusing on West Sidney north and funneling all attention and funding there, West Sidney
South is becoming ghettoized. Aging homes, no amenities or services and few transportation
options means residents are stranded there. Adding the Amazon warehouse to the north has
further hemmed in West Sidney South and will make access from Beacon even more difficult

3/16/2022 12:51 PM

73 See in part, most previous comments related to a cohesive sensitivity thereby not creating a
feeling of segregation or a lack of being a part of Sidney.

3/15/2022 6:12 PM

74 Housing affordability is a very difficult problem especially for a municipality that is already fully
developed. West Sidney is now one of the most affordable neighbourhood in Sidney. It's hard
to see how the affordability problem could be addressed in West Sidney without adversely
affecting the majority of existing property owners.

3/15/2022 5:25 PM
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75 New residents must be made aware of and accept that airport noise occurs in this area.
Encourage the development of aviation training facilities such as simulators and classrooms.

3/15/2022 4:03 PM

76 We have densified quickly and intensely in the past five years The expansion needs to stop
and settle before we unknowingly turn into Langford. Great for the contractors, terrible for the
residents

3/14/2022 11:35 PM

77 'All Bay' should be spelt "Allbay", above. 3/14/2022 9:52 PM

78 I'm glad I'll be moving in the next few years. What a lackluster photo of future proposed
development. Does anyone there even care what long term residents would like to see.

3/14/2022 9:46 PM

79 Village looks to be surrounded before it is even built. No natural light with industriel buildings to
west (5 Storeys?) and noise from the Highway. Care mus t be taken, not to create a ghetto.

3/14/2022 7:54 PM

80 It strikes me it is ghettoising workforce housing in one area. Workforce Should be throughout
the town

3/14/2022 6:28 PM

81 Backyard suites is another important aspect of affordable housing. 3/14/2022 6:02 PM

82 I think that increasing the appeal of Sidney coming from the ferries would be really beneficial.
You don't see the charm of the Town with what is currently facing the highway.

3/14/2022 4:19 PM

83 Not understanding why it cannot be just affordable housing and why just the West Side? The
developer submitting plans for a multi unit building at Pat Bay and Beacon seem to be
targeting a higher end market.

3/14/2022 12:37 PM

84 what is affordable mean? it is not inexpensive. 3/14/2022 12:19 PM

85 Will there ever be an overpass at Pat Bay and Beacon? This area needs to be child friendly
also ,,,parks and safe travel to elementary school

3/14/2022 12:12 PM

86 Affordable housing has been an objective for many years. Housing development is driven
largely by market forces and in the absent of significant funding from federal or provincial
governments there will be little progress made on this front. Sidney's other challenge is that it
is virtually fully built out with land available for development.

3/14/2022 11:54 AM

87 Entirely inappropriate and a radical change to a quiet end of Sidney. It is a falsehood to believe
that workers could locate here. More likely it will be of interest to speculation and any “worker”
will travel in so parking and traffic will increase. The current usage of small businesses is good
enough.

3/13/2022 5:23 PM

88 Sounds really great! Need to make sure that pedestrians can access downtown Sidney without
waiting for traffic lights.

3/13/2022 4:46 PM

89 Developers who build for rentals will charge high rents and only offer a small portion of units for
workers. Workers can't afford high rents. There must be some control of rent charges and
number of affordable units. Don't let the developer blackmail the town.

3/13/2022 4:32 PM

90 I am disappointed that the OCP does not have any plan for the future to connect the Sidney
West area to the rest of the town. No future overhead walkway/ bicycle corridor is
contemplated in the transportation plan. It remains a transportation cul-de-sac, accessible by
one very heavily used commercial route and only one overhead pedestrian route at one end.
There is no pedestrian connection to the downtown area.

3/13/2022 4:08 PM

91 "Affordable housing" is not a well-understood term by most people. It needs to be specified as
attracting young families, not just singles or childless couples.

3/13/2022 2:18 PM

92 Developers have to start building more modest housing rather than catering to high-end buyers.
Too many modest homes/units are being removed to make way for "mini mansions" that are
unaffordable to the general population.

3/13/2022 9:46 AM

93 No 3/11/2022 9:48 PM

94 The Beacon Ave/Pat Bay highway interchange will be overloaded with all this growth. All traffic
from Sidney funnels through this interchange. Add another means of accessing the SB
highway from Sidney.

3/10/2022 1:44 PM

95 lower cost rentals are definitely needed to better support the local economy, however policy
need to ensure these aren't 'repurposed' to becoming short term vacation rentals to simply

3/9/2022 5:17 AM
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benefit property owners

96 "Diverse and balanced"? HOW? WHO is going to be balanced with the cost of everything in
Sidney? The rich just getting richer, you mean that yes? "minimize adverse environmental
impacts of industry" - not good enough. ELIMINATE any impacts. Have you seen the state of
the harbour? shameful.

3/7/2022 1:50 PM

97 This housing needs to be designed with pride of ownership design not built as cheap and low
cost without an eye to.maintaining community pride. Kids that live there need places to play
and access to grocery and provision within walking distance. Will extra people and families
need increase in schools. Whre would a new school go? What about Healthcare for an
increased population. Sidney is already strapped with thousands of people without access to
primary care. If that cannot need expanded an increase in population could be devastating.

3/6/2022 1:58 PM

98 This considered policy is negligent - it completely negates the fact the Town has an existing
residential community on the West Side that has been long forgotten and unsupported. The
idea of creating an area of low income housing to support neighbouring industries sounds like
an encampment and nothing short of a pipe dream. Re-evaluate.

3/5/2022 11:27 PM

99 please define affordable this is blanket term used to support rents above a 50% of net income.
bachelor suites with no stove are renting for $1300 per month to people on disability making
$1348 per month...Aranza required a single income of $45000 and double of $75000 and was
called affordable..... please define affordable don't throw the term around without clear
definitions. Can you supply a one bedroom unit for $1000 per month Yes or No...if you can't
then its not affordable....

3/5/2022 9:23 PM

100 Promote the development & growth of the Marine Industrial Area. 3/5/2022 11:08 AM

101 Beward of ghetto potential. 3/5/2022 10:16 AM

102 Encourage company backed housing with employee purchase option. Leave employment sell
back to company will +5% per year max. increase. Company can then rent first with sales
option to another employee.

3/4/2022 7:07 PM

103 The town of Sidney can not effectively lower the cost of housing in this area 3/4/2022 12:44 PM

104 Housing that is affordable for the middle class, both rentals and for purchase are needed, not
more high end condos. It's good to put them in West Sidney where most of the work is.

3/4/2022 11:12 AM

105 The word affordable can be misleading and would suggest this wording expand to state "to add
workforce housing, including rental and affordable home ownership, in the West..."

3/4/2022 10:08 AM

106 It is easy to attempt to plan for more affordable housing, but the reality is that there is no such
thing in such a sought after place to live. Land values are so high that puts so many people
out of the running before a home is even built on that land.

3/3/2022 6:16 PM

107 Make sure you figure out where all the traffic will be going and what you will do to mitigate the
congestion for the other side of Sidney.

3/3/2022 2:59 PM
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66.67% 174

22.99% 60

5.75% 15

0.77% 2

2.30% 6

1.53% 4

Q19 Do you support these key objectives of Goal 5: Biodiverse, connected
ecosystems informed by traditional, local and scientific knowledge?

Answered: 261 Skipped: 89

TOTAL 261
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64.04% 171

24.34% 65
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Q20 Do you support this policy to restore and naturalize parts of Mermaid
Creek over the long term?

Answered: 267 Skipped: 83

TOTAL 267
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Q21 Do you have any additional comments on the objectives or policies
under Goal 5?

Answered: 53 Skipped: 297

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Again, the policy is great but the actions under, not so much. Mermaid Creek deserves
restoration. But the Town needs to be respectful as well as to what restoration means to other
park areas which have not been 'natural' for years. For example, Reay Creek ivy pull has
resulted in increased creek bank erosion and loss of habitat for animals and insects. The
whole area of the pond and dam is a human construction, there was never anything natural
about the pond. Much of this seems make work business for the Town. Scientific knowledge
says tree cover is necessary to counter climate change and for human health with heat domes
and more threatened. How much tree cover and mature plantings have been lost in Sidney in
the last five years? How will we protect what is left going forward? Traditional local and
scientific knowledge would be to protect all greenspaces and sea accesses we have now,
expand where possible, and look to old uses of the seascapes and lands. It would be huge for
the Town to work with Nations on mapping, protecting and restoring historical land and water
use. For example, Reay Creek used to be a portage route, how can we communicate,
celebrate and protect? Also, other areas for fishing, shellfish harvesting? We can do much
better.

4/11/2022 4:59 PM

2 Not sure of the costs of involved and the importance of Mermaid Creek. Would need more info 4/11/2022 11:53 AM

3 No. 4/10/2022 6:41 PM

4 Sounds great, but multi story apartments don’t mix with this vision. 4/9/2022 8:58 PM

5 Why has this not been done in the recent years of overdevelopement. No green space, No
parks, No space in new townhouse complexes. We need to see some specifics that will be
implemented

4/8/2022 4:31 PM

6 Don't build multi-residential units in ANY environmentally sensitive area. 4/8/2022 3:21 PM

7 Emphasize environmental protection. Don’t let builders get away with contravening the shore
protection laws and then merely paying a fine but leaving the offending structures in place.
Enforce regulations on leashing dogs on beaches in Roberts Bay Area. Leave more green
space around new buildings to allow for better drainage control and environmental protection.
Plant more trees. Discourage development which cuts down old trees in favour of planting a
couple new saplings.

4/8/2022 1:41 PM

8 Note, the 2180 Beacon Avenue West property is a marshy, riparian area, with many birds and
ducks, that would be a good candidate to keep as natural environment in accordance with Goal
#5

4/8/2022 11:37 AM

9 interesting that the goal is a stream side trail but the present trail has been closed! 4/7/2022 10:17 AM

10 It is recommended that the OCP indicates that Sidney will seek to develop a common Tree
Preservation Bylaw for the Saanich Peninsula. The Coastal Douglas-fir Conservation
Partnership (CDFCP) would like to indicate strong support to produce a Saanich Peninsula
State of the Environment Report and / or update to the CRD’s Regional Blue/Green Spaces
Strategy (4.5.7). The CDFCP strongly support the development of a funding plan for the
acquisition of additional park space (4.5.19). It is recommended that Sidney includes a policy
in the OCP to review opportunities for the development of a fund that would enable parks
acquisition and the management and maintenance of the towns natural assets e.g.
Environment Levy (West Vancouver), Conservation Fund (City of Courtenay), Water Utility,
including natural assets (City of Nanaimo). The CDFCP strongly supports policies 4.5.16 –
4.5.22 which aim to improve habitat connectivity across Sidney. Delivery of habitat
connectivity on the Peninsula will require the cooperation of multiple stakeholders. The CDFCP
supports the recommendations in the Bioregional Framework developed by the Saanich
Peninsula Environmental Coalition. This highlights opportunities for the local governments on

4/6/2022 5:30 PM
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the Peninsula to work together to deliver better environmental outcomes. This is reflected in
policy 4.5.5 and 4.5.6 of Sidney’s OCP.

11 Fiscal responsibility is required. 4/6/2022 4:00 PM

12 Expose the creek at Resthaven park. Add ponds to Rathdown Park. It would beautify the area
and the park is unusable in the winter due to flooding.

4/6/2022 10:19 AM

13 Comments on Mermaid creek noted previously. Daylighting the creek would have a huge
impact on the housing currently there, and would be a cost to the town as they'd have to
purchase the adjacent properties.

4/6/2022 10:16 AM

14 Anything that can be done to preserve and enhance Mermaid is great. I wouldn't suggest a
small bridge over the mouth of the creek to facilitate going on the waterfront from Fifth to
Ardwell, especially at low tide, but the alternative is paths along both sides of the creek which
isn't a good idea either.

4/5/2022 2:27 PM

15 Not sure what the "naturalization" of Mermaid Creek entails. 4/3/2022 2:27 PM

16 Great!! 3/30/2022 12:08 PM

17 Proposed financial impact of these changes? I support re-wilding but the public needs to
understand financial impact to taxpayers.

3/29/2022 7:36 PM

18 I support the need to protect Mermaid Creek but I am concerned that higher density forms of
housing (more than 2 level townhomes) may get built to offset the required/legislated riparian
setbacks. The OCP somewhat indicates this. There is an opportunity for the Town to be
proactive and undertake a Mermaid Creek Drainage Study (I couldn't find reports about the
creek on-line). A Neighbourhood Plan could then be prepared. This information would guide
staff & developers when considering development applications. It is in the public interest to
plan the area as a whole to ensure managed development & the creation of community
amenities (ie walkway, park) through daylighting and protection of Mermaid Creek and
ultimately the marine foreshore. This is a unique area and deserves the time/cost to develop it
properly. All of this should be included in the OCP.

3/28/2022 2:38 PM

19 What concerns me is the term "land Acquisition". The idea sounds fine, but what would be the
overall result to the area you are trying to naturalize?

3/25/2022 9:48 PM

20 A fabulous goal! 3/25/2022 1:25 PM

21 Please do it 3/24/2022 1:48 PM

22 I love this idea. Restoring our creeks is wonderful. Do you have a plan for invasive species
removal and monitoring in these areas?

3/23/2022 9:26 AM

23 No 3/22/2022 7:54 PM

24 I would encourage Sidney to start a multiyear plan to plant a certain number of trees annually
throughout the town. Each year we would be contributing to cleaner air and lovely areas. This
would help to promote healthy neighbourhoods everywhere and not only in the downtown

3/22/2022 2:50 PM

25 This is such a great initiative! Very important! Will require physical barriers to keep people out
as people ignore the signs.

3/22/2022 10:41 AM

26 To protect mermaid creek you need to remove plan to add multi unit residential surrounding it
and therefore flooding it with added rainwater from parking lots and roofs. Much of the water
absorbs into the ground here. Building big complexes would change the balance of the
ecosystem of mermaid creek.

3/22/2022 9:52 AM

27 The naturalization of the creek also needs to have viewing areas, but not necessarily fully
accessible for the full length of the creek. That being said Roberts Bay needs a crossing of the
creek estuary to connect the beach walking area to Fifth Str.

3/21/2022 5:12 PM

28 Full Support, but then, I don't own property in the area affected. The devil is in the details here. 3/19/2022 2:45 PM

29 My support depends on what development opportunities are proposed for this area. 3/18/2022 7:28 PM

30 I would like to see a similar commitment to opening up and developing the stream on the south
side of the Cedarwood lot

3/16/2022 2:36 PM

31 Why not have a storefront space for First Nations on Beacon to allow people to learn about all 3/16/2022 12:53 PM
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of the initiatives Sidney is planning and how First Nations are involved

32 As before establish an overall policy that will start immediately protect our waterways and
Ocean from pollutants.

3/15/2022 6:13 PM

33 I would agree with the basic idea, except I smell a problem with the concept of "development
opportunities" Is this just a tricky way to introduce greater densification into a residential
neighbourhood?

3/15/2022 5:46 PM

34 Not much green space allotted in Sidney 3/15/2022 4:40 PM

35 The proposed policies to "protect water resources, the marine environment , pollution & impact
mitigation, natural assets & infrastructure" does not include any information on how the
increased load of sewage will be handled in an environmental way.

3/15/2022 4:17 PM

36 Defined and limited pathway access to this area would connect Sidney residents to this
ecosystem and make them more aware of its value as a community resource.

3/15/2022 4:06 PM

37 Funding? Property taxes have already reached their limit. 3/14/2022 7:55 PM

38 taking away too many existing houses 3/14/2022 12:22 PM

39 The Mermaid Creek proposal is very much a long term project and progress will be slow. But it
is important to set out an objective

3/14/2022 11:55 AM

40 There is no specific action plan or time line. This has been talked about for years and
years....what is being done about it?

3/13/2022 4:34 PM

41 I would like to see some immediate incentives to start to bring the long term goals into the
near future.

3/13/2022 4:11 PM

42 Would’ve great if native plant species would be promoted not just in the park, but also for
home owners

3/11/2022 9:50 PM

43 How does this plan affect the homes that are in this area? 3/10/2022 1:45 PM

44 page 5, question 9 has the Environmentally Sensitive Area(ESA) consideration which should
be here, the statement above of 'connected ecosystems' applies to all of the town land and
waterfront. There is greater complexity and the entire land area needs to be treated equally.

3/9/2022 5:17 AM

45 I’m all ecological restoration but I can’t see where development opportunities ties in to it. 3/8/2022 10:17 PM

46 Restoration must happen asap, but not just there. My work with Tseycum taught me the
urgency to clean up the colonial act: harvesting clams is still not possible. That is infringing in
their Douglas Teary rights. Mermaid Creek canNOT be the only restoration. Not the best we
can do.

3/7/2022 1:52 PM

47 More native plants and share trees please! 15% crown closure usnt enough. Trees will help
with climate change and sunburns for pedestrians.

3/6/2022 8:43 PM

48 Please consult with the first nations groups as they have managed the land for years without
the failures we have created. we need to look at bringing in natural habitats consistent with the
history of our First Nation Elders. For people to enjoy the beauty creating a visible walking
journey with raised walkways instead of access opportunites to disrupt the natural beauty of
the ecosystem.

3/5/2022 9:27 PM

49 Please upgrade Mermaid Park too so it is an enjoyable place for people of all ages to visit. 3/5/2022 1:31 PM

50 General garbage pick up necessary, especially along #17. 3/5/2022 10:16 AM

51 Fix the damage caused by the developers and residents along the existing daylighted creek.
Provide a suitable path and do Not put up any signs. Leave the park as is.

3/4/2022 12:49 PM

52 while Indigenous may have historical knowledge, this is no longer the same world. We need to
give proper weight to current scientific information.

3/4/2022 11:13 AM

53 The renaturalizing of this area is a wonderful and important goal. The wisdom of indigenous
peoples should continue to be a major part of more such work to restore the land and to live in
harmony with it.

3/3/2022 6:27 PM
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57.41% 151

28.14% 74
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2.66% 7

2.28% 6

2.28% 6

Q22 Do you support these key objectives of Goal 6: A healthy resilient
community that takes action to address climate change?

Answered: 263 Skipped: 87

TOTAL 263
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Q23 Do you support the OCP's broad policy approach to taking action on
climate change?
Answered: 260 Skipped: 90
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Q24 Do you have any additional comments on the objectives or policies
under Goal 6?

Answered: 98 Skipped: 252

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Items 1, 2 and 4 are ludicrous. There are no renewable sources of energy (even including
nuclear) that are not dependent on fossil fuels. You cannot mine the material and/or
manufacture any renewables without fossil fuels. Please actually read the Energy section of
the IPCC. Alternatively, read the summary by the MIT Climate Change/Energy Systems group
entitled "Insights into Future Mobility" (2019). To achieve the 2C target which includes building
830 Million electric vehicles worldwide will require an additional 100 million barrels of day
(bbls/d) of NEW oil production. Worldwide mining (exploration to final product) currently
consumes 10 million (bbls/d). To achieve the stated goals requires worldwide mining to
increase 500%. Try reading Vaclav Smil at the University of Manitoba. He writes brilliant
articles on the pace of decarbonization.

4/11/2022 8:10 PM

2 Climate action is urgent top priority. 4/11/2022 5:23 PM

3 There is so much science on the benefits of urban forest. Yet Sidney has destroyed much of
its urban forest in the last few years. Historical landmark trees, like the Resthaven pines, lost
forever. The huge loss of trees and mature plantings to condo development impacts our
resiliency and response to climate change. Again, the Town is practicing exactly the opposite
of what it preaches. How sad and ironic to see the photos used in the OCP survey show so
many trees now lost to lazy developers and a Town that will not protect its urban forest. Sidney
core has probably half the green it had in those photos. And the design of new buildings does
not reflect proven methods of building in resilience to climate change: multifronted, varying
level and entry, walk ups, with pocket park and greenery areas. Instead we have an abundance
of lowest common denominator cheap buildings that maximize square footage and developer
benefit at the expense of community and climate resiliency.

4/11/2022 5:11 PM

4 more trees 4/11/2022 3:26 PM

5 sea level rise is extremely slow - a very steady 3 inches a year since 1909 - 1/40 of the daily
tidal range of 120 inches

4/11/2022 2:57 PM

6 We need to do what we can locally. We also need to recognize that other levels of government
and other nations also need to participate. What these larger player may or may not do is often
not something we can control.

4/11/2022 1:18 PM

7 Influence VAA to minimize the number of aircraft movements by encouraging airlines to
schedule fewer, larger gauge aircraft, and by severely limiting recreational aircraft movements
that typically involve multiple takeoffs and landings.

4/11/2022 8:39 AM

8 No. 4/10/2022 6:41 PM

9 Have to keep demographics in mind. All for a reasonable plan to protect the environment but
let us have a reasonable transition plan. Would not want to see bicycle paths everywhere as
they have done in Victoria and which are not particularly well used but have made navigating
the downtown core a perfect nightmare and cost the merchants business.

4/10/2022 3:27 PM

10 We support disaster management strategies. To wit, all Town of Sidney neighbourhoods should
have more than one access point. Currently those living in neighbourhoods abuting Lochside
Drive south of Tulista park are unable to leave their neighbourhoods in their vehicles if
Lochside Drive is closed/undriveable for any reason. The town of Sidney should explore
options for alternative access points, to ensure residents are not trapped.

4/10/2022 2:43 PM

11 Gas emissions are a challenge, but providing public transportation within Sidney is necessary
before eliminating Parking areas…some can’t ride bikes or walk to services. On street parking
is “sight pollution” and will get worse with these huge density changes.

4/9/2022 9:04 PM

12 Would like to see Sidney strive to achieve net zero prior to the IPCC goal of 2050 , starting 4/9/2022 3:39 PM
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with increasing investment in cycling, walking and transit

13 While I support taking action to address climate change, I have reservations about the flood
level construction bylaw. It is imperative if any such bylaw NOT penalize existing homeowners
living in low lying areas of Sidney. We need to address concerns of sea level rise without
creating expensive hurdles or penalties for property owners in these areas.

4/9/2022 2:36 PM

14 I am not sure about the flood protection bylaw and how it would impact any new changes to our
Wharf. As I know the Wharf is not above the water level by very much and I don't want to have
the Wharf removed.

4/8/2022 8:00 PM

15 Bicycles are not sustainable transportation for seniors. The public transportation system needs
to be improved

4/8/2022 4:34 PM

16 The goals sound good but it is the action taken that will make a difference. Many of the multi
unit dwellings in Sidney are too big for the town and for the properties they are built on. One of
the drawings of a proposed general commercial mixed use area has no green space at all,
except maybe a roof.! The ground is entirely paved. We should not be encouraging huge
homes. People will have to get used to living in smaller spaces to conserve heat and land.

4/8/2022 1:45 PM

17 Note, Urban Forest is part of the equation, retaining what Sidney has in greenspace and
forests, rather than any concrete jungle as shown in the West Sidney future drawing.

4/8/2022 11:39 AM

18 Too much emphasis on climate change and decarbonization. All forms of pollution and non-
renewable resource waste reduction are broader goals that must be considered

4/8/2022 9:13 AM

19 Being an ocean side community, climate change will affect the community greatly and I
support all action that reduce climate change.

4/7/2022 7:03 PM

20 why are houses allowed to be built so close to the water? thought with climate change the
rules would have been changed but instead several new houses on Beaufort Road have been
built as close to the water as possible. The new houses are pushed way closer to the water
and this only encourages the old houses to be torn down and new ones built closer to the water
as their previous sightlines are ruined!

4/7/2022 10:19 AM

21 Both Federal and Provincial governments support the transition to EV vehicles. Sidney needs
to have parking and charging stations to accomodate these vehicles.

4/6/2022 5:48 PM

22 The Coastal Douglas-fir Conservation Partnership (CDFCP) supports policy 4.6.4 to incorporate
trees in the public realm and provide them sufficient space to grow.

4/6/2022 5:30 PM

23 Fiscal responsibility required. 4/6/2022 4:04 PM

24 Fine that Sidney wants to go green but there is no infrastructure in place..there needs to be a
push through the provincial government to get rail going on Vancouver Island and some form of
accessible transportation… you can’t put a plan in place for one town and yet the rest of the
region does not follow.

4/6/2022 12:00 PM

25 We need safe pedestrian access from West Sidney to the main Town. It is dangerous to cross
in it's current condition.

4/6/2022 10:41 AM

26 This is a broad approach indeed. Lots of community education will be needed to make it work.
Maybe everyone will get on board like we all did with wearing COVID masks!!

4/5/2022 2:29 PM

27 I support efforts to reduce emissions by reducing energy use. But I do not believe that this can
be accomplished by just changing from one energy source to another. No source of energy is
entirely free. I cannot support a policy which promotes reducing our emissions by an arbitrary
value while not taking into account our use of energy to produce and dispose of the materials
used in batteries and solar panels. Every decision made about ‘going electric’ should also take
into consideration the lifecycle cost of electricity production and transmission.

4/5/2022 1:44 PM

28 There is definitely work to be done to make this a more bike and pedestrian friendly town.
Especially between where the lochside beach access ends and to the McTavish interchange
area. Theres no side walk. Unless thats a North Saanich issue?

4/3/2022 4:05 PM

29 I wish to draw your attention to noise reduction along with pollution. Banning of gas leaf
blowers .Blowing one leaf along a driveway! Blowing it off a property to be blown back by
nature the next minute is CRAZY. Move to ensure lawn mowers are quieter. With new
construction thought should be given to lighting. Not required to illuminating all night . We

4/3/2022 2:50 PM
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would then be able to view the starry night sky , This would also keep children and adults in
touch with this wonders which has been lost for more than a half century.

30 Actions under goal 6 will need strata buy in when opportunities arise to add alternative energy
options (e.g. roof replacement with solar panels; on demand heating; electric vehicle charging.
Encourage Town staff to work to publicize federal/provincial incentives broadly and engage
with strata councils to help them make appropriate climate action supports when feasible
during building lifecycle maintenance.

3/30/2022 1:35 PM

31 Do not want to give 'carte blanche' without understanding financial impact to the community.
We all want healthy resilient communities that reduce their impact on global climate concerns
but, realistically, broad policy and actionable items are usually quite disparate.

3/29/2022 7:41 PM

32 Proper cycling routes, better off street parking (yes, there WILL be cars) perhaps a parking
garage closer to the town center; continued support for local public transport - maybe Sidney
neighbouhood small buses that run frequently and connect to the less frequent long-distance
routes.

3/29/2022 3:45 PM

33 "promote a healthy community for residents". Part of that means getting to grips with the fact
that thousands of people have no Doctor, but the population increases especially the old, like
me (85 but still in good shape - I take no prescription meds). The medical problem seems to be
all talk and little action at any Government level. Promoting and encouraging are fine, but has
anyone done a survey of how many full time doctors are needed in Sidney, and then actually
doing something to achieve it.

3/27/2022 4:04 PM

34 I like that this is something that new development needs to take into account (ie, trees,
casting of shade, avoidance of waterfront hardscape if softscape can be equally as effective)

3/25/2022 1:27 PM

35 If you want to encourage more biking, there has to be more secure ways of locking up your
bike. Bike theft is a huge issue in Victoria that is bleeding into Sidney. You’re not going to
encourage more cycling if the risk of parking a bike is too high.

3/24/2022 8:42 AM

36 This question needs to be more specific as to what is intended. 3/23/2022 5:57 PM

37 Interconnected green roofs with cafe seating, art and cultural installations will aid in may of
these goals. Green roofs reduce the winter water run off, reduce the heat island effect, provide
shade to buildings, reducing air conditioning costs in summer, provide added insulation,
reducing heating requirements in the winter, they provide food for birds and bees, add to carbon
sequestration, and the Maintenance of them will provide local jobs.

3/23/2022 9:35 AM

38 your climate change is going the wrong way, your increasing green house gasses etc grab a
brain

3/23/2022 6:10 AM

39 No 3/22/2022 7:54 PM

40 I ride my bike. 3/22/2022 12:53 PM

41 Climate change is bigger than Sidney council so please just stop as long as China, etc. keeps
polluting why tax us or even bother.

3/22/2022 11:24 AM

42 I think we could make a lot of the downtown pedestrian only, thereby reducing driving and
encouraging cycling / walking.

3/22/2022 10:42 AM

43 Again, it is the traffic, sitting waiting for the light at Beacon is creating the biggest emissions.
I’m not kidding the traffic will be backed all the way to the one way street one day. Then what.

3/22/2022 10:38 AM

44 Please allow our residents to keep a small number of backyard chickens it is good for the
environment and works towards food sustainability not only do chickens produce eggs but they
also help Cut down on food waste and gardening waste they are huge contribution to any 6000
square-foot land or larger. Many municipalities already allow their residence the freedom.
Please consider this change for the OCP. The residence that are interested in those jeans I’ve
been waiting a very long time to see it happen and we’ve been told the OCP is the only way to
enact this change.

3/22/2022 9:48 AM

45 May be implied in the OCP somewhere but a statement regarding a reduction in the use of
plastic would be a good idea, since this is a major environmental concern that is only growing
in seriousness.

3/21/2022 8:48 PM

46 I think Sidney as a smaller community is one that should adapt to Climate Change rather than
committing significant resources to mitigation. Issues regarding sealevel rise and storm events

3/21/2022 5:17 PM
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are something to prepare for and will require significant tax expenditures. Sidney mitigation
strategies are more window dressing than beneficial and would draw the limited resources
away from preventing more catastrophic impacts.

47 I would like to see plastic-free initiatives included as part of the climate action plan. For
example, providing water stations and banning plastic bags where feasible.

3/21/2022 4:20 PM

48 Climate change will only happen when the whole world is on the same page 3/21/2022 4:06 PM

49 So, now let's get practical about all of the rhetoric. Will the town top up the programs to install
EV charging stations in existing MURBs? Or will it just install a few more public charging
stations for show? What concrete measures will be taken to actually get there? Or is this all on
our backs?

3/21/2022 1:01 PM

50 There is nothing really specific here.. in order to encourage a lighter footprint for example..
there needs to be multiple bike paths in town(well maintained), pathways that are lit for “safety
and visibility) (as mentioned in slide 15)..along the waterfront, more sidewalks, wider
sidewalks, creation of more neighbourhood parks.. with planting of trees

3/19/2022 7:17 PM

51 Do you really think our town for 12000 is going to “change the climate “? Work on reducing the
use of energy. Street lights with solar/wind turbines that collect and store energy then feed the
grid. Have the lights LED on motion sensors. Encourage and give tax breaks for residents and
businesses to install solar panels. Allow people to collect rainwater for gardens and lawns. And
I hate to say it, but more round abouts.

3/19/2022 5:08 PM

52 Senior governments have the main role here. I would not want Sidney to spend an inordinate
amount of time on projects under local control that make little difference.

3/19/2022 2:48 PM

53 Sure, let's have some programs to combat climate change. But let's make them practical -
things that Sidneyites can do that would actually have an impact (the recent proposal to
replace the Beacon Wharf was an example of a practical recommendation to address sea level
rise affected by climate change but, oh dear, it was shot down by a typical NIMBY reaction).

3/19/2022 12:14 PM

54 As development progresses green spaces disappear. Large trees are removed and replaced
with two much smaller trees. To encourage alternative means of transportation requires safe
infrastructure. Bike lanes and sidewalks. Numerous streets in Sidney do not have this. If you
want people to walk lighting needs to be improved. The heart smart walk has no lights. Sidney
is not a safe place to be a pedestrian.

3/18/2022 7:45 PM

55 Stronger push for use of sustainable and environmentally material for construction and
industrial products. Push to reduce car traffic, not only for Carbon reduction but also for the
production material used and other waste they produce (tires shedding particles)

3/18/2022 8:09 AM

56 the climate emergency is real and we need to go further. Solar powered heat pumps could be
mandatory for all new development. Extensive micro and active transportation grids could be
implemented immediately. ICE vehicular use could be strongly discouraged through limited
public parking opportunities and narrower streets. Until designated micro transportation lanes
are established, street parking could be curtailed on a rotating basis to help people adjust.

3/17/2022 9:26 AM

57 I would like to see within the OCP a commitment to providing sidewalks especially on both
sides of the highways designated Provincial secondary and Arterial: also relevant to fostering
walking goals and making Cedarwood neighbourhood commercial a realistic proposition

3/16/2022 2:40 PM

58 To truly involve everyone, Sidney should consider more accessible mass transportation
options. A shuttle bus to shopping areas from residential and West Sidney areas could reduce
emissions and allow people unable to bike or walk to help reduce driving

3/16/2022 12:56 PM

59 Where is the statement to deal with our outflows and water pollution? Need to drill down more
from these statements into actual go forwards with suggested timelines/parameters/controls.

3/15/2022 6:17 PM

60 There is be so much pressure on everybody to do its part to reduce green house gasses and
manage the effect if climate change. The danger is for the Town to take on too much and do
too little. The Town should focus on those things that are clearly within its mandated, develop
clear but limited quantifiable goals, and report on achievements to residents. about

3/15/2022 5:55 PM

61 Again, sewage is not covered in any aspect. Also, you may be reducing the carbon footprint
but vehicle batteries will be a huge problem. Wood burning homes cause health issues as well.
Going to more electricity means dams, or worse, nuclear power, etc., which was & still is a
problem 50 years ago. Wind turbines has not been mentioned. Water turbines are also used to

3/15/2022 4:30 PM
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create electricity. Do not rely totally on electricity. If there is a power outage in the middle of
winter that could be a serious problem. We need to actually recycle everything that we can.
Incentivise the population. We are willing. The town should be self sufficient & provide
opportunities to recycle or return or reuse everything in our own community. We seriously lag
behind other communities in Canada. Subsidize solar power retrofitting of homes would be a
very positive aspect too.

62 Discourage vehicular traffic in Sidney's downtown core by making cycle and electric vehicle
corridors accessible. Monitor and consider technology that permits self-driving vehicles along
specified corridors. This technology could apply to "last mile" delivery and shipping removing
polluting traffic from the town.

3/15/2022 4:14 PM

63 A note on the new streetlights. Would it not have been even more efficient to go with a lower
powered light in our inner community streets. It is 24 hour daylight now and deeply distressing.

3/14/2022 11:38 PM

64 Well those are lovely words. Why aren't all new multiunit buildings required to have solar
panels on the roof. Rainwater catchment for use on exterior landscaping during drought
months. Electric car chargers. Food gardens for residents instead of lawns. Back up the words
with requirements for developers.

3/14/2022 9:52 PM

65 Funding? Property taxes have reched their limit. 3/14/2022 7:57 PM

66 I think that this section is weak. If Sidney is serious about sustainability there would be should
be far more stringent requirement for energy efficient constructions, requirement for builders to
incorporate green space not design, re-purpose of existing buildings, encouraging green
industry, etc.

3/14/2022 6:07 PM

67 too much emphasis on biking as many residents come to Sidney as they can't bike! 3/14/2022 12:26 PM

68 No road connecting. White Birch Rd and resthaven 3/14/2022 12:14 PM

69 Climate change including sea rise levels, flooding in low lying areas have the potential to affect
large portions of Sidney in the Orchard area and along Roberts Bay. We have no area to retreat
to.

3/14/2022 11:58 AM

70 I would like to see more concrete actions and policies in this area. 3/13/2022 4:50 PM

71 How is Sidney going to actually follow through on the vision of reducing green house gas
emissions? New builds should be green and should use solar energy when possible.

3/13/2022 4:38 PM

72 The objectives are admirable ... the current town policies re: making Sidney walkable are
abysmal.

3/13/2022 4:14 PM

73 While laudable, these goals may be unrealistic given current geo-political world events. 3/13/2022 2:21 PM

74 We can anticipate more severe weather, so it's in our best interest to take action. 3/13/2022 2:17 PM

75 Council should converse with actual cyclists as to preferred and safe routes in and through
Sidney. More signage as to location of connecting paths (ginnels) throughout Sidney that keep
cyclists and pedestrians safer than on roadways.

3/13/2022 9:50 AM

76 Bike lanes need repair and there are several busy intersections that need work. Most
importantly bike racks need to be convenient and greatly increased.

3/13/2022 9:36 AM

77 Continue to improve the ev charging accessibility at parks and tourist points 3/12/2022 11:48 AM

78 No 3/11/2022 9:51 PM

79 Need of considering density as an important mean to address climate change. 3/11/2022 10:20 AM

80 A new breakwater to protect the town and permit vessel traffic helps to resolve some of the
waterfront issues. A permanent, rock breakwater, not a floating liability. The town is
unbelievably short-sighted to the economic opportunities of a Town Dock within a protected
harbour. Port Sidney does NOT function as a transportation facility. It is also threatened by
future storm surges without a breakwater.

3/11/2022 9:42 AM

81 Feel very strongly about this objective 3/10/2022 10:13 PM

82 The town must take steps to encourage residents to limit each family to one vehicle. Stop
allowing residents to park on city streets! Or, institute a Resident Parking Pass to allow them
to park on a limited number of DESIGNATED streets, with an appropriate fee. Our streets are

3/10/2022 1:50 PM
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congested with residents (and boaters in the Tsehum Harbour area) parking long term on the
street.

83 There is much of this beyond the realm of the town, i.e. emissions from the highway traffic, the
airport, etc are likely much greater than all produced by local residents. However renewable
energy, solar etc are are viable and should be encouraged on public buildings and private
development.

3/9/2022 5:18 AM

84 more consideration for increased density as a meaningful way to address climate change 3/8/2022 4:06 PM

85 I'm concerned that there is not enough density contemplated as I feel it would address a
positive measure against climate change

3/8/2022 9:54 AM

86 Clean out vacant and rundown boats in the harbour and on the coast 3/7/2022 3:42 PM

87 The sooner the better School projects that become stewardship legacies Work with nature 3/7/2022 1:54 PM

88 More trees! Stop cutting down trees if they cannot be replaced. 3/6/2022 8:44 PM

89 Keep costs down and not make it out of reach for tax payer 3/6/2022 10:16 AM

90 create a state of the art walking,cycling and busing access corridor through and around the
town of sidney and no one will need cars as our community grows. Sidney can have MODO
cars for those needing to travel greater distances. I drive into town for convienience but
wouldnt if I didnt need to.

3/5/2022 9:31 PM

91 Environmental stewardship is essential, but municipal government should continue to rely and
support the established provincial, federal and regional levels of government that are already
mandated to ensure Environmental management. This degree of detail in a municipal OCP is
excessive duplicated tax resources.

3/5/2022 11:19 AM

92 Good try, but it is, really, too late. "Zero by 2050" sounds nice but will not prevent what will
come, nor even mitigate. The metrics are not on our side.

3/5/2022 10:17 AM

93 Need to apply cost efficiency to all projects and not burden tax base. Need to ensure Federal
contributions first, Provincial contributions second then Municipal contribution third on the
same program. Not funding one off projects in isolation.

3/4/2022 7:11 PM

94 Be bold and effective in taking action on climate change 3/4/2022 4:13 PM

95 with the increase in cyclists on the local trail systems, it would be very pleasant to have some
routes that are just for pedestrians. I am getting very tired of having speeding cyclists appear
from behind me without warning.

3/4/2022 11:14 AM

96 There is not enough reference or emphasis around one of the most impactful ways Sidney can
improve its climate footprint which is through densification. To achieve the walkable,
sustainable community this OCP seeks, we need viable density to replace inefficient old
buildings with new energy efficient ones providing much more housing and opportunity than
this plan calls for.

3/4/2022 10:10 AM

97 This goal underpins all the rest. 3/3/2022 6:31 PM

98 There are two main opposing issues here, you can’t increase the density and expect to reduce
the carbon footprint of a city. Increasing the density will cause more cars to park on the streets
because there aren’t enough options for those who cannot afford a single family home, the
increases congestion. More congestion means more cars idling in traffic, more electricity
required. Think of the infrastructure first before planning this zero emissions target.

3/3/2022 6:18 PM
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Q25 Would you like to provide any additional feedback on the
Development Permit Area Design Guidelines?

Answered: 89 Skipped: 261

# RESPONSES DATE

1 THIS IS THE GREATEST AREA OF CONCERN AND WHERE THE TOWN CEDES ITS OCP
VISION TO DEVELOPERS. Throughout these responses have come back time and again to
the huge opportunity lost through uninspired, uninformed by current architectural values, lowest
common denominator, developer led planning. Small town, seaside cimmunity is our biggest
value and treasure. It should not be so difficult to actualize, many seaside towns have done, to
their great advantage in protecting community and fostering economic sustainability. Sidney is
in the brink of becoming something not very nice, a developer condo land that completely
ignores where it is, the rural lands and seascapes, the history. What a shame.

4/11/2022 5:18 PM

2 no duplexes in single-family areas 4/11/2022 2:19 PM

3 a. Along Beacon - step back the buildings at the second floor to allow sunlight and wider views
along Beacon Avenue. b. Four Storey Buildings - step them back after 2 or 3 storeys to keep
more light and a smaller scale feeling on the street. c. Larger multi-family buildings next to
single family neighbourhoods - step back these buildings as the approach the lower height
neighbourhood areas.

4/11/2022 1:24 PM

4 Building height limitation should be hard and fast in the zoning bylaw to allow Sidney staff to
refuse requests for overheight buildings and to minimize political influence.

4/10/2022 6:41 PM

5 Street fronts should be designed with pedestrians in mind--providing shelter from rain and wind.
Sitting areas are important for senior walkers. Avoid overall pavement-- plans should require
planters, trees and set backs.

4/10/2022 6:35 PM

6 We do not support the proposed change in lot side for residential areas. 4/10/2022 2:44 PM

7 There should be more Development permit areas, allowing for more controlled development. 4/9/2022 9:06 PM

8 These guidelines must include a height restriction for areas outside the downtown core. It is
illogical to restrict heights in the downtown but not elsewhere. The height and density should
be down town and go down from there. Commercial areas and multi-residential areas outside
the downtown core should have a tow story height limit. We do not want 3-5 stories as recently
proposed for the Cedarwood Inn site. This would not fit with the character of the neighborhood
and the community does not want it. The development at that site should be limited to two
stories. We do not want a repeat of the disaster of "The Rise" which in no way fits the
character and look of the neighborhood. It benefits only a few and has and will continue to
have a very negative impacts on those who live in the residential area behind it.

4/9/2022 2:42 PM

9 Restrict building height to 3 storeys in all of Sidney. But do not allow these in the residential
areas. Do not make it too restrictive for property owners who live in the environmentally
sensitive areas.

4/8/2022 8:05 PM

10 There is not too much new developemnet that is attractive. The new building on Beacon
opposite Save on Foods is so ugly and the brick facia looks like cheap junk. There has been
no vision here at all. There has been no vision for long term buildings. Looks like we are in the
pockets of the developers that are getting away with whatever they choose. Who is allowing
this kind of stuff to be built?

4/8/2022 4:40 PM

11 Follow the guidelines you develop. Bigger is not better. Sidney is a town, not an urban
conglomeration.

4/8/2022 1:47 PM

12 More recent buildings are UGLY, particularly boxy and garishly coloured condo and other
residential single/strata. Minimum aesthetic guidelines are critical.

4/8/2022 9:15 AM

13 review of parking every 5 years is too long - parking already is an issue 4/8/2022 7:24 AM

14 Too much bureaucracy, we need less not more. 4/7/2022 9:57 PM
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15 the four storey....is then a 5 story with parking....only allow 3 storey 4/7/2022 12:46 PM

16 Sure 4/6/2022 9:44 PM

17 A possible addition to the guidelines: A small, but overlooked consideration in those areas
designated as "small lot" detached homes has to do with requirements for appropriate sizing
and location of heat pump systems. I speak as a resident of one of the existing small lot
development areas (2262 Markinch Place) where a neighbour's heat pump is situated less than
seven feet away and directly facing our primary bedroom wall and window. In spite of the
expense we have already incurred in installing acoustic barriers in an effort to deal with the
noise, the problem persists and is causing us considerable anxiety and lack of sleep. (The
neighbour's heat pump has no supplementary enclosure surrounding it, is oriented with the fan
and compressor facing our home, and runs almost continuously during all but the warmest
summer months. When the unit is working at full capacity during winter, noise resonates
through our walls all the way to the opposite side of our home. Unfortunately, the neighbouring
homeowner does not recognize that there is a problem nor does she wish to incur any costs
related to her system.) In many other cities, Vancouver included, the location of outdoor heat
pump units is strictly controlled, with minimum setbacks and specified locations designated for
outdoor units. Decibel levels are also controlled by appropriately sizing heat pump units to the
size of buildings so they can be efficiently heated and and cooled without the unit working at
its absolute maximum capacity . (In the case of our neighbour's house, the contractor may
have minimized his own costs by installing a unit only minimally rated for the size of the
home.) Hopefully some preventative controls will be implemented when planning future small
lot neighbourhoods in Sidney.

4/6/2022 6:20 PM

18 Disagree on limiting the size of buildings. Long term Sidney needs more housing units
(affordable) which can be achieved through cooperation with developers

4/6/2022 5:51 PM

19 It is considered that the guidelines specified within the Environmentally Sensitive DPA would
not result in the protection of Coastal Douglas-fir Forest along Beaufort Road, but in
combination with policies in the OCP protection is strengthen. It is recommended that the
principal of Conservation Zoning (refer to Green Bylaws Toolkit) is applied to all properties that
contain trees along Beaufort Road. Therefore, the extra provisions being proposed in this OCP
for Neighbourhood Residential e.g. garden suites, secondary suites and duplexes, are not
included in the zoning for these properties.

4/6/2022 5:31 PM

20 Big gap missing: subdivision of lots. I hate strata. Had enough of it. Duplex is strata in terms
of what I hate about it. (Need a roof, neighbour won't pay). Why not streamline subdivision to
narrow lots? Or (since likely it's cheaper to build a duplex) incentivise subdivision. Otherwise,
the people who hate strata will lobby for single family not because they love a 7000 sf lot, but
because the alternative is sitting through endless council meetings, and dealing with
councillors who are in their element telling their neighbours what to do.

4/6/2022 3:57 PM

21 Its a misake to go backwards from the current OCP with the proposed reduction of density in
the towns core. This will only increase the cost of new housing. New provincial/federal housing
policy recently adopted calls for incresed density in core areas of towns that have estabished
transporation corridors , such as Sidney's , not a 50% reduction. It will be interesting to see if
the provincial goveverment signs off on the new NIMBY OCP draft or if they use the
supremacy clause to override council . This council should read the room with the present
provincial views on the housing emergency and act to increase , not decrease housing. Local
councils are creatures of the province and do not make the rules, you follow the rules or you
are removed by your provincial masters. What this council needs to do is to finnish the OCP
review this summer and then table it for the next council to enact, this will allow the next
council to incorporate new local housing mandates that are coming down from housing minister
Dave Eby this fall , and they are not going to be lets cut the density in half in all of our local
communities and double the cost of housing.

4/6/2022 11:17 AM

22 I feel the 3 storey limit will restrict the quality of building coming into Sidney. If the developers
were enabled to build higher with focus on community scapes walk ability covered markets etc
we would see a more vibrant downtown than saying 3storeys to keep our “small town” appeal.

4/6/2022 10:25 AM

23 leave the trees! 4/6/2022 10:14 AM

24 Do not wish the density of our neighbourhood to increase significantly. Think the mix of single
family homes and small town home complex is the right balance.

4/5/2022 4:37 PM

25 Sounds OK 4/5/2022 2:30 PM
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26 Must keep over development off the waterfront to protect ecology 4/4/2022 2:56 PM

27 Skimming the Guidelines, there appears much to commend them. What about allowing
sufficient space on Downtown sidewalks to accommodate street seating for cafes?

4/4/2022 9:24 AM

28 Future building should be what is needed for a diverse economic income. Not what a Developer
wants, to make the biggest Buck!

4/3/2022 2:52 PM

29 I would rather support buildings between 5th and 2nd streets be no higher than 2 stories and
elsewhere downtown be listed to 3 stories.

4/3/2022 12:29 PM

30 More trees along the sidewalks or other types of shade! 3/30/2022 12:12 PM

31 What does "bonusing" mean. On P.11 of the Slide show it says "encourage developers..... etc"
If the wish of the citizens is make it happen, then it needs to be MANDATED. See my earlier
comments ref "encourage" and "promote"

3/27/2022 4:13 PM

32 Keep buildings in the downtown core to a maximum of 2 stories. Ever since the "building
boom" started in the last 5 years or so, the town has lost it's unique look and feel. When we
moved to Sidney, we could feel the "energy" of Sidney as soon as we exited the Pat Bay
Highway and turned onto Beacon, into the downtown core. Surprisingly, many folks that I've
spoken to over the years have expressed the exact same feeling. That feeling is now
substantially diminished. Local builders have run rampant and roughshod in Sidney making
money hand over fist to the detriment of the local inhabitants. The town is being overrun by
ugly, nondescript buildings that are only pleasing to the eye of the developer. It's time to stop
pandering to these people whose only interest is in how much money they can make as
opposed to how they can make the town better!

3/25/2022 9:59 PM

33 I would like to see buildings designed with due consideration for existing buildings. Eg. I
objected to the Pier complex eclipsing the ocean views of present residences. Put the taller
buildings further back.

3/25/2022 5:12 PM

34 Oppose the addition of the area north of Allbay Rd to the category of Environmentally
Sensitive Area.

3/24/2022 2:10 PM

35 Would love to see more implemented park areas in Sidney. A rooftop park/green space and
cafe would be amazing. I love the initiative that has been happening in the walkway leading up
to the outdoor section of Home Hardware, with different art instalments being featured there
every season. It’s a great photo-op, colourful and adds SO much personality to Sidney.

3/24/2022 8:46 AM

36 Not clear on how commercial development in residential areas will be allowed under permit if
there are no strict guidelines.

3/24/2022 8:18 AM

37 Development permit areas do not match flow in Sidney. 3/23/2022 5:59 PM

38 No 3/22/2022 7:56 PM

39 Once again the citizens input re the designs was ignored. Several years ago we were told if the
owner of the property meets standards for the building code he/she may build what they want
even if it doesn't fit into the local community. Will it be different this time?

3/22/2022 2:54 PM

40 Do not support putting commercial on the Greenglade/Weiler block. 3/22/2022 2:06 PM

41 n/a 3/22/2022 11:27 AM

42 Concerned about the west side development. There are a lot of homes in that area and high
rises would not fit nicely.

3/22/2022 10:39 AM

43 UVIC Environmental Law Society provides extensive guidance on Green Bylaws and
Sustainable Development Permit Areas; when they might be needed, what other tools are
available and complementary bylaws. The key aspects are that it should be the Town's
responsibility to undertake environmental mapping of raptor nesting sites or other flora and
fauna red / blue list concerns and limit the need of homeowners to pay high development
permit fees or obtaining qualified professionals (QP) to conduct their own surveys.
Development Permit requirements should be limited to specifically identified aspects on a
property and beyond existing bylaws such as the Tree Protection Bylaw. The other aspect is
that the Town must hire qualified staff to identify the environmental issues and evaluate
mitigation strategies, rather than broadly requiring and relying on QP's to survey and specify
mitigation without the Town's specific concerns being identified to the extent of a 'bottomless
pit'. Environmental Development Permits also need to be classified into minor and major

3/21/2022 5:34 PM
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categories. The minor category needs to be delegated to staff, administered efficiently and
comprise for construction of outdoor patios, pathways etc. (or these items need to be excluded
from the DPA requirements) The approval process must be simply understood with affordable
fees. A major DP is one that would proceed to Council, but involve an entire residential
property redevelopment. The scope for a QP, if the environmental mapping prescribes one,
must be defined by the Town.

44 I like the open market concept. If multi-unit developments are built close to the street, every
effort should be made to preserve older trees for both aesthetic and environmental benefits.

3/21/2022 4:24 PM

45 With development comes traffic…parking…crime Give me your feedback on how you are going
to handle this FIRST

3/21/2022 4:13 PM

46 Building heights in residential areas outside the downtown core needs to be addressed. 3/20/2022 1:30 PM

47 In my existing neighbourhood (Third street) which will likely be re-zoned parking is at a
premium. The majority of residents have one car and some two ..yet parking is limited for
homeowners and visitors often due to the influx of trades, tourists, local workers. I feel
residential permits should be required so there are guaranteed spots on the street in front of
owners homes. I also feel that in residential areas which are high density, such as ours,
building heights should be restricted to 3 stories.. so as not to impact the amount of light and
allow access to views which many of us enjoy. I also feel there should be as mentioned in
Goal 3 an effort to “minimize the impact of traffic on residential areas”.

3/19/2022 7:26 PM

48 As mentioned previously, I don’t like the last point here, allowing more stories on beacon. 3/19/2022 3:39 PM

49 I strongly support the building restriction on Beacon Ave of 3 storeys. But there should be sun
corridors elsewhere downtown too.

3/19/2022 12:16 PM

50 Sidney is losing its seaside character. So many condos and town houses. The worst of all is
the Oceanna Apartments. This design is out of character with a seaside town. Proposing to
build more condos and town homes is more in line with a city not a small seaside town. The
charm is lost.

3/18/2022 7:55 PM

51 Multi family projects need more than minimal parking provisions to attract diversified ownership
designate certain proximal streets resident ONLY with Town issued permit decal OR get
developers to address with adequate onsite parking

3/18/2022 3:24 PM

52 Stronger design and aesthetics guidelines. Emphasize strongly the need for sensitive interface
among buildings to prevent some of the terrible, recent examples of new construction ruining
the enjoyment of neighboring properties, especially apartments. .

3/18/2022 8:11 AM

53 How does this apply to the potential Commercial Policy Areas that are currently in a
Neighbourhood Residential Area. (Weiler W / Lannon) when you could potentially have 1 block
subject to commercial rulings, in the middle of a whole area of residential housing with NO
multi-unit residentials in the adjoining vicinity?

3/17/2022 10:31 PM

54 I would allow higher buildings, particularly if they include affordable housing. Also, I would hate
to see architectural guidelines that enforce blandness and conformity. There's already too
much grey and beige in Sidney. I would welcome some vibrant colour in any new construction,
like with The Painted Ladies development.

3/17/2022 8:14 PM

55 Again, solar powered heat pumps could be a mandatory condition of any development permit.
The annual capacity of the solar panels could match the annual power needs of the heat
pumps.

3/17/2022 9:27 AM

56 Especially as it relates to scale, it seems like it might be better if all new development/re-
development in any part of Sidney should require a DP. Also, the reason behind requiring
certain form and character don't seem to be articulated - conforming to an agreed upon
aesthetical standard? required safety performance? assumed community values? arbitrary
preferred design? or something else.

3/16/2022 10:40 PM

57 A clearer focus on ensuring a GRADUAL transition between new properties and existing
properties and ensuring the privacy of existing residents are protected.

3/16/2022 2:42 PM

58 Does Sidney want to have a "look" that gives a message to residents and visitors? There
seems to be no guideline or look for buildings going up in Sidney now. There are several places
where the buildings do not seem to belong to the Town and clash with each other.

3/16/2022 1:00 PM
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59 Designs need to consider how buildings can be cooled in the summer without reliance on air
conditioning.

3/16/2022 12:36 PM

60 1. Area A guidelines to 5 stories at the "Entrance to Sidney" must be seriously managed. 2. It
will be important considering the sheer number of "existing and older homes", that the
interpretation of new standards when considering permits by the owner to modify the home be
sensitive and flexible to degrees with respect of the very high costs that might be involved for
certain systems.

3/15/2022 6:23 PM

61 Care must be taken not to add unreasonable cost, complexity, and delay to developments 3/15/2022 5:59 PM

62 Strongly agree! Quality, high standards, consistent approaches, in a plan is very important.
There are too many unsupervised, unplanned additions to homes; I strongly do not agree to
having 3 storeys along Beacon Ave. They are overbearing, unwieldly in appearance.

3/15/2022 4:35 PM

63 Limit Beacon Avenue buildings between Fifth Street and the waterfront to two stories with
adjacent buildings stepping up to four stories. Expand public areas within Sidney core by
including provisions within commercial planning requirements.

3/15/2022 4:19 PM

64 And who exactly is the expert that defines "Quality Landscaping" I want to food growing to
nourish families and individual is a time of rising prices. That's part of a healthy community!

3/14/2022 9:56 PM

65 Think about excessive traffic on Lochside Drive south of Bevan and north of Frost Ave.
Including lack of sidewalks on west side of Lochside Drive.

3/14/2022 2:52 PM

66 Sidney's appeal is small town and the OCP is making it denser and not as livable. 3/14/2022 12:29 PM

67 Goal 3 is develop parks and open space ,,,,,,develop the area ( currently shown as road, but
being used as open space and park) between White Birch Road and Resthaven Road as a park

3/14/2022 12:16 PM

68 keep then small town look ...move to Victoria if you like that look 3/14/2022 11:02 AM

69 Building hight limits are wasteful, and should be abolished within reason. Conversely a high
level of architectural quality should be mandated and enforced. Minimum visual standards
should meet or exceed the UK RIBA guidelines for example.

3/13/2022 4:54 PM

70 Are the guidelines enforcable? If not, developers will not adhere to them if it impacts their
profit. I agree on the 3 story limit on Beacon. Also, a design consultant should be on staff to
stop ugly, bland square blocks of cement from being constructed. Especially if they come right
to the road.

3/13/2022 4:44 PM

71 What about requirements for charging stations (home and public) for electric vehicles? What
about encouraging solar panels?

3/13/2022 3:14 PM

72 My concern here is that savvy developers know how to get a variance. The plan appears OK
on paper. Already there is talk of "bonus" floors.

3/13/2022 2:26 PM

73 There needs to be a balance here. There are many older properties that may require upgrading
and I wouldn't want to see the permit process become so onerous and expensive that people
are forced to choose to not maintain their property or move away.

3/13/2022 2:18 PM

74 Sounds great 3/11/2022 9:52 PM

75 Would love to see some more coherent design in the new buildings going up in the downtown
core. I think the building that went up on Third and Mt Baker some years back is an ideal
“seaside” building. The one on Third between Beacon and Bevan that’s going up now (as an
example) has absolutely no charm or character. Some design protocols in the downtown core
would be nice to see.

3/10/2022 10:20 PM

76 City pruning of trees along city streets to accommodate power lines is currently being done in
a manner that makes the trees very ugly (esp cherry trees). All the arborists do is cut a "V" for
the power lines. Rather, all branches should be pruned for a compact look.

3/10/2022 1:58 PM

77 the DPA guidelines can be out of step with the ESA area designation and the environmental
goals of the town, there should be greater cohesion

3/9/2022 5:19 AM

78 I am suffering construction fatigue. Sidney is losing that feeling of small seaside town. As the
council and the OCP allow more intensive development it drives land prices up and promotes
land massing by speculators and developers.

3/8/2022 10:30 PM

79 No setbacks for existing properties on the waterfront. The banks are high enough to handle any 3/7/2022 3:45 PM
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rise in the height of the sea water.

80 We don't wear wigs nor corsets like in the 18th century Why are we then still considering lawns
like they were then as 'a good thing' now? Get on the biodiversity wagon, promote biodiversity
corridors in our town

3/7/2022 1:58 PM

81 Must be adhered to with no relaxation in the name of affordability. Should also have parking
guidelines so that no new builds depend on on street parking.

3/6/2022 2:02 PM

82 No mention of parking for increase of residents and Visitors. Attention to parking needed.
Maybe a few parkades ie. 3rd and Bevan; next to Digit on 3rd; 5th and Bevan; 2nd and Bevan;
Behind Pier Hotel. Not all visitors will be coming by bus!

3/6/2022 10:33 AM

83 instead of supporting more boxes as buildings for maximum value to the developer. provide
corridors for creativity. Walk down 4th avenue in Vancouver kitslano and we will see not all
buildings need to be large square boxes......we need affordable housing if this requires a taller
footprint to encourage developers then lets do it....I don't want waterfront 20 storey buildings
but I remember the old gazebo at the end of beacon and the wet and useless ground by the
water which has become an amazing space for families to enjoy eventhough the building and
hotel there are tall...they dont take away from the value and use of the land......

3/5/2022 9:36 PM

84 Great changes! 3/5/2022 1:31 PM

85 The DP guidelines have evolved into extremely excessive levels of control, of private property,
by municipal staff. OCP Guidelines, once intended to align community approved concepts,
have evolved into excessive control and ultimate discretion by municipal staff. It is very
concerning that the level of detail includes when a property owner can mow their lawn, prune
shrubs or move soil. This is an extreme level of control, and this precedent should be
concerning to all stakeholders.

3/5/2022 11:41 AM

86 Climate crisis will collapse commerce. Basic services will replace, and that is all we'll be able
to afford.

3/5/2022 10:20 AM

87 Township to consider buying waterfront residential that comes avaialble to create park (low
impact) sitting and viewing area. Create a regional focal point by expanding Bevan Pier to
connect with Beacon Ave pier and provide similar recreational offerings similar to Discovery
Pier in Campbell River.

3/4/2022 7:20 PM

88 Where is the reference to parking and increased traffic and how the developer plans to deal
with this? Parking is a huge issue, full of conflict and should be dealt with at the permit stage
instead of after the development is completed and the developer is gone, leaving the residents
to deal with it. Any multi-family developments need to have adequate parking onsite -
preferably 2 spots but at least a garage. Also, the shading of the street needs to be well
considered. The shading is very evident from the new townhouses going up on Resthaven. I
would also like to see developers not be able to use public greenspace to supplement their
development, such like the one on Resthaven that gives the back units access into Melville
Park.

3/4/2022 11:18 AM

89 Guidelines should provide flexibility and not become overly prescriptive or they run the risk of
creating a bland uniform built environment. Sidney is a seaside community full of varying
design styles and we should embrace diversity in all forms, including the built form.

3/4/2022 10:12 AM
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Q26 Official Community Plans are BIG documents, and we can't possibly
cover everything here, so if you have the time and interest, we would love
to hear any additional thoughts you might have - let us know below or send

your thoughts in an email to ocp@sidney.ca.
Answered: 78 Skipped: 272

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Thanks for the opportunity for feedback. Best of luck. 4/11/2022 8:11 PM

2 Not enough space here to go into detail on the actualization of this plan, most of which is in
what is actually developed in the built environment. I hope Town council staff and planners
understand the gravity and scale of what has been lost, and what is necessary to pivot and
reclaim the vision and feel of a small town seaside community where human scale buildings,
greenspaces and seaside access inform everything. This kind of Town is treasured by those
who live here, and those who want to visit. The OCP revision was long overdue but having to
move forward in a global pandemic less than ideal. I fear that input is lessened as many have
other demands on time and resources. I hope there will be further and better opportunities for
public input and change. The Town has not been responsive to public concern over new
buildings, trees loss and other issues and needs to learn to listen better and be respectful to
residents over developers.

4/11/2022 5:28 PM

3 wrong questions asked 4/11/2022 3:26 PM

4 very biased survey 4/11/2022 3:07 PM

5 Survey is deeply dishonest and manipulative 4/11/2022 2:59 PM

6 Have you noticed that where Sidney abuts the airport, the views are of a weedy berm which
has blocked out any view of Saltspring island, while the North Saanich side is lovely open
recreational areas.

4/11/2022 8:43 AM

7 The plan seems to be very short of specifics which are essential if real change is to occur. I
fear it is too general and will be easy to ignore as was the last OCP update.

4/10/2022 3:30 PM

8 The proposed OCP is “too much too soon”. We need to slow down and maintain control of
development. Once our family neighborhoods and small town are gone will be too late.

4/9/2022 9:09 PM

9 Please keep the small town feel of Sidney and all the wonderful unique characteristics which
make it so special, like the wharf and the pier and Beacon Avenue. Don't try to change it into a
"big city" town, faceless, modern and boring .

4/8/2022 8:09 PM

10 Go back to the table with this OCP. Too much needs to be revised. 4/8/2022 4:41 PM

11 Don't build multi-residential units in environmentally sensitive areas. 4/8/2022 3:23 PM

12 Reconsider the proposed change being considered to the land use / lots located on Bowcott
Place. This is an environmentally protected area and increasing the density along that street /
creek is an irresponsible decision. How much money did the Town of Sidney just spend to
remediate the pond and creek to protect this sensitive ecological area and now you want to
increase the type of buildings /homes with potentially large apartment or townhouse buildings
along the waterway. There are better locations on this side of Sidney that would be better
suited to accommodate larger residential buildings that would not negatively impact a sensitive
ecological area! Look at Barnes Place or Winmeadown Place! Neither of these cul-de-sacs are
adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area. I am a long time Sidney - Peninsula resident
whose family has lived in this area for generations. I am strongly opposed to this proposed
land use designation change within the current draft OCP plan on Bowcott Place. Do the right
thing, do not allow this change to occur! Thank you for your consideration.

4/8/2022 12:35 PM

13 Less density between buildings, less height above 2-3 stories, and some degree of visual
identity/coherence in the community.

4/8/2022 9:17 AM
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14 Swiftsure Place and the 2200 block of James White Boulevard should be designated as
"Neighbourhood Residential" not "Intensive Neighbourhood Residential" to help peserve what is
left of this neighbourhood next to the Painted Ladies which is a prime example of a
development that was built with no consideration to the neighbours

4/7/2022 7:39 PM

15 I would like to commend all of the Sidney staff, and in particular Corey Newcomb for all the
hard work in putting together this draft OCP. Well done. I can say that in my career with BC
government in policy and planning, this is one of the best, well thought out documents I have
read.

4/7/2022 2:32 PM

16 major changes need to be made to ensure that Sidney taxpayers not developers are in control
of density ...

4/7/2022 12:49 PM

17 remove temporary sidewalk in front of Sidney Bakery. We need more parking 4/6/2022 10:41 PM

18 see comments on previous page 4/6/2022 6:21 PM

19 Given the severity of climate change (heat bubbles, storms, etc) plus the aging population it
would be a mistake to rely on alternative transporation (bikes) to address all of our
transporation needs. Travellers will still rely on EV vehicles which will require Sidney to adapt
to meet those needs.

4/6/2022 5:56 PM

20 This is a small point, and didn't seem to fit in any of the previous sections, so putting it here: I
noticed the little sandwich board sign outside the bakery on Beacon asking if we support the
continued widening of the pavement in that little section of the street. For newcomers like
myself I don't know the reason this area was blocked to cars in the first place, nor do I know
what the intended use of this space would be. That information would have been useful in order
for me to answer the question! If it is for outdoor cafe, etc., then yes, I would support it.

4/6/2022 3:00 PM

21 It would be nice to have more access and egress points to Sidney. Traffic seems to bottleneck
at the Beacon/Pat Bay intersection and it gets worse every year. Improvements to that
intersection would be much appreciated!

4/6/2022 11:28 AM

22 OCP review during a pandemic was a mistake due lack of open public meetings and needs to
be left to the next council to complete once public gatherings are safe to attend. There is no
need to push a flawed document forward at this time.This will also allow provincial input in the
fall of 2022, which will likely rewrite major sections of current draft

4/6/2022 11:25 AM

23 Very discouraged by the past and current trend of the Town to side with developers vs the
existing residents of Sidney. None of us could afford to sell our homes and buy one of these
new developments. Where are we supposed to go???

4/6/2022 10:43 AM

24 I would say allow more storeys in the downtown core with a trade off for central covered
markets and pedestrian thoroughfares like you would see in European and Asian villages. I
think 3 stores will limit the developers vision and we will be stuck with ugly buildings in keeping
with a “small town” appeal that we no longer have. There can be density, charm, architecture
and vibrancy, but not if developers don’t want to invest. Please make investments to the
Lochside trail from Macdonald Park to Beacon. It should be tree lined safe and beautified to
encourage pedestrian traffic. It is loud ugly and somewhat dangerous with no protection from
the highway to the trail. It should be drafted into the plan to at least have trees planted
between the highway and the trail. I encourage talks with the ministry of highways to have a
light placed at the corner of hwy 17 and Macdonald Park Rd. We need an additional exit point
for Sidney to turn southbound onto the highway. Beacon is far to congested. Allowance for
community food in residential areas. There are very vocal voices wanting a couple of hens in
their back yard. areas zoned residential it wouldn’t hurt to have a few egg laying hens. It is
allowed the world over and I don’t see why there shouldn’t be allowances here as it’s a green
initiative and a grass roots approach to sustainable lifestyles.

4/6/2022 10:37 AM

25 Please reconsider your decision to not having a dog park in Sidney. We are not meant to take
dogs in the parks, you don't want us taking them on the beaches, so where can we take them?
This is a very sore point for a lot of dog owners and unless something is done for us, we have
no option but to continue taking our dogs to the parks and beaches. They have to run!

4/6/2022 9:26 AM

26 Overall, this is a very thoughtful and well informed document. However, as has been seen in
past developments the OCP can be deviated from significantly through variances and bylaw
changes. I would like something to enforce the necessity of sticking to the OCP unless there
is some exceptionally good reason not to.

4/3/2022 12:32 PM
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27 This is very much a socialist, nanny-state manifesto decreeing excessive and oppressive
control of all matters within our community. Further, in many instances there is duplication of
work and responsibility already provided by senior levels of government which should not be in
the local government purview.

3/30/2022 12:35 PM

28 When in Toronto I was impressed by the neighborhoods there that had shade trees all along
the sidewalks and small parks that includes a dog area. With an aging community and hotter
weather due to climate change Sidney needs more of these.

3/30/2022 12:18 PM

29 The Town of Sidney has provided more than its fair share of housing. Its time to respect the
residents of Sidney by not adding more density in traditionally residential neighborhoods .

3/28/2022 1:38 PM

30 Done 3/28/2022 10:14 AM

31 Yes, I will. I have read the whole OCP. This exercise takes a lot of time, but it is a civic duty
so I am going to send you additional comments. What I would ask is that the community
inputs are taken seriously. I have met people who say, I've given up making input and going to
presentations, because at the end of it nobody takes any notice and Council gives developers
whatever variances they want anyway. Example - we are supposed to have a sidewalk
connecting the unfinished sidewalk on my street to 5th Ave. I phoned about it, over a year ago
and was told it was in the 2021 workplan. It never happened! In my doctor's recent
assessment of me he said that I am "at constant risk of falling". Yet to get to 5th Street I have
to walk in the road, at risk from vehicles or walking on the unmade edge - in the 3rd decade of
the 22nd century! However - I do find Town staff to be always helpful and courteous. I have
written twice to the Mayor in the past few months saying so, though he does not reply. Thank
you all anyway.

3/27/2022 4:29 PM

32 Strongly oppose backyard chickens. 3/26/2022 9:44 PM

33 1. We need to clean up Sidney - bylaws restricting boats, motorhomes, etc. parked in
residential areas. Bylaws similar to Dean Park would be beneficial. 2. Bylaw regarding
Commercial vehicles parked in Residential areas. 3. All dogs must be licensed. Enforce the
leash bylaw. Install more dog waste bags and containers. It is disgusting the amount of dog
waste on our streets. 4. All new developments must pay to take power lines underground. 5.
Do not let developers opt out of Public Consultation. 6. Adequate parking is a must around
grocery stores, liquor stores... At the moment the parking in our 3 groceries stores is no longer
adequate. When development occurs in these areas the Town should mandate adequate
parking. Most people will drive to get their groceries.

3/26/2022 2:59 PM

34 I would love to see every neighbourhood greenspace have a picnic shelter or at least picnic
tables and shade trees so neighbourhood families can gather for national holidays, birthdays,
etc. All we need is cement pads for a couple of tables, a bench or two, garbage cans. Every
park should be walkable every season. I back onto Beaver Park, and have lived here 30 years,
and it's a disgusting excuse for socializing. There even used to be a play structure here but
because there were NO fences or posts keeping cars from entering, someone did and ruined
the play area. So they took it down and built a gate and put proper posts at the walkway
entrances. But didn't replace the play structure. What the hells that? It's a swamp back there in
Winter( same problem Rathdown had, you fixed that by installing drainage and paving over a
permanent path. You should see walkers trying to take shortcuts through the park to catch the
bus. And people SHOULD be able to, from Gabriola pl, Hornby, Pollard, Piercy, Sparling,
through Beaver park to get tithe 72 on Ardwell and Bowerbank. And I know it should be made
navigatable because I belonged to a Town vision committee in 2003 or so, and we were told
the neighbourhoods were designed this way with these paths and greenspaces to access
Transit stops. Please consider some permanent paths and willows to such up that swamp in
my back 40.

3/25/2022 11:01 PM

35 So far everything you suggest that you want to do in Sidney that sounds like a wonderful idea,
is then quashed by the "solution" you are suggesting. This OCP plan sounds like it was written
by the builders that have currently defaced our lovely town. It's exactly the same thing that we
fought against when a self interest group proposed "beautifying" the wharf....again at our loss
and eventual expense! It feels like City Hall is offering to make Sidney a better place to live
and work, but at the same time is doing everything it can to please the deep pocket builders
and to Hell with the taxpayers who live here. I, and quite a few of my friends have become
disillusioned with the way Sidney is developing and are now considering our options of where
we want to live.

3/25/2022 10:10 PM

36 I'm impressed 3/25/2022 1:29 PM
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37 Limiting the environmental impact while the town inevitably expands has to be the focus going
forward. Please ensure it is.

3/24/2022 2:02 PM

38 Would love to see a fenced dog park in Sidney (I think one is being proposed down by the
marina, love that idea). Just planning with more of a younger generation in mind, both families,
singles and couples. There is -a lot- geared towards seniors here, we need younger people
here to keep Sidney thriving. Please keep this in mind in future plans.

3/24/2022 8:51 AM

39 No backyard chickens please. Please do not allow them in Sidney. 3/23/2022 9:55 PM

40 I would really love to have chickens Limit to 2 hens only 3/23/2022 9:00 PM

41 If you like my ideas, please reach out. I can be reached at (250)661-1258 3/23/2022 9:38 AM

42 Better downtown public spaces and walking areas Better cycling paths Address parking
congestion on streets (e.g. further along Resthaven, cars park on both sides of the street or on
an area that curves, which causes cars to have to travel closer to or over the center lane in
order to get by these parked cars safely).

3/22/2022 3:11 PM

43 We need a Costco and Walmart here. Groceries are getting expense, so a Costco or Walmart
on Peninsula would be helpful for working classes residents and it would help reduce the
traffic. Backyard chicken would be helpful too.

3/22/2022 10:53 AM

44 Infrastructure 3/22/2022 10:39 AM

45 As mentioned earlier, I believe reducing plastic waste should be included in the OCP plan.
Thanks for all your hard work on this plan.

3/21/2022 4:25 PM

46 Leave this beautiful town alone. The charm of this town is unique why would you want to
destroy it

3/21/2022 4:20 PM

47 Do not change Canora Rd!!!! 3/21/2022 8:31 AM

48 As stated earlier a lot of the downtown development is keyed in my mind to the wharf and
waterfront. We need to keep trying to develop more funding options to replace the wharf

3/20/2022 1:32 PM

49 I will be forwarding a letter to the town shortly. 3/19/2022 7:27 PM

50 I don’t know who or why the corner of 7th and Bevon was changed, other than to
accommodate some senior citizen that complained, but that corner is 10 fold worse than it
was. Prior to the redesign, the NW bound traffic was separated between those going to Mary
Windspear and those going to 7th. Now, it’s unclear, especially as the vast majority of people
don’t signal. Before the corner was not even 90 degree turn, now it’s over 100. Before there
were 3 yield signs for the same NW bound traffic. Now there is none. This corner needs to be
fixed with the driver, not the odd pedestrian in mind. I sure hope you all do better with the roads
with your redevelopment plans, but I fear you will go the way of Lisa Helps and ruin our roads;
roads meant for vehicles.

3/19/2022 5:16 PM

51 The Plan overall seems highly aspirational. No small local government can pay adequate
attention to all details. I'd like to see priorities developed within the Plan, though I understand
that everything is related.

3/19/2022 2:51 PM

52 An email to follow. 3/18/2022 7:56 PM

53 see previous comment 3/18/2022 3:25 PM

54 Thanks for listening. 3/17/2022 8:15 PM

55 As the population increases in Sidney we need a great deal of attention paid to traffic buildup
and parking. We want to preserve the safety for cyclists and drivers. Thank you!

3/17/2022 4:27 PM

56 will do 3/17/2022 9:28 AM

57 I can see from mention in the document that our trees are valued and that there are existing
policies and plans that address the monitoring, fostering, protection of Sidney's Urban Forest
but I'm wondering if there might be a few more opportunities to highlight and note this in the
OCP itself.

3/16/2022 10:46 PM

58 A clearer and more comprehensive analysis of the changes and their implications 3/16/2022 2:44 PM

59 I am concerned at the lack of attention to the thousands of residents who live in West Sidney 3/16/2022 1:06 PM
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South. Beautification, remediation and planning focus on the rest of the town to the detriment
of West Sidney. There is no community focus in that part of town. No gathering place for
people, no amenities, no place to get to meet neighbours. Why not a village style area with a
coffee shop and a convenience store where people could meet and socialize without having to
drive into Sidney. It is challenging to consider ageing in place in a home on the West side or
moving in as a young family with young children. Many people focus their lives on Victoria and
work and shop there while living in West Sidney.

60 Given that Lochside Drive is noted to be a major connector and in fact at times this enhanced
by default, consideration should be given from the Welcome to Sidney parking area and toward
this location from Sidney, to identify and reinforce a slowing of traffic. There is a tendency for
those coming off the Highway at high speed, to maintain a higher speed mindset and those
from Sidney building speed to ward the eventual Highway. Some subtle reminders other than
just signage and RCMP checks, can/should be considered.

3/15/2022 6:33 PM

61 Does the OCP propose to reduce the minimum lost size in the residential district from 500 sq.
m to 350 sq. m? If I have read the document right, this seems like a potentially significant
matter but is given little profile. Final comment, I thought the document was too wordy.

3/15/2022 6:09 PM

62 I would like to see continued involvement of the community with actual implementation of the
final plans. Something I find annoying is that the garbage is overflowing along the beach walk,
despite daily emptying of the garbage cans. Make them more attractive (like Butcharts)Please
upsize & monitor. Local residents do use them to put their household garbage into. The path is
frequently full of puddles that are not navigatable. Also, I find it unusual that Lochside Dr.
south rarely has street sweepers cleaning it. There is always broken glass (from the glass
recycling) on the bike trails & the gutters in the car parks are frequently completely plugged
with needles, leaves, garbage.

3/15/2022 4:43 PM

63 Survey and draft OCP are well done. Within the document, there should be a section that
explains how Sidney will maintain the infrastructure and encourage businesses and
homeowners to keep their properties appealing to both residents and visitors. I would
encourage this vital component to be part of the plan.

3/15/2022 4:24 PM

64 I would like to see more Indigenous Art in Sidney public spaces through addition of additional
totem poles. Sidney has an opportunity to construct a world class outdoor pool at Tulista and
lose the Volleyball.

3/14/2022 10:06 PM

65 I find the biggest gap in the plan relates to healthy lifestyle, both for residents and visitors.
Sidney has a vibrant and active elder community but I do not see how the plan addresses their
needs in terms of infrastructure or services. Sidney is also highly reliant on tourism and again,
the infrastructure and development strategies do not seem to address that aspect of the local
economy or flavour. I would like to see some mention of enhances trail, hiking and cycling
corridors that address access, safety and experience while enhancing enjoyment for residents
and visitors alike. As an example, I often cycle to Sidney from Lands End and there is no safe
way to pass across major routes like Beacon Avenue. The intersection at Beacon and the Pat
Bay Highway are particularly dangerous. I shutter every time I see a child on a bicycle at that
intersection. One suggestion would be to have a specific section of the plan related to
transportation, parking, trails and circulation. I also think that the plan is limiting in terms of
height restrictions. I feel that there are ways to accommodate higher building in a manner that
is sensitive to the character of the town. The Pier is a good example of that.

3/14/2022 6:20 PM

66 We came to live in Sidney because of its small scale, charming small shops, beautiful seaside
walkways. Sidney is quickly losing its charm and scale. Height restrictions must be kept in
check (much to a developers dismay). A small town like Sidney cannot possibly fulfill
everyone's wishes. There is always Langford...

3/14/2022 2:59 PM

67 Fix the tennis court at Resthaven Road by , fixing the crack and thinning the trees so the
surface dries off .

3/14/2022 12:18 PM

68 Frequent visitor from salt spring 3/14/2022 11:24 AM

69 The joy of Sidney comes through its livability. We moved here for its small town charm and
while we all support balanced growth it cannot occur based on development that ignores
community input. Very upset and frustrated that the housing change for my home is to be
changed with no input. Shame on you.

3/13/2022 5:28 PM

70 I think all development of property should be required to have a development Permit, not just
property greater than 400 square metres. The people living in these areas should know whats

3/13/2022 4:48 PM
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allowed and have a voice .

71 The OCP appears to be a well-prepared document, but it must be read carefully. Many people
won't spend the time. I found the Section 1.2 Traditional Territory to be particularly interesting.
Also paragraph 4.3.6 which encourages family-oriented housing, including homes with 3
bedrooms or more.

3/13/2022 2:32 PM

72 It is a very long document. I felt I couldn't adequately comment on everything because I was
concerned about unintended consequences. As they say, "the devil is in the details."

3/13/2022 2:19 PM

73 Where are public washrooms addressed? 3/5/2022 10:44 PM

74 Make Sidney the most beautiful and accessible waterfront town. install waterfront walkways to
provide appreciation for this amazing town from the waters edge. Create less access to the
beaches with raised walkways..natural wood not concrete. expand the pier and put an ice
cream taco sandwich food truck on the end so summer time sidney is the only place to be.
create a image for beacon and ensure each block tells a differnt story with awnings or first
nations art....put some first nations art at the waterfront and for heavens sake paint the totems
by the anacortes ferry.....

3/5/2022 9:41 PM

75 Atmospheric carbon and heating will obviate all such plans. Crisis management is the plan to
draw.

3/5/2022 10:21 AM

76 We really need a safer pedestrian/bike crossing at beacon and highway intersection, and one
at Ardwell and McDonald park rd where the kids cross to school. This may have been
addressed

3/5/2022 8:19 AM

77 Sidney has a small town feel to it. Council needs to be careful that development continues to
keep that feel, otherwise Sidney will be just another place to drive through on the way to the
ferry.

3/4/2022 11:19 AM

78 It needs more areas for multi-unit residential and fewer traditional residential designations. This
is a 20 year plan and I worry given there was no economic analysis this may not provide
sufficient economically viable opportunities to create the housing needed to fulfill on the vision
of this OCP. Thing Bigger!

3/4/2022 10:14 AM
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Answered: 257 Skipped: 93

TOTAL 257

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Yes

No

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes

No

Page 99 of 318



Sidney Draft OCP Survey SurveyMonkey

89 / 97

Q28 If you answered yes to the previous question, on which street in
Sidney do you live?

Answered: 203 Skipped: 147

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Allbay 4/11/2022 5:25 PM

2 lochside 4/11/2022 3:44 PM

3 ocean 4/11/2022 3:26 PM

4 resthaven 4/11/2022 3:07 PM

5 Fifth Ave 4/11/2022 2:59 PM

6 Second Street 4/11/2022 1:25 PM

7 Malaview Avenue 4/11/2022 11:58 AM

8 BRAUN CR 4/11/2022 8:43 AM

9 Second. 4/10/2022 6:45 PM

10 Third 4/10/2022 6:36 PM

11 Fourth St 4/10/2022 3:59 PM

12 Fourth 4/10/2022 3:55 PM

13 South 4/9/2022 9:09 PM

14 Courser 4/9/2022 8:55 PM

15 Harbour Rd 4/9/2022 3:46 PM

16 Marvette 4/9/2022 2:43 PM

17 Seawind Way 4/8/2022 9:06 PM

18 Lyme Grove 4/8/2022 8:09 PM

19 Braun Cres 4/8/2022 3:23 PM

20 Third Street 4/8/2022 2:43 PM

21 Malaview 4/8/2022 1:48 PM

22 Braun Crescent 4/8/2022 12:35 PM

23 James White Blvd 4/8/2022 11:42 AM

24 Frost 4/8/2022 9:17 AM

25 Brethourpark way 4/8/2022 7:22 AM

26 Malaview east 4/7/2022 9:58 PM

27 Natasha Place 4/7/2022 7:05 PM

28 Third 4/7/2022 2:32 PM

29 Frost 4/7/2022 12:49 PM

30 Beaufort 4/7/2022 10:20 AM

31 Seawind way 4/7/2022 7:46 AM
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32 North saanich 4/6/2022 9:45 PM

33 Airedale 4/6/2022 8:22 PM

34 Maryland 4/6/2022 8:20 PM

35 James White 4/6/2022 8:15 PM

36 Third 4/6/2022 6:33 PM

37 Seventh 4/6/2022 6:25 PM

38 Markinch Place 4/6/2022 6:21 PM

39 Webster 4/6/2022 5:56 PM

40 Deerbrush crescent 4/6/2022 4:33 PM

41 Malaview Ave. 4/6/2022 4:10 PM

42 Greenglade 4/6/2022 4:05 PM

43 Resthaven 4/6/2022 3:57 PM

44 James White west 4/6/2022 3:05 PM

45 Fifth Street 4/6/2022 3:00 PM

46 Bowerbank 4/6/2022 2:28 PM

47 Orchard 4/6/2022 12:08 PM

48 Amelia Ave 4/6/2022 12:01 PM

49 Sharples 4/6/2022 11:28 AM

50 Beaufort Rd 4/6/2022 11:25 AM

51 Iroquois 4/6/2022 11:21 AM

52 Jahn Place 4/6/2022 10:43 AM

53 Piercy 4/6/2022 10:37 AM

54 Fifth 4/6/2022 10:17 AM

55 Patricia place 4/6/2022 10:14 AM

56 Fourth Street 4/6/2022 10:14 AM

57 Adela place in a ground level suite in my grandparents house. 4/6/2022 9:48 AM

58 Beaufort Road 4/6/2022 9:26 AM

59 Amherst 4/6/2022 9:18 AM

60 Malaview Ave. 4/5/2022 4:38 PM

61 Malaview 4/5/2022 2:31 PM

62 Resthaven Drive 4/5/2022 2:13 PM

63 4th 4/5/2022 7:54 AM

64 Eastview Drive 4/4/2022 9:25 AM

65 Bowerbank rd 4/4/2022 12:06 AM

66 Third 4/3/2022 2:55 PM

67 Amherst Ave. 4/3/2022 12:32 PM

68 Harbour Road 3/30/2022 6:46 PM

69 Amherst 3/30/2022 1:35 PM
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70 Live in Brentwood now but plan to move to Sidney in near future 3/30/2022 12:18 PM

71 Harbour Road 3/30/2022 8:41 AM

72 Harbour Rd 3/29/2022 7:44 PM

73 Second 3/29/2022 5:41 PM

74 Colinwood Road 3/29/2022 3:46 PM

75 Resthaven drive 3/28/2022 9:12 PM

76 5th 3/28/2022 4:33 PM

77 Malaview 3/28/2022 2:41 PM

78 Piercy Av. 3/28/2022 1:38 PM

79 Lochside Drive 3/28/2022 10:14 AM

80 2366 Oakville Ave 3/27/2022 4:29 PM

81 Canora 3/26/2022 9:44 PM

82 Henry Ave 3/26/2022 4:58 PM

83 Canora Road 3/26/2022 4:18 PM

84 Seaport 3/26/2022 2:59 PM

85 Vallis place. 3/25/2022 11:01 PM

86 Courser Drive 3/25/2022 10:10 PM

87 Oakville 3/25/2022 5:13 PM

88 Jocelyn Place 3/25/2022 1:29 PM

89 Amelia Avenue (Between Resthaven & 5th street,36 years) 3/24/2022 9:11 PM

90 Skylark Lane 3/24/2022 4:59 PM

91 Allbay Rd 3/24/2022 2:11 PM

92 Second Street 3/24/2022 9:37 AM

93 Fifth 3/24/2022 8:51 AM

94 Skylark lane 3/24/2022 8:07 AM

95 Menagh 3/23/2022 9:55 PM

96 Ardwell 3/23/2022 9:00 PM

97 Braun Crescent 3/23/2022 7:21 PM

98 Sunfield Cres. 3/23/2022 5:59 PM

99 Jahn Place 3/23/2022 10:52 AM

100 We live in North Saanich 3/23/2022 9:40 AM

101 Weiler ave 3/23/2022 9:38 AM

102 greenglade road 3/23/2022 6:11 AM

103 Siddall 3/22/2022 7:57 PM

104 3rd 3/22/2022 7:26 PM

105 Allbay 3/22/2022 2:55 PM

106 Greenglade 3/22/2022 2:07 PM

107 James White 3/22/2022 12:55 PM
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108 West Sidney 3/22/2022 11:34 AM

109 Piercy Avenue 3/22/2022 10:53 AM

110 Amelia 3/22/2022 10:44 AM

111 James White Blvd West 3/22/2022 10:39 AM

112 Judson Place 3/22/2022 10:21 AM

113 Grove 3/22/2022 9:54 AM

114 Piercy 3/22/2022 9:49 AM

115 Menagh Place 3/22/2022 9:48 AM

116 Resthaven Dr. 3/21/2022 8:51 PM

117 Lyme Grove 3/21/2022 5:34 PM

118 Resthaven drive 3/21/2022 5:31 PM

119 Resthaven Drive 3/21/2022 4:25 PM

120 Third 3/21/2022 4:20 PM

121 Third 3/21/2022 2:52 PM

122 Second Street 3/21/2022 1:01 PM

123 Bowerbank 3/21/2022 11:30 AM

124 Second St. 3/21/2022 10:57 AM

125 Canora RD 3/21/2022 8:31 AM

126 Greenglade Rd. 3/20/2022 4:18 PM

127 Resthaven 3/20/2022 1:32 PM

128 Lochside Dr 3/19/2022 10:26 PM

129 Third 3/19/2022 7:27 PM

130 Orchard 3/19/2022 3:39 PM

131 Mills Rd 3/19/2022 2:51 PM

132 Second Ave 3/19/2022 12:17 PM

133 Resthaven 3/19/2022 9:52 AM

134 Third 3/18/2022 7:56 PM

135 Resthaven Drive 3/18/2022 5:52 PM

136 Fourth 3/18/2022 3:25 PM

137 Weiler Ave 3/18/2022 1:58 PM

138 Third 3/18/2022 11:56 AM

139 Second 3/18/2022 8:11 AM

140 bakerview 3/18/2022 7:43 AM

141 Weiler Ave W 3/17/2022 10:32 PM

142 Markinch Place 3/17/2022 8:15 PM

143 Cleveland Road 3/17/2022 7:20 PM

144 Henry Ave 3/17/2022 5:35 PM

145 Mcdonald Park Road 3/17/2022 4:27 PM
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146 Lyme Grove 3/17/2022 2:29 PM

147 Bowerbank 3/17/2022 10:41 AM

148 Malaview Ave 3/17/2022 9:28 AM

149 Amelia 3/16/2022 10:46 PM

150 Lochside 3/16/2022 2:44 PM

151 Epco 3/16/2022 1:06 PM

152 Second Street 3/16/2022 12:37 PM

153 Amelia Av. 3/15/2022 6:09 PM

154 Allbay Road 3/15/2022 5:31 PM

155 Lochside Drive 3/15/2022 4:43 PM

156 Seaport Place 3/15/2022 4:24 PM

157 Courser 3/14/2022 11:39 PM

158 Allbay Rd. 3/14/2022 10:06 PM

159 Lapwing Place 3/14/2022 4:22 PM

160 Lochside Drive 3/14/2022 2:59 PM

161 White Birch Rd 3/14/2022 12:18 PM

162 Resthaven 3/13/2022 6:18 PM

163 Resthaven 3/13/2022 5:28 PM

164 5th Street 3/13/2022 4:55 PM

165 Resthaven Dr. 3/13/2022 4:48 PM

166 Harbour Road 3/13/2022 4:15 PM

167 Eden place 3/13/2022 3:15 PM

168 Amelia Avenue 3/13/2022 2:32 PM

169 Allbay Road 3/13/2022 2:19 PM

170 Amelia Avenue 3/13/2022 9:51 AM

171 Just outside Sidney on McDonald Park Rd. 3/13/2022 9:37 AM

172 Beaufort rd 3/13/2022 9:33 AM

173 Bradford Ave 3/13/2022 7:59 AM

174 Weiler Ave 3/12/2022 11:49 AM

175 Almond 3/11/2022 9:52 PM

176 Gail 3/10/2022 10:20 PM

177 Seaport place 3/10/2022 4:16 PM

178 Finch Pl 3/10/2022 1:59 PM

179 Third Street 3/10/2022 8:27 AM

180 Fifth st 3/9/2022 4:26 PM

181 Allbay Road 3/9/2022 5:19 AM

182 Malaview 3/8/2022 10:31 PM

183 Third St 3/7/2022 3:46 PM
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184 Bowerbank 3/7/2022 1:58 PM

185 Calvin 3/6/2022 8:45 PM

186 Frost Ave 3/6/2022 8:29 PM

187 Resthaven Drive 3/6/2022 2:03 PM

188 Jahn Place 3/5/2022 11:29 PM

189 Henry 3/5/2022 10:44 PM

190 Northlawn terrace 17 years 3/5/2022 9:41 PM

191 Amelia Ave 3/5/2022 3:58 PM

192 Third Street 3/5/2022 1:31 PM

193 Brethour Av 3/5/2022 10:21 AM

194 Ardwell 3/5/2022 8:19 AM

195 Bevan 3/4/2022 4:26 PM

196 Henry Avenue 3/4/2022 4:15 PM

197 Lovell Ave 3/4/2022 12:51 PM

198 McDonald Park Road 3/4/2022 11:19 AM

199 Bevan Ave at 5th Street 3/3/2022 6:33 PM

200 3rd street 3/3/2022 6:20 PM

201 Malaview 3/3/2022 6:19 PM

202 Courser Drive 3/3/2022 4:07 PM

203 James White Blvd/7th 3/3/2022 3:02 PM

Page 105 of 318



Sidney Draft OCP Survey SurveyMonkey

95 / 97

9.13% 23

90.87% 229

Q29 Do you own a business in Sidney?
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96 / 97
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Q30 Do you work in Sidney?
Answered: 250 Skipped: 100
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Sidney Draft OCP Survey SurveyMonkey

97 / 97

0.40% 1
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Q31 Which of the following age groups do you fall into?
Answered: 251 Skipped: 99

TOTAL 251
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April 4, 2022 
 
RE: Living on the Saanich Peninsula as If It Were Our Home  
 
The draft Sidney OCP provides solid direction how land use and development should be 
managed in the Town of Sidney over the next couple decades.  I thank you for your efforts to 
maintain the character of Sidney while protecting the environment given the increased 
population, housing and transportation challenges the community faces.  As well, thank you for 
the respect you are showing to the W̱SÁNEĆ people with your process and throughout the 
document. 
 
Environmental Health and Jurisdictional Collaboration.   
The natural environment is an integral part of and driving force behind the culture, economy 
and well-being of the Saanich Peninsula.  The Saanich Peninsula Environmental Coalition (the 
Coalition) was formed to promote a Bioregional Framework approach to managing the rich and 
interconnected ecology of the Saanich Peninsula.  We believe that it is only through 
collaborative efforts and a commitment by Central Saanich, North Saanich and Sidney to work 
together that we will be able to foster a healthy and sustaining environment for the Saanich 
Peninsula into the future.  
 
We were therefore surprised that the Bioregional Framework concept for the Saanich Peninsula 
and the importance of an integrated approach by the three municipalities to management and 
planning wasn’t even mentioned, in the Vision, Goals, Objectives and Policies of the OCP.   
 
Goal One states the importance of being regionally connected, yet there is no stated 
recognition of the value of working with North Saanich and Central Saanich to foster a healthy 
and sustainable future for the Saanich Peninsula.  Throughout the document there are 
references to ‘cooperation’, ‘collaboration’ and ‘working with our neighbouring municipalities’; 
however, to be successful it is essential that Sidney promote jurisdictional cooperation with its 
neighbouring municipalities as a priority.  We urge you to review the Central Saanich’s draft 
OCP document and adapt the Sidney draft accordingly. 
 
The following comments build on this recognition of environmental health and jurisdictional 
collaboration and their importance in planning and management. 
 
• 3.0, 3.1 Connectivity and future land use.  All the land use designations described in Section 

3.1 need to reflect the importance of connectivity across the landscape and how that might 
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best be facilitated.  The connectivity of natural spaces plays a fundamental in environmental 
health, and natural spaces that are small and isolated are not sufficient.  Barriers limit the 
functional connectivity of natural environments.  Innovative development or adaptation of 
current developments and/or restoration can improve the connectivity of the landscape.  
 

• 4.2 Seaside and Marine 
o The draft OCP would be greatly strengthened if there was a stronger recognition of 

the importance of a Peninsula-wide Coastal Management Strategy.  Such a strategy 
would bring together the policy directions for the adjacent marine waters, the 
seashore, the shoreline and the foreshore property into one common approach for 
the three municipalities, rather than the current ad hoc nature. 

o Please clarify that the marine zoning boundary for the full length of Sidney’s 
shoreline will extend to the maximum 300 metre designation allowed.  Such 
designation would help conserve eel grass beds, forage fish and important 
WSÁNEĆ cultural practices, such as clamming. 

o RE 4.2.31. Thank you for recognizing the abandoned vessels/illegal moorage 
challenge facing Sidney and its adjacent waters, small bays and harbours.  Along 
with supporting the Saanich Peninsula Harbours and Waterways Initiative, Sidney 
needs to work closely with both Central Saanich and North Saanich on this matter.  
In particular, it is important to strengthen the content of the OCP by designating a 
300-metre zone, along with a complete ESA designation and appropriate 
development control and enforcement for all of Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary (SHMBS), not just Roberts Bay and Tsehum Harbour.  Such provisions will 
go a long way toward controlling the private illegal mooring buoys within SHMBS 
and conserving the marine environment. 
 Within the OCP there needs to be specific policies and regulations related to 

the placement of private mooring buoys, restricting private docks and other 
structures, and marine-based housing. 

 Sidney and North Saanich need to improve their inter-municipal cooperation 
for the management of SHMBS.  The proposed joint SHMBS Integrated 
Management Plan between the Sidney and North Saanich therefore needs to 
be referenced and supported in the OCP.  To this end, we encourage Sidney 
to work with North Saanich to ensure that both municipalities designate 
SHMBS an ESA and develop enforceable guidelines to protect it accordingly. 
 

• Connected, Accessible and Liveable Neighbourhoods 
o RE 4.3.43.  Establish and improve pedestrian linkages between parks and public 

spaces. Such connection and connectivity is essential to facilitating the ability to 
enjoy the natural world. Efforts should be made to identify gaps/barriers to these 
network linkages and a long-term strategy outlined to overcome them.   
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 In addition, it is important to work closely with your two neighbouring 
municipalities to determine an overall pedestrian linkage strategy between 
parks and public spaces for the Saanich Peninsula. 

o RE Parks. 4.3.54.   
 There needs to be section or reference to the current Parks Master Plan and 

how the suggested recommendations will be implemented. 
 It is important to determine an overall park protection strategy for the 

Peninsula, and how such a strategy can assist in conserving biodiversity and 
critical wildlife.  To this end, Sidney can work with your two neighbouring 
municipalities along with the W̱SÁNEĆ people, BC Parks, CRD Parks and Parks 
Canada. 
 

• 4.5 Biodiverse and Connected Ecosystems.  This is an important section of the OCP and we 
support the Context Statement and Objectives.  The connection made between human 
health and environmental health is important to recognize and reinforce. 

o As recommended above, the Section D ESA designation needs to be extended north 
to include all of Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary up to the North Saanich 
boundary.   
 Effort needs to be made by Sidney to ensure that North Saanich designates 

their portion of SHMBS similarly. (Reference the SHMBS Integrated 
Management Plan between the Sidney and North Saanich mentioned above.) 

o Thank you for the respect you are showing to the W̱SÁNEĆ people with your process 
and throughout this section of the OCP. 

o 4.5.5/4.5.6. We are encouraged to read the reference to the importance of 
collaboration among yourself, North Saanich and Central Saanich on these critical 
matters.   
 There needs to be more emphasis on integrated planning and management, 

such as a Bioregional Framework approach, into the OCP Vision, Goals, 
Objectives and Policies. 

 You need to incorporate specific outcomes/guidelines to deliver on this goal 
of collaboration, to ensure success.  

 Instead of ‘where possible’, might you say ‘as much as possible’. 
o 4.5.7 SOE Report.  We support the undertaking of a State of Environment (SOE), but 

only if it is Peninsula-wide. This approach would facilitate more effective planning, 
implementation and monitoring of actions pertaining to conserving the Peninsula’s 
natural environment.  We therefore encourage Sidney to work with Central and 
North Saanich to collaboratively undertake and financially support a Peninsula-wide 
SOE process that would be repeated every 5 years or so. 
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• 4.5.8 Marine and Shoreline Management.  As stated above, the OCP would be greatly 
strengthened if there was a stronger recognition of the importance of a Peninsula-wide 
Coastal Management Strategy.  Such a strategy would bring together the policy directions 
for the adjacent marine waters, the seashore, the shoreline and the foreshore property into 
one common approach for the three municipalities.  As well, the province is developing a 
Shoreline Protection Act and we encourage Sidney to support that legislation as it would 
identify critical shoreline habitats, adopt land use practices that would protect them and 
propose mitigation measures for expected erosion as a result of sea level rise. 

o We strongly encourage that any marine foreshore guidelines and/or shoreline 
protection measures be built around a shoreline management strategy and plan for 
all of Sidney’s shoreline, with a focus on restoring natural shorelines and the concern 
for rising sea levels.  These shoreline protection measures need to apply to all of 
Sidney’s shoreline - particularly for Resthaven Park, Resthaven Island, Roberts Bay 
and Tsehum Harbour within SHMBS. These beaches and foreshore are critical for 
spawning forage fish and for species at risk, such as the Great Blue Heron.    

i. All ‘hardline’ measures must be strongly discouraged as these construction 
measures impact the natural processes of the shoreline and increase 
sediment transportation. 

ii. Once the OCP is approved, the current seawall policy needs to be updated to 
reflect these changes.   

o 4.5.9 SHMBS.  FOSH (Friends of Shoal Harbour) has sent a reply to the OCP process 
outlining their concerns for the future of Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary 
and how this draft OCP can be improved.  Please refer to their correspondence.  
Their focus is on abandoned vessels/illegal moorage, extending the 300-metre 
marine zoning, the importance of restoring Mermaid Creek and expanding the 
Section D ESA to include all of the boundaries of SHMBS. 

o 4.5.21. 4.5.23-27 Tree Protection.  Sidney’s 2019 Urban Forest Strategy requires an 
implementation plan that outlines how its recommendations will be delivered.  
Sidney can also play a strong role in encouraging a Peninsula-wide Urban Forest 
Strategy to avoid having three separate approaches to tree protection that may not 
support each other and build conflict. 

i. A 15% tree canopy tree coverage seems low, when compared to other 
municipalities.  Recognizing that this percent maybe low because of Sidney’s 
large urban area, perhaps on more natural lands the recommended percent 
could be more in the 40-60% range.   

ii. Significant tree stands needs very strong protection through ESA/DPA 
designations, particularly as they are critical habitat. 

iii. We encourage you to reference the City of Courtenay’s strategy for Urban 
Forestry.  
https://www.courtenay.ca/EN/main/community/environment/tree-
management/urban-forest-strategy.html 
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o 4.5.29.  RE stewardship on private land:  please reference the Green Bylaws toolkit. 
https://stewardshipcentrebc.ca/2021-edition-of-the-green-bylaws-toolkit/ 

o 4.5.32 Riparian Areas.  Pleased to see the strong support for the efforts related to 
Reay Creek and Mermaid Creek.  The restoration and maintenance of the Mermaid 
Creek estuary is particularly vital.   
 As Melville Creek flows into Tsehum Harbour and SHMBS, we encourage you 

to include measures to restore and maintain Melville Creek as well. 
 

• Protecting the Marine Environment.  As recommended above, extend the shoreline 
boundaries of Sidney to the 300-metre maximum, and encourage North Saanich and Central 
Saanich to do the same. 

o Re Greenshores, please reference:  https://stewardshipcentrebc.ca/green-shores-
home/ 
 

• Natural Assets and Infrastructure.  Our document, A Recommended Approach for Updating 
the Environmental Policies of the Three Official Community Plans of the Saanich Peninsula, 
emphasizes the importance of natural assets management.  We encourage you to include 
the recommendations of this report into your OCP. 
https://www.placespeak.com/uploads/6354/_A_Recomented_Approach_for_Updating_the
_Environmental_Policies.pdf  
 

• 4.6 A Healthy Resilient Community.  This section is thorough.  Most everything this OCP is 
trying to accomplish can only be within the context of the changing climate.  As the 
challenges of climate change are so broad and have ramifications for so much of the OCP 
we recommend: 

o Re-ordering the goals so that Goal 6 - A healthy, resilient community that takes 
action to address climate change – becomes Goal 1.  

o Similarly, we recommend moving this section to the front of the document.   
o More effort be made to integrate the proposed actions related to climate into all 

aspects of the OCP rather than ‘just having a separate section’. In this regard, we 
suggest you reference the approach Central Saanich has taken to climate in their 
draft OCP.   
 

• 5.0 Implementation.  This section requires a publicly available more definitive action plan 
that establishes baseline data, timeframes, metrics and provides a summary of the key 
recommendations to help track and ensure that the policies and strategies outlined in the 
draft OCP are implemented in a timely and successful manner.  Again, please reference the 
Central Saanich approach. 

o In general, to assist in Implementation, the draft OCP document requires clearer 
definition to clarify such ambiguous phrases as: ‘if possible’, ‘may’, ‘is discouraged’, 
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‘as many as possible’, etc.; for example, Section 6.5 Environmentally Sensitive Areas.  
Clarity is needed to establish standards and determine their application.  The 
concern that this soft wording leaves the window open to conflict and interferes 
with addressing the challenges that in the long term would better serve the 
community. 

 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  We have reviewed the submissions from 
Roberts Bay Residents and the Sidney Community Association and support their 
recommendations.  
 
We look forward to working with you to ensure the healthy future of the Sidney community 
and surrounding Saanich Peninsula. 

 
Bob  
 
Bob Peart 
Coordinator 
Saanich Peninsula Environmental Coalition 

Placespeak.com/bioregionalframework 
…protecting nature by building community. 
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Monday March 28 2022 

RE: Sidney OCP and Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary 

The draft Sidney OCP is a thorough and complex document that is crucial to setting the agenda for 
Sidney and the Saanich Peninsula for the foreseeable future.  Our organization is comfortable with the 
direction of the OCP and the general vision that it describes.  

The purpose of this note is to provide specific comments related to Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird 
Sanctuary (SHMBS).  Our concerns focus on abandoned boats/illegal moorage and the associated 
contamination, shoreline protection and restoration, tree removal, the protection of nesting birds such 
as the Great Blue Heron, and other urban-related developments that cause harm to birds and wildlife or 
their supporting habitat. 

1. Recognition of Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary.  There is little formal mention of SHMBS 
within the draft OCP (4.5.9 only). We expect SHMBS to have increased profile in the final OCP and 
will be looking for this acknowledgement in future drafts.  As you are aware, SHMBS was established 
in 1931 and includes ~150 hectares of sheltered bays and intertidal mudflats in North Saanich and 
Sidney.  The sanctuary is contiguous with the internationally recognized Sidney Channel IBA.  The 
shoreline is a mix of rocky outcrops and beaches, while the upland support remnants of the Coastal 
Douglas-fir ecosystem.  Although the Sanctuary is surrounded by dense urban and marine 
development the ecosystem still supports a rich diversity of seabirds, shorebirds and waterfowl 
throughout the year, but particularly during migration and through winter.   

2. Need for a Saanich Peninsula Coastal Management Strategy.  The Saanich Peninsula Environmental 
Coalition is promoting the importance of a Bioregional Framework for the Saanich Peninsula 
recommending increased cooperation and policy alignment among Central Saanich, North Saanich 
and Sidney.  To this end, the draft OCP would be strengthened if there was a stronger recognition of 
the importance of a Peninsula-wide Coastal Management Strategy.  Such a strategy would bring 
together the policy directions for the adjacent marine waters, the seashore, the shoreline and the 
foreshore property into one common approach, for the three municipalities rather than being 
treated separately. 

3. 300 Metre Marine Zoning Designation.    Please confirm that the marine zoning for all of Sidney 
extends to the maximum 300 metre designation allowed, in particular to include the boundaries of 
SHMBS.  The current draft is unclear. Such designation would help conserve eel grass beds, forage 
fish and important WSÁNEĆ cultural practices, such as clamming. 

4. SHMBS as an Environmentally Sensitive Area.   The natural environment and marine ecosystems are 
a fundamental feature of Sidney and they require strong protection and enhancement.  To this end, 
the Schedule D Map (Environmentally Sensitive D.P. Areas) needs to be extended north to the North 
Saanich boundary, to include the complete shoreline and boundaries of SHMBS.    

a. This current draft excludes Tsehum Harbour.  Please change this error, as the previous 
approved OCP included Tsehum Harbour. 
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b. Sidney and North Saanich need to improve the inter-municipal cooperation for the 
management of SHMBS.  The proposed joint SHMBS Integrated Management Plan between 
the Sidney and North Saanich therefore needs to be referenced and supported in the OCP.  
We encourage Sidney to work with North Saanich to ensure that both municipalities 
designate SHMBS an ESA and develop enforceable guidelines to protect it accordingly.  

c. Within the draft OCP document clearer definition is needed to clarify the use of such 
ambiguous phrases as: ‘if possible’, ‘may’, ‘is discouraged’, ‘as many as possible’, etc. 

5. Abandoned vessels/illegal moorage.  The recognition of the abandoned vessels/illegal moorage 
challenge facing SHMBS and other adjacent waters, small bays and harbours in Sidney needs 
strengthening within the OCP.  A 300 metre Zoning designation, along with a complete ESA 
designation and appropriate development control and enforcement, will go a long way toward 
controlling the private illegal mooring buoys within SHMBS and conserving the marine environment. 

a. The proposed CRD Saanich Peninsula Harbour Initiative needs to be referenced, highlighted 
and supported within the OCP. 

b. Within the OCP there needs to be specific policies and regulations related to the placement 
of private mooring buoys, restricting private docks and other structures, and marine-based 
housing. 

6. Strengthening Shoreline Protection Measures.  Shoreline protection measures need to be 
strengthened for all of Sidney’s shoreline - particularly for Resthaven Park, Resthaven Island, 
Roberts Bay and Tsehum Harbour within SHMBS. These beaches and foreshore are critical for 
spawning forage fish and for species at risk, such as the Great Blue Heron.    

a. We strongly encourage that any marine foreshore guidelines and/or shoreline protection 
measures be built around a shoreline management strategy and plan for all of Sidney’s 
shoreline, with a focus on restoring natural shorelines and the concern for rising sea levels. 

b. All ‘hardline’ measures must be strongly discouraged as these construction measures impact 
the natural processes of the shoreline and increase sediment transportation. 

c. Once the OCP is approved, the content needs to be reflected in an updated seawall policy. 
7. SHMBS Riparian Estuaries.  The restoration and maintenance of the Mermaid Creek estuary is vital 

and we support the measures outlined in the OCP.  As Melville Creek flows into Tsehum Harbour 
and SHMBS, we encourage you to include measures to restore and maintain Melville Creek as well.  

8. Bird Friendly Design.  It is encouraging to read the efforts Sidney will be making to apply bird friendly 
design.  We encourage you to adopt Nature Canada’s certification guidelines:  
https://naturecanada.ca/defend-nature/how-you-help-us-take-action/bfc/ 

9. Implementation.  The draft OCP requires more definitive action plans, timeframes and strategy for 
following up and monitoring recommendations and plans – specifically as related to SHMBS. 
 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  We look forward to working with you to ensure the 
healthy future of Shoal Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary. 
 

Bob Peart 
Chair, FOSH 
Friends of Shoal Harbour 
https://shoalharbour.com/ 
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ROBERTS BAY RESIDENTS STEERING COMMITTEE 

robertsbayres@gmail.com 

 April 6, 2022 

To: Mayor and Council, Corey Newcomb Manager of Long Term Planning 

Our comments on Sidney’s draft Official Community Plan 

It is well established that living close to nature has a strong positive effect on human health. Roberts Bay 

is one of Sidney’s most loved natural areas because of its beauty and the variety of birds and other 

creatures that call it home. However, its fragile ecosystems, including eelgrass beds, mudflats, beaches, 

and Mermaid Creek are in serious need of help to maintain enough ecological integrity that it can 

continue to support the animals and plants that now call it home until 2040 and for future generations.  

The same applies to the remaining Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystem on Beaufort Road and Armstrong 

Point. We recognize a special responsibility to maintain this environmentally sensitive, vulnerable 

“naturehood”.   

Roberts Bay Residents is a member of the Saanich Peninsula Environmental Coalition. We support a 

Bioregional Framework approach to guide the stewardship of our shared environment on the Saanich 

Peninsula.  We recognize the many objectives and policies in the draft OCP that promote jurisdictional 

cooperation, community partnerships, natural asset management, planning for connectivity and other 

components of the Framework.   

Reflecting the overarching theme of our comments regarding the draft OCP, we strongly recommend 

strengthening bullet 2 in the list of Objectives and Policies (p. iii) to read: Increased emphasis and 

understanding of environmental protection for the Town’s vulnerable ecosystems.   

W̱SÁNEĆ history and ongoing presence  

We appreciate the draft’s recognition of the W̱SÁNEĆ as saltwater people. Understanding their 

relationship to the sea reminds us that our coast sustained them for millennia and of what it could be 

again in 2040 and beyond if we use scientific and traditional knowledge to work together.  

 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 

 

Identification of Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) 

• We welcome the Draft’s expansion of Environmentally Sensitive Areas to include the beach and 

islets south of Roberts Bay that provide important habitat and the upland forested area on 

Armstrong Point, including mapping the location of the nests of Bald Eagles, Great Blue Herons and, 

we hope, other key species like the Great Horned Owls.   

• We believe Sidney’s Land Use Plan should recognize environmentally sensitive areas regardless of 

private or public ownership to promote protection and public awareness of the sensitive ecosystems 

nearby. We join the Friends of Shoal Harbour and the Sidney Community Association in 

recommending that the Lochside shoreline, the daylighted section of Melville Creek, Resthaven Park, 
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Resthaven Island and Tsehum Harbour be recognized as ESAs. The latter 3 are part of the Shoal 

Harbour Bird Sanctuary, together with Roberts Bay.  

• Sidney’s Marine water area to the 300 meter boundary of the Town’s jurisdiction should also be 

recognized. We support the need for clear, enforceable policy and guidelines to protect eel grass beds 

and natural features of the sea bottom from dragging anchors, illegal mooring buoys, and pollution. 

In Roberts Bay, the Paddlers’ Facebook group regularly observes debris on the bottom and damage 

to eel grass beds. 

• We support the need for a Coastal Management Plan for the Saanich Peninsula, consistent with the 

approach in the Bioregional Framework to align policy and promote resource and information sharing 

among the 3 municipalities and First Nations to protect our shorelines to the 300 meter limit.  

 

Neighbourhood Residential Lands in Environmentally Sensitive Areas  

We are concerned about Section 3.1, Land Use Designation on p. 16 regarding Neighbourhood 

Residential land use, which states “Parcels designated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas should, where 

possible, ensure the retention of larger lot sizes to assist in the protection of trees and green space…”. 

The qualifier “where possible” is inappropriate here.  In environmentally sensitive areas experiencing 

constant development pressures, protection of trees and green space requires not only larger lot sizes 

but also clear policies and bylaws to protect trees, native vegetation, and green space when new 

development is considered. Too many recent developments around Roberts Bay have grossly increased 

the size of buildings and paved areas. As noted below, the policies and Guidelines concerning 

Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit Areas require significant revision to achieve their 

objectives.  

 

Neighbours are alarmed that Schedule A of the draft OCP expands the Harbour Road Industrial Area to 

absorb 2325 Harbour Road which is currently Neighbourhood Residential. No justification is given. 

Schedule D includes it in the Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit Area.  

  

Urban Forest and Tree Canopy  

• We appreciate policy 4.5.23 about enhancing and conserving the Town’s urban forest and tree 

canopy, particularly Douglas Fir and Garry Oak ecosystems, and specifically the significant tree 

stands on Beaufort Road and surrounding Roberts Bay which are remnants of the endangered 

Coastal Douglas Fir bioregion.  New construction that removes mature healthy trees further 

endangers this ecosystem, compounding blowdown of remaining trees, and resulting in loss of 

associated rare/endangered species.  Resources like the Green Bylaws Toolkit 2021 and the Coastal 

Douglas Fir Conservation Partnership provide specifics to achieve this policy. 

• In this OCP’s vision for 2040, Sidney should aim higher than the modest 15% goal in policy 4.5.24 by 

implementing the Urban Forest Strategy recommendations.  
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Mermaid Creek   

We welcome the policies supporting the eventual daylighting of Mermaid Creek but the restoration and 

maintenance of the Mermaid estuary, envisioned in policy 4.5.39 is urgent. Erosion, bank collapse and 

degradation of Lower Mermaid Creek are observable to neighbours and accelerating!  

 

ESA Development Permit Guidelines 

We support the Objectives of the Environmentally Sensitive Area Development Guidelines with their 

focus on ecological integrity. The Riparian Area Guidelines are clear and direct but the General 

Guidelines and the Marine Foreshore Guidelines need to be rewritten and reorganized to avoid non-

committal language like “where feasible” and “as many as possible” which creates ambiguity for owners 

and developers.  

• Information gathering and assessment reports by Qualified Environmental Professionals are critical 

to decision making about Development Permits. 

• Staff need to understand different kinds of expertise among different professionals and to have 

ready access to their own Qualified Environmental Professionals. We strongly support Policies 4.5.13 

and 4.1.15 regarding continuing to build staff capacity and understanding of ecological planning 

principles and integrating them in decision making.  

• Some examples of needed revisions include: 

• General Guidelines – it appears that #2 should be done by a Qualified Environmental 

Professional and precede #1.  #1 should require evidence that there is no alternative but to 

remove a healthy tree.  #6 should omit “If possible” because there is ample flexibility in the 

rest of the Guideline. 

•  In #7, Please change this to “A report prepared by a Qualified Environmental Professional is 

required where the Town considers that a proposed development or alteration of the land 

may cause adverse impacts to significant environmental features or assets. The report must 

meet provincial government guidelines such as Develop with Care  (Appendix B: Bio-

Inventory Terms of Reference) for environmental impact assessments or bio-inventories.    

• Marine Foreshore Guidelines – Most of these guidelines should be overseen by a Qualified 

Environmental Professional with expertise in shoreline restoration and/or stewardship of 

Coastal Douglas Fir ecosystems.  

o Key steps for maintaining integrity and ecological value include:  

• Preserving and protecting the foreshore, and significant tree stands on 
Beaufort Road and the area surrounding Roberts Bay by reversing the 
Zoning Bylaw’s more recent 7.5 meter development setbacks from the high 
water mark in this area to the historical 15 meters.   

• Requiring replacement of a native tree species with a native species, 
whether the tree is cut down for development or dies of another cause  

o Is Marine Foreshore Guideline #6 intended to control placement of structures or to ensure 
that appropriate vegetation is placed near the shoreline, or both?  

o In Guideline #9, “must” should replace ‘should”.   
o In Guideline #12 many engineers are unqualified to assess whether “soft shores” 

approaches are viable. 
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o Guideline 19 should read “Subdivision and development on properties abutting marine 
areas should not occur if it would cause a negative impact on the existing habitat.”. 

o “Must “appears to be more appropriate than “should” in Marine Foreshore Guidelines 21 to 
23.  The circumstances described in Guideline 23 make a Construction Management Plan a 
definite requirement.  

o ‘Shall” is used appropriately in Guideline 24. 

• Riparian Guidelines – These guidelines are generally clear and unambiguous. Omit ‘rear’ in #18. 

Implementation 

We assume that the Land Use Designations, the Environmentally Sensitive Area boundaries and DPA 

Guidelines will come into effect as soon as the OCP Bylaw is adopted.  Like the Friends of Shoal Harbour 

and the Sidney Community Association, we call for an Implementation section in the OCP. Priorities 

should include:  

• Review and update the Seawall Policy 

• Develop a Coastal Shoreline and Harbour Management Plan 

 The draft is a huge document with dozens of objectives and hundreds of policy statements. Lack of an 

Implementation Plan leaves the community with no idea what, if anything, happens next.   

 

OTHER COMMENTS 

4.1 Vibrant Downtown – Please add natural elements to pathways to add health and ecological value to 

pedestrian, cycling and mobility scooter connections across Sidney and to other parts of the peninsula.  

4.2 Distinct Seaside Town –  

• We welcome and support the policies under the headings Reconciliation, Partnerships, 

Education and Engagement and Heritage, Interpretive Signage, Public Art, and Archaeology. 

• We also support many of the policies under the heading Seaside and Marine.  The discussion of 

a public waterfront open space in 4.2.24, 4.2.25, 4.2.26 needs to be clarified.  We support the 

improvement of public access to the waterfront, assuming that there will be no change affecting 

the rights and responsibilities of private residential waterfront property owners.   

• 4.2.27 Uninterrupted beach access. We support this goal. Paddlers on Roberts Bay have 

observed damage to eel grass beds and other marine features on the bay bottom caused by 

unrestricted mooring and anchoring. We assume that the historic buildings and other 

longstanding features that encroach on the beach will continued to be grandfathered. 

• 4.2.31 We would like a more active role for Sidney, such as “Actively participate in the Saanich 

Peninsula Harbours and Waterways Initiative…”  Action on this policy is a very high priority for 

us. Regarding Tsehum Harbour we urge coordination with North Saanich.  

4.3 Connected, Accessible and Liveable Neighbourhoods  

• 4.3.12 and 4.3.13 regarding infill development need to be made compatible with ESA policies 

regarding lot sizes, tree retention and lot coverage.  

Page 120 of 318



 

Page 5 of 6 
 

• 4.3.20 Liveaboards and Float Homes. We support Sidney’s current Zoning Bylaw (4.6.14) which 

clearly limits liveaboards to marinas where appropriate controls regarding pollution, use of 

holding tanks, insurance and other safeguards are in place.  

• 4.3.27 to 4.3.51 and 4.5.20 We welcome planning for active transportation for many reasons 

including reduced air and stormwater pollution. Green space and trees along these connections 

should form greenways and enable birds and other wildlife to use them as connections among 

patches of habitat. See also 4.5.20 

• Parks - We support policies 4.3.54 to 4.3.56 but would like all of them, especially 4.3.55 to 

recognize parks’ value as places to be in nature. 4.3.55 should also include acquisition of parks 

space to preserve environmentally sensitive areas from development, consistent with later ESA 

objectives on p. 44 and policy 4.5.18. 4.5.19 is the same as 4.3.55 and should also include 

preservation of environmentally sensitive areas. 

4.5 Biodiverse, Connected Ecosystem Informed by Traditional, Local and Scientific Knowledge 

• Objectives - The objectives are admirable with the exception of the 7th bullet which needs to be 

rephrased. It should read “To prohibit development that negatively impacts existing ecology 

including the shoreline and foreshore areas.” 

• We would like to see policy discouraging or prohibiting unnecessary light pollution, especially in 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 

• 4.5.5 and 4.5.6 should encourage Sidney to take a leadership role supporting collaboration to 

achieve worthwhile objectives. The goals listed in these 2 policies are excellent. 

• 4.5.7 we strongly support regularly updated scientific study and assessment of the peninsula’s 

ecology as a high priority.  

• 4.5.8 We assume that this means to say …” responsible planning and management of marine 

and shoreline areas (eg Harbour Road) used for industrial and recreational purposes while 

maintaining…” All Bay should be added to this policy. 

• 4.5.14 should be strengthened to omit “Continue to consider…” so it reads “Incorporate 

ecosystems and biodiversity protection and restoration into the planning and development 

process” 

• 4.5.16 to 4.5.21 - We strongly endorse these policies regarding Habitat Connectivity.  

• 4.5.25, 4.5.26, 4.5.27 - We endorse these policies and suggest that 4.5.27 should read “Establish 

a mechanism to place covenants on private lands for the purpose of environmental 

conservation and strongly  encourage their use”  The Green Bylaws Toolkit has sample bylaws 

linking covenants to reduction of property taxes. 

• 4.5.28, 4.5.29 We strongly endorse these policies for Community Outreach and Stewardship.  

• 4.5.30 to 4.5.37 We support these policies to protect creeks, streams, and coastal areas, 

especially 4.5.32 and 4.5.33 regarding Mermaid Creek. 
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• 4.5.38 to 4.5.41. We strongly endorse these policies to protect the marine environment. 

• 4.5.42 should identify who will do the monitoring to protect marine life and wildlife from 

harassment and habitat loss, deterioration, or contamination.  

• 4.5.43 should begin “Variances and more flexible zoning will be encouraged…” (omit 

“Consideration of…”) 

• 4.5.44 to 4.5.46 We support these policies regarding Pollution and Impact Mitigation. 

• 4.5.47 to 4.5.56 We support these policies regarding Natural Assets and Infrastructure but the 

language needs to be reviewed and strengthened. For example, in 4.5.51 replace Explore with 

Adopt and in 4.5.52. omit “Consideration should be given” so that it reads “Wherever possible, 

restore the natural environment…”  

4.6 A Healthy Resilient Community that Takes Action to Address Climate Change 

• Corridors connecting patches of habitat enable many animals to move away from hot, flooded 

or burned areas. We would like to see connectivity corridors or greenways included in Actions to 

Address Climate Change 

• We welcome the policies to address to Sea Level Rise. This should be a key component of a 

Coastal and Harbours Management Plan for the peninsula. 

• While we recognize that several policies encourage ‘green shores’ approaches, we would like to 

see more attention to understanding and mitigating the impact of climate change on 

ecosystems and wildlife.  

• Urgent action to reduce community greenhouse gas emissions will produce benefits for all and 

hopefully moderate climate extremes like those experienced in 2021.  Recent IPCC Reports give 

us very little time to achieve a 50% reduction in GHGs. Without concerted action we are 

dooming our children and the natural world to a far less liveable home than we currently enjoy.  

 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We look forward to working with residents and the Town of 

Sidney to create the best possible Plan for the next decades and future generations. 

 

 

Roberts Bay Residents Steering Committee 

Jocelyn Gifford, Thierry Bodson, Mary Chu, Patricia Shapka, Curtis Evans 

 

“Our vision is to build a future in which our community lives in harmony with the living wonders of 

Roberts Bay and where the natural beauty and functionality of the ecosystems of the bay are preserved 

and enhanced to ensure that this very special place stays a safe refuge for wildlife and a source of 

inspiration for its present and future residents and visitors.” 
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Corey Newcomb, 

Thank you for the chance to review the draft Official Community Plan (OCP) for Sidney. The 
recently completed Peninsula Local Area Transit Plan provides direction on how transit service and 
infrastructure will be improved in the coming years and support from our local governments on the 
peninsula is key to making those improvements a reality. In addition, the RapidBus Implementation 
Strategy provides some additional details on the implementation of the RapidBus Peninsula Line 
which will provide fast and frequent transit service to Sidney. Please find BC Transit’s 
recommendations below: 

• While the final location for the RapidBus station has not yet been determined, it is likely to 
be around Highway 17 and Beacon Avenue. Continued support and conversations between 
the Town of Sidney, the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, and BC Transit will 
need to occur before implementation. 

• To best support RapidBus implementation and effective operation, development density 
should be focused in the area within 800 meters of the Highway 17 and Beacon Avenue 
area. 

• Outside of the RapidBus service, frequent transit networks have been identified in Sidney, 
primarily along McDonald Park Road, Resthaven Drive, Fifth Street, and Lochside Drive 
(image 1). Increasing density within 400 meters of these corridors will better support the 
implementation and continued operation of these services. Single-family housing and other 
low density land uses should be avoided along these corridors.  
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Image 1 – RapidBus Longer Term Network Concept 
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In addition, below are general transportation and land use policies we recommend for inclusion in 
OCPs. 

• Increase development density, particularly within 400 metres of existing transit service 

• Allow for a mix of commercial, residential, and institutional uses within 400 metres of 
existing transit service 

• Locate new affordable housing adjacent to transit services 

• Consider improvements to transit infrastructure as part of community amenity contributions 
with new developments 

• Improve road network connectivity by developing a grid or grid-like network while avoiding 
dead ends and culs-de-sac. 

• Improve pedestrian and active transportation networks and their connections to transit 
services 

• Limit or remove auto-oriented land uses and services in areas served by transit 

• Reduce or eliminate minimum parking requirements for all development 

• Consider maximum parking limits 

• Reduce or eliminate free public parking, particularly on-street parking 

• Continue to work with BC Transit in development of transit service, infrastructure, and 
transit facilities throughout the community 

• Advocate for additional and improved transit service through the Victoria Regional Transit 
Commission 

• Continue to participate in BC Transit’s Development Referral Program by referring major 
developments and new planning initiatives to BC Transit 

Please feel free to consider any or all of the above policy statements for inclusion in the new 
Official Community Plan. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us. 

 

Thank you, 

Aaron Thompson    Levi Megenbir 
Transit Planner    Senior Transit Planner Work Lead 
athompson@bctransit.com   lmegenbir@bctransit.com  
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April 4, 2022 

 

To: Corey Newcomb - Senior Manager, Long Range Planning 

From: Representatives of SCA, SOS, FOSH and SPEC 

Re:  Comments Regarding Draft Sidney Official Community Plan 

 

The Draft Sidney Official Community Plan has been reviewed by members of the Sidney Community 

Association together with input from representatives of Saving our Sidney (SOS), Friends of Shoal 

Harbour (FOSH) and SPEC (Saanich Peninsula Environmental Coalition). 

We have concluded that although the OCP may be well intended, it is flawed in its lack of clarity 

regarding potential development in residential areas, lack of a clear vision for downtown and lack of a 

genuine commitment to the protection of the environment. 

Instead of providing clear policies in the OCP, reliance on the Zoning Bylaw for clarity regarding potential 

development has already caused confusion among Sidney residents regarding how this will be applied. 

To roll over the current Downtown Local Area Plan into Downtown policies within the proposed OCP has 

removed a clear intent for the future of downtown at a time where clarity regarding the future of 

downtown is critical. 

The non-committal policy statements regarding protection of the environment are concerning at a time 

when the environment is under threat. 

 

VISION 

Comment 

Given the growth projections for Sidney out to 2038, it is unclear how the Vision captures the changing 

demographic of our community. 

Will we become a virtual gated community where only the people with the means can afford to live here 

and young people are forced to leave because they can’t afford to live there?  It is interesting to note 

that the draft Sidney OCP mentions ‘family’ only five times and ‘transportation’ seventy- eight times. 
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What will our Seaside character be when the sea level rise projections start to impact the Sidney 

shoreline? 

 

 

POLICIES 

Land Use Designations 

Issue 

The Land Use Categories are problematic in that they reference minimum lot sizes, which is the purview 

of the zoning bylaw, but make no reference to the limits on height and density. 

Comment 

1. If the intent is that these would default to existing zones then it should be clearly stated and 

reduce the confusion that this is causing. 

2. The OCP should provide direction regarding amendments to the RM5 zoning which has been 

acknowledged as being problematic.  

 

Downtown 

Issue 

Folding the current Downtown Local Area Plan into the OCP is short sighted and fails to provide a 

concept that clearly describes the future of downtown. 

Again, there is vagueness regarding the development parameters regarding increasing the density of 

mixed-use developments. 

The issue of whether ground floor retail should be encouraged or discouraged continues to be debated 

with no evidence of clear data to support either point of view. 

It is not clear how the Downtown Streetscape and Urban Design Standards will integrate with the 

proposed Downtown design guidelines. 

Section 4.1.31 regarding a central public square gives no indication of a preferred location. 

As the owner of the Seaport Lands the Town together with the lease holder should be taking the 

initiative in any development concept for this site. 

Comment 

1. That the Downtown Local Area Plan be updated and included within the OCP 
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2. That there be clear guidelines regarding the form and massing where bonus density is being 

proposed. 

3. That the Town undertake a Commercial Absorption Study for the Downtown to determine the 

future need for retail space. 

 

Gateway  

Issue 

This site is included in the downtown policy section but there are no policies that would apply. Our 

recommendation is that this site should not be included within a Downtown designation. 

If the intention is that the development of the lands is solely at the discretion of the Airport Authourity 

then this should be clearly stated so that the public is under no illusion that they will have any input.  

Comment 

1. Polices for the Gateway site should state that retail is not supported and there should be 

direction to amend the current C5 zone to delete retail as a permitted use. 

2. The policies should reflect the significance of this site as an entrance to Sidney. 

 

Multi-family/Townhouse 

Issue 

The description of multi-family and townhouses does not give any indication of the parameters that 

would guide a development application in respect to density or height.  

The lack of clarity will be confusing for the public, developers, staff and Council. 

The proposal to permit redevelopment for multi-family fronting onto Resthaven will exacerbate current 

issues with traffic and parking.  We are recommending that the Town undertake a Transportation 

Management Plan in order to clearly identify the requirement for major streets such as Resthaven. 

Comment 

McDonald Park Rd/Resthaven 

1. Site would be more appropriate for townhouses rather than Multi-unit Residential. 

2. The RM5 zone which includes townhouses should be revised to reduce the maximum floor area 

ratio from 1.3.  Height limit should be 2.5 storeys. 

Resthaven – Bowerbank to Naomi Pl 
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Same comments 

Bowerbank – Malaview to Calvin 

Same comments 

Mermaid Creek 

Redevelopment to achieve daylighting of Mermaid Creek will be challenging and long term. It is unlikely 

that developers would dedicate a major portion of a site to daylight Mermaid Creek without incentives. 

Third Avenue to Rothesay 

Redevelopment to achieve waterfront access will be long term.  Access has been truncated by Town 

allowing development adjacent to current terminus of waterfront walkway. 

 

Neighbourhood Commercial 

Issue 

Policy 4.3.53 describes a process but does not give any indication of the parameters that would guide a 

development application in respect to density, height or limits to the type and amount of commercial 

space. 

The current policies in the OCP regarding neighbourhood commercial already provide clear guidance. 

The Land Use Designation regarding Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Area states that “not all lots in 

the Policy Area are envisioned for redevelopment as Neighbourhood Commercial”.  However, there are 

no statements regarding how this would be measured.  

Given the proximity to shopping and services in Downtown Sidney, the extent of lands identified for 

Neighbourhood Commercial is not considered appropriate.  Given the rapid rise in on-line purchasing of 

goods, this should be taken into account when deciding on the extent and distribution of 

neighbourhood commercial. 

Comment 

1. Limit neighbourhood commercial development land assembly that incorporates corner sites. 

2. Limit the height to three storeys. 

3. Include a policy regarding the appropriate density. 

4. Incorporate the policies in the current OCP regarding neighbourhood commercial 
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Cedarwood  

Issue 

For a potentially controversial project there is a distinct lack of clarity regarding height, density and 

commercial uses. 

The vagueness is resulting in the public drawing their own conclusions regarding the potential 

development of this site. 

Comment 

1. Retain current wording in OCP regarding neighbourhood commercial development 

2. Height should be 4 storey maximum 

3. Commercial should be limited e.g. coffee shop, small convenience store 

 

West Sidney Local Area Plan 

Issue 

Both the SCA and West Sidney residents have repeatedly made the point that allowing indiscriminate 

development applications without guidance as to an appropriate progression of development, is 

unacceptable. 

Comment 

1. West Sidney LAP should be amended to clearly indicate that development should initially be 

focused on Beacon and Galaran. 

2. Remainder of site would be appropriate for a range of housing types that would potentially be 

considered as ‘work force housing’. 

 

Environment 

Issue 

Schedule D Environmentally Sensitive Areas does not extend to Tsehum Harbour including Resthaven 

Park and Resthaven Island or the Shoal Bird Sanctuary both of which should be considered 

environmentally sensitive areas. 

The Environmentally Sensitive Areas should also be extended to include Melville Creek and the 

waterfront along Lochside Drive. 
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Mermaid Creek 

Daylighting of the creek and restoring the banks could take up to 20 years as it is now running 

underground in pipes.  Some of the land is privately owned and offering extra density to developers 

could be a tradeoff to land owners. 

Marine Activity 

Illegal buoys and restriction of anchoring boats within 300 metres should be enforced and monitored.  A 

review of satellite image from 2004 and 2020, reveals that the number of buoys in Tsehum Harbour has 

risen from four in 2004 to over 100 in recent years. 

Trails and Pathways 

There needs to be more focus on connectivity for the community such as corridors and paths that 

extends throughout Sidney and connects to North Saanich. 

Schedule B: Parks, Trails and Open Space does not appear to be referenced within Section 4.5 regarding 

a biodiverse, connected ecosystem. 

Forest Canopy 

The draft OCP suggests maintaining the tree canopy coverage of 15%.  This is low when compared to 

other municipalities. 

Peninsula Coordination 

Environmental policies should be coordinated between the Sidney, North Saanich and Central Saanich.   

The Environmental Section does not reference the Bioregional Framework that was undertaken for the 

Peninsula. 

Comment 

1. Schedule D - Environmentally Sensitive Areas map should be amended to include the referenced 

areas. 

2. Sidney should work with other peninsula municipalities and other levels of government to 

develop an action plan that would result in the removal of illegal buoys. 

 

 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREAS 

Development Permit Areas 
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Comment 

1. Section 488 (1) (a) of the LGA refers to protection of the natural environment.  This requires a 

correction to all the citations in Section 6.1 that don’t relate to the natural environment. 

 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

Issue 

The language used in many of the policies uses non-committal language such as "where feasible", "will 

address", "will review",  "will investigate", "where possible", "as much as possible", etc. when referring 

to objectives. 

 

Comment 

1. Policies should require studies prepared by a registered professional or reference an established 

policy such as a Shoreline Management Plan which would include action items regarding the 

protection of the shoreline. 

 

Downtown Commercial 

Issue 

Development constraints will make it unlikely that redevelopment will occur in much of the downtown 

for the foreseeable future.   

The design guidelines should include specifications regarding storefront alterations to existing buildings.  

Comment 

1. The intentions should include storefronts that animate the street. 

2. The design guidelines should include strategies that would lead to refurbishing existing 

storefronts and contribute to the animation of the street. 

3. Exemptions for alterations and signs in downtown should be reconsidered.   

4. Development of corner lots should incorporate public plazas in order to increase the amount of 

open space in downtown.  
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Neighbourhood Commercial 

Issue 

Given the lack of policy direction regarding neighbourhood commercial the lack of design guidelines is a 

major concern. 

There is no reference to massing and setbacks adjacent to houses. 

There is no reference to public/semi-public spaces that animate the sidewalk & integrate community 

space. 

Comment 

1. Incorporate the Neighbourhood Commercial design guidelines in the current OCP 

2. Development Permit Area guidelines should ensure that street interface is active and inviting. 

 

 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Issue 

To state that “the Town is not obligated or compelled to carry out any of the projects and actions listed 

within the OCP” begs the question “then why are we doing this?” 

An implementation section ensures that the document remains ‘live’ and relevant.  Without it the OCP 

risks being largely forgotten. 

Comment 

1. A statement be included regarding implementation, that the recommendations in the OCP for 

further action will be considered by Council as part of its Strategic Planning and budget process. 

2. Review/amend RM5 Zone regarding townhouse density, height limits and parking requirements. 

3. Undertake a Commercial Absorption Study regarding the demand for downtown retail space. 

4. Develop a Downtown Revitalization Program 

5. Develop an updated Downtown Local Area Plan 

6. Amend West Sidney Plan regarding phasing of development. 

7. That the Town undertake a Transportation Management Plan 

8. Review development/design guidelines regarding Flood Control Levels 

9. Review and update the Seawall Policy 

10. Develop a Shoreline and Harbour Management Plan 
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Submitted by: 

Dennis Carlsen -SCA    Steve Duck – SCA 

Viv Harding- SCA    Marian Marsh – SCA 

Irfane Fancey  - SCA    Doreen Hunter – SCA 

Adrian Kershaw – SCA/SOS   Terry Cattell – SCA/SOS 

Jocelyn Gifford- SCA                  Lynda Comber- SCA 

Bob Peart- SCA/FOSH/SPEC 
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April 7, 2022         

 

To: Sidney Mayor and Council 

From: Sidney Community Association 

Re:  Comments Regarding Draft Sidney Official Community Plan 

Neighbourhood Residential & Intensive Residential 

 

Neighbourhood Residential  

Issue 

Permitting single family homes and duplexes on a minimum lot size of 350 m2 without limits or 
parameters is unacceptable. 

The lack of limits or parameters will make it extremely difficult to assess whether a proposed 
development is unacceptable. 

The policies regarding infill development may be consistent with the current OCP but the minimum lot 
size of 350 m2 is completely inconsistent with the current zoning standards. 

 

Comments 

1. Exclude duplexes from the policy regarding a minimum lot size of 350 m2. 

2. Provide more definitive policies regarding where infill development would be appropriate.  For 

instance, as a transition from more intensive to less intensive development. 

 

Intensive Residential 

Issue 

To propose single family and duplexes on a minimum lot size of 250 m2 is a density that would even 
exceed urban standards. 

To repeat, the lack of limits or parameters will make it extremely difficult to assess whether a proposed 
development is unacceptable. 
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Comments 

1. Exclude duplexes from the policy regarding a minimum lot size of 250 m2. 

2. These densities should only be applied where other broader objectives are achieved such as the 

preservation of natural areas. 

 

President – Sidney Community Association 
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Town of Sidney Draft OCP Response 
The Ministry of Lands, Water and Resource Stewardship (MLWRS) Coast Region has reviewed the draft OCP with an environmental and natural 
asset management lens. Overall, we support the policy themes/directions in the OCP. This document highlights those policy themes/directions and 
statements in the draft OCP that we strongly support. For select OCP policy statements, we recommend changes that would strengthen or 
improve the statements. 

Policy 
Theme/Direction 

Policy Statements Supported by MLWRS 
Recommended Changes to 

Select Statements 
OCP Section 

Achieve net-zero 
emissions by 
2050 

4.6 “A healthy resilient community that takes action to address climate change” 
and all associated policies. 

 Pg. 52-57 

Contain growth 
and use land 
efficiently 

Continue to encourage and support infill development in existing Neighbourhood 
Residential and Intensive Neighbourhood Residential lots. 

 4.3.11 (pg. 34) 

Consider introducing a secondary suite / coach house incentive program for 
existing homes. 

 4.3.13 (pg. 34) 

Link and align active transportation and transit routes (transit stops, bike lanes, 
walking paths and sidewalks) with places where people shop or visit on a daily or 
regular basis (e.g. downtown, employment centres, residential areas, schools, 
neighbourhood commercial, parks, recreational facilities and other amenities and 
services). 

 4.3.37 (pg. 36) 

Climate change 
adaptation 

4.6 “A healthy resilient community that takes action to address climate change” 
Sea Level Rise Policies 

 4.6.28 to 4.6.35 
(pg. 56) 

Greener 
transportation 
networks 

Prioritize accessible, sustainable and active modes of transportation (e.g. walking, 
rolling, cycling, and transit) in decision-making, when designing streets and funding 
new transportation infrastructure. 

 4.3.29 (pg.36) 

4.6 “A healthy resilient community that takes action to address climate change” 
Transportation Policies 

 4.6.19 to 4.6.23 
(pg. 54-55) 

Greener 
buildings 

6.7 “Sustainability” and all associated policies.   Pg. 75-79 

Protect the 
natural 
environment  

4.5 “Biodiverse, connected ecosystem informed by traditional, local and scientific 
knowledge” and all associated policies. 
 

 Pg.44-51 

In order to protect existing trees and promote the growth of new trees, limit 
subdivision potential on properties located within designated Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas by retaining larger lot sizes. 

Strengthen the wording “limit 
subdivision potential” to “prohibit 
subdivision”. The stand of Coastal 
Douglas fir located along Beaufort 
Road is one of the only remaining 
stands in Sidney and requires any 
protection that can be offered 
through local government bylaws.  

4.5.21 (pg. 47) 

Include natural 
assets in asset 
management 

Strategically utilize parkland acquisition and development tools to enhance 
biodiversity and connectivity, and facilitate the protection and restoration of natural 
assets. 

 4.5.18 (pg. 47) 

4.5 “Biodiverse, connected ecosystem informed by traditional, local and scientific 
knowledge” Natural Assets and Infrastructure policies. 

 4.5.47 to 4.5.56 
(pg. 50-51) 
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Expand 
Environmental 
Development 
Permit Areas 

Environmentally sensitive lands within the Town are those designated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas on Schedule D. 

The Environmentally Sensitive 
DPAs should include all the 
foreshore, not just Robert’s Bay 
and adjacent peninsulas. Where 
the foreshore has already been 
highly developed, restoration 
should be strongly recommended. 
 
We also recommend the addition 
of a bald eagle and great blue 
heron DPA to protect nests and 
surrounding habitat (see 
Parksville’s DPA No.14 as an 
example). 

4.5.1 (pg. 45) 

Monitor 
performance 

N/A Add a policy to develop a 
monitoring plan to monitor OCP 
implementation and efficacy (see 
City of Courtenay’s draft OCP as 
an example).  

N/A 

 

Additional technical comments: 

• P.16 (Section 1.4) From what to 14,045 people?  

• P.16 (Section 1.4) From what to 7,95 units? 
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From: Lucina Baryluk
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: OCP citations
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2022 2:35:50 PM

Hi, Corey.
Thanks for taking some time to discuss the OCP with me. 
 
You had better check the citation for the OCP designations – they all reference 488 (1) a which is
protection of the natural environment.
 
It may easier to follow and direct your thinking if each DPA is more structured with the LGA citation,
justification for inclusion into the DPA  and objectives. I think the draft OCP lacks this logic: 
Justification: Why are properties placed in this DPA?   Objectives: What is the DPA area trying to
achieve? And how will this be achieved – the design?  Design guidelines with graphics helps this
considerably. 
 
  Just so you don’t think I Victoria-centric – take a look at Esquimalt’s OCP and how they structure DP
areas.  I think it is easy to follow.
 
 
https://www.esquimalt.ca/sites/default/files/docs/business-
development/OCP/Esquimalt_OCP_2020-01-09.pdf
 
I wasn’t going to write – but this needs a correction.
 

Lucina Baryluk
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Brian Losie
To: OCP
Subject: Points to ponder
Date: Wednesday, March 16, 2022 5:17:26 PM

Caveat: I realize that many of these items fit better into the strategic plan as tactical elements
but I provide them as supplemental comments to the OCP. Thanks, Corey for delineating the
differences.

Overall I think it is a well crafted document and it will serve the town well going forward. I
hope the document is ratified well before the next Municipal election.

Here goes:
1. The 2020 census population is 12300 and the CRD indicates the town has seen a 1.1%
increase annually over the past five or so years. Extrapolating that number to 2040 results in a
population of around 75,000! The CRD projection to 2038 is a modest14045 (give or take).
2. The OCP predicts an additional 7795 housing units to 2040. At an average of 1.5 per
household the population growth would be approaching 25,000 resident.
3. Given these numbers, the demands on support services, health centers, transportation,
ambulance services, fire service, town sewage capacity, planning, engineering, public works
staff should be an element of the growth strategy.
4. 4.1.36 - How do we achieve a balanced demographic with zero grown in the child
population and continued growth in the senior cohort?
5. 7700 attainable housing units will require increased densities and infill plans need to
accomodate multi-storey, multi-family housing units in order to achieve 3 bedroom goals.
6. 4.4.7 - Economic Development has been a journey over several past councils. Where is the
town at regarding a contracted position that was mentioned in the press a few months ago? If
we always do what we always did, we'll always get what we always got.
7. 4.1.20 -  I applaud the consideration given to a local eco-friendly mini-shuttle. With the
aging cohort, pedestrian access to the businesses in the Beacon Corridor may be challenging
for many seniors especially if vehicle and parking is reduced. I see this as a barrier to
businesses.
8. Embracing the Town Square concept is noble and I wonder what role the current Anavets
property might serve? Could the Winspear Center accommodate the member's social
gatherings in exchange for the town acquiring (at market value) the property?
9. A transportation 'hub' is envisioned. Could it be accommodated nearer the Winspear center
and equipped with e-chargers for vehicles and a bus exchange?
10. 4.5.8 - I have raised the suggestion of expanding shared services with North Saanich. Re-
location of the town's Public works yard would free up valuable space for possible subsidized
housing (near the food bank).

In other matters, I saw on Chek news a new hotel development in Nanaimo is using a new
material produced locally by a Vancouver company called NEXII using 'green' materials. Fits
with our sustainability goals.

Thank you for allowing me to ramble/pontificate.

Brian Losie
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From:
To: OCP
Subject: my thoughts on the draft official community plan
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2022 1:05:14 PM

Thank you for having the Open House explaining what the draft plan would be.
 
1- I like the idea of making downtown Sidney more welcoming for pedestrians and cyclists. I
know cars are important for some people but they shouldn’t take up all the room available. I
also would like to see more new buildings only three stories high on Beacon and stepping back
to 4 stories then back to three stories on Bevan and James White/Sidney Streets. The new
large, high buildings being built along 3rd are too high and make an uninviting feeling although
the sidewalk is nice and wide.
 
2-A distinct seaside character including local history, culture and reconciliation is a great idea. I
volunteered at the Sidney Museum and Archives for a few years and also was on the
committee for the Historic panels now decorating the ocean walkway. They do need to be
refurbished and added to.
 
3-Connecting neighbourhoods with better accessibility for everyone is also a good idea.
Maybe smaller busses (open trams, etc.) would help residents move from one area to the next
(hop-on, hop-off) with a daily pass?
Affordability on housing is a real problem. More affordable town houses with access to green
spaces – like the one proposed along the highway is a good idea but it shouldn’t end up as
“executive or exclusive” housing like some of the proposed condo buildings in downtown
Sidney. We need families who will be employed in the area, not wealthy seniors. The only
problem I would have with the housing along the highway proposal is parking and vehicle
access. The only vehicle access should be at the proposed roundabout on Beacon and
Galaran. 
 
4-A thriving local economy and having residents shop at home is an excellent idea. West
Sidney residents always complain about having to drive to Beacon to shop. If there could be a
small village type centre up by Mary’s Bleue Moon Café?   
 
5-I agree with managing land use and development to protect the environment. I have no
issue with protecting Mermaid Creek and eventually opening it up and also the proposed
addition of properties to the Environmentally sensitive Development Permit Areas.  I live in
one of the properties along Mermaid Creek which is already in the protected area.
The shoreline marine foreshore area is also a good idea.
I also like the idea of extending the walkway to Rothesay from Sidney. It would be nice to have
it extended all the way to Amherst and beyond.
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Thank you, Eleanore Arkesteyn, ., Sidney, 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 143 of 318



From: Kip Wilson
To: OCP
Cc: Kip Wilson
Subject: OCP
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2022 2:42:43 PM

I applaud the concept of planning Sidney in a responsible way.  To that end I have the following comments:
1.      No development should be approved in or around the Pat Bay Highway and Beacon Ave. until BC Transport
has provided their plans for the very much needed overpass and round-about at that intersection; clearly the lands on
the NW & SW corners will be needed for highway improvement.

2.      The pre-WW2 or 1950s buildings such as the quonset hut and decrepit structures which are an embarrassment
need to be removed and replaced with new structures which comply with your suggested height restrictions.

3.      All single family lots need to be redesigned multiple family; and approvals for all proposed improvements
which comply should be immediate.

4.      There are a number of cul-de-sacs in Sidney which need public pathways thru to the next street; as do the care
home properties on Mills Rd. 

5.      A public walkway needs to be built connecting all Sidney waterfront.

Thank you for considering these ideas.

Kip Wilson
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From: Marsha McGruer
To: Corey Newcomb
Cc:
Subject: Re: Virtual Open House
Date: Friday, March 18, 2022 2:06:59 PM

Corey and 
 
I would like to thank you for the open format of the virtual meeting last night – I was a little
amazed at the minimal amount of feedback/questions your received – just a few of us squeaky
wheels.
 
Unfortunately things had to be wrapped up – I wanted to send one last thought – thinking 50
years down the road (Sidney will probably look like the west end of Vancouver by then if we
aren’t careful) – I cannot find anything in the OCP about recreational facilities – not like the Mary
Winspear which is more cultural – I am talking about like Panarama – we all have to go there
from all over the peninsula – as densification occurs, I am hoping someone is planning on finding
the room up this end of the peninsula so we don’t all have to drive somewhere – I had thought it
would have been a perfect fit for Sandown, but hard to push when we don’t have the ’numbers’
yet to support it – it is just so hard to get a chunk of land that would allow for the growth of a
facility over the long-term – I just hate to see that Sidney would have to rely on other
jurisdictions for facilities like Panarama once we are all grow’d up.
 
Promise I will go away now – enjoy your weekends…
 
Marsha

From: Corey Newcomb <cnewcomb@sidney.ca>
Date: Thursday, March 17, 2022 at 4:33 PM
To: Marsha McGruer
Subject: RE: Virtual Open House

Hello,
 
We are looking forward to welcoming you to the Town of Sidney draft OCP virtual open house, from
6:30 to 8:30 p.m., Thursday March 17, 2022.
 
The Zoom link to attend is below; if you have not used Zoom before, you may want to test your
connection beforehand at https://zoom.us/test.
 
There will be a presentation of the draft followed by a Q & A – please bring your questions and
comments!
 
Sincerely,
Corey
 
Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning
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From: Paul S
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: OCP Feedback
Date: Monday, March 21, 2022 11:38:37 AM

Thank you for meeting and speaking with me at the Open House on the new OCP last week. Overall the plan is an
impressive piece of work and I appreciate everyone’s efforts. Hope the White Birch Road right of way can be
permanently designated a Park.
Just sending you some thoughts regarding the change from 2 family residential to multi residential on the Resthaven
strip at Harbour Road. First and obvious, my very selfish wish would be to leave things as they are. The current
homes here are diverse single family, duplex and single story with a range of families. As is, supportive of Sidney
goals.
I’m not sure I support the hub idea. Kanda’s Resthaven store currently provides a small connection. For anything
larger my sense is that the neighbourhood goes downtown to support Main Street. One of the great joys in Sidney is
hanging out on Beacon. Not certain we need to replace that with a local mini hub.
Regarding supports to the Harbour Road marine businesses I think a rebuilding of the Blue Peter pub would meet
that need. Folks would have a pub, a soup and sandwich option (Lone Tree Bakery) general store and Fine Dining at
the Seaglass. Perhaps some of the boat storage on the south side of Harbour Road might be better used as
townhomes
And lastly, thinking out loud. Our little strip on Resthaven has challenges. Traffic at the intersection of Harbour
Road is already busy at times. The bus route goes around this stretch of Resthaven on Ardwell and Bowerbank.
There seemed to be some talk that the properties here had a lane or right of way for access to future townhomes. I’m
not certain if the older properties do or not  end at Naomi Place do not. 
on Collingwood  house situated on the property line so any lane would need to pass through living room.
In conclusion, thanks for the great work overall but please, no change to this little strip.
Sent from my iPad
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From: Alison Verhagen
To: Doreen Hunter
Cc: OCP
Subject: RE: A VISIONARY TRAIL
Date: Monday, March 21, 2022 8:14:46 PM

Hi Doreen,
It was good to meet you at the OCP open house. Thank you for sending your comments on this. I’ve
forwarded them on to the OCP review so they can be included there. Your suggestions for marking
and improving pedestrian connections tie in to another project we’ll be working on soon, the Active
Transportation Plan. I’ll pass along your positive comments to the Parks department as well, thank
you.
 
Best regards,
Alison
__________________________________________
Alison Verhagen, MCIP RPP| Senior Manager, Current Planning
 
Town of Sidney
T 250 656-1725 | E averhagen@sidney.ca | W www.sidney.ca
SET,TINES – WSÁNE  Territory 
 
 
 
From: Doreen Hunter
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2022 10:06 AM
To: Alison Verhagen <averhagen@sidney.ca>
Subject: A VISIONARY TRAIL
 
Hi, Alison, we spoke at the OCP draft presentation and you asked me to send my suggestion
for a dotted nature trail to be drawn on maps of Sidney and connecting to neighbouring
municipalities.  This would mark a possible future trail from North Sidney to South Sidney
ending at  the Lochside beach walk. 
 
Due to current lack of a clear route  through Sidney due to paved streets and sidewalks and
houses and buildings blocking, I suggest a  planning committee could instead develop where
possible small, separate parts of a future trail  from Mermaid Creek in the north to Reay Creek
in the south.  Signage along the way of  historic sites or buildings, famous trees, and views of
natural beauty and benc would give residents the idea of saving what is left of the town's
natural environment.
 
A suggestion I have made in as many ways as possible, in surveys and at meetings of  various
committees formed to save the shoreline or protect connectivity, ie. SCA, SPEC, is to allow
public access to the alleyways that are now cut off by fences or parking lots.  These could be
landscaped or supplied with benches and/or planters to allow tourists and Sidney (esp. senior)
shoppers a way to cut through the very long blocks in downtown Sidney. 
 
An attractive fountain at the foot of Beacon would be nice!  The roundabout there now is
beautifully landscaped and your Parks crews should be highly praised for the creativity and
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planning that goes into changing beds of flowers and shrubs for each season!  Always a much
appreciated and happy surprise especially by retired gardeners when they suddenly appear as
if planted overnight.
 
Thanks for your invitation to share the above ideas, and consideration, Alison, and would very
much appreciate a follow-up. comment
 
Doreen Hunter
 
 

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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Draft Sidney OCP feedback                                                                            March 2022 

I am writing this to congratulate staff and the various committee and council members who 
drafted such a nice document.   While every document such as this is a product of the times 
from whence it came, this one is very good. 

Of course one cannot simply say it is perfect,especially given the article in the recent Peninsula 
news review stating that the work that we must do to reduce emissions is great. Here are some 
suggestions to make it better for the generation that is coming behind us. I hope these will be 
considered for the final version. 

Deletions are crossed out, additions are in orange. 

Eric Diller 

Sidney BC 

Downtown 

4.1.3 Encourage Transit oriented development around Beacon Avenue, between fifth street and 
highway 17 throughout Sidney but especially in its downtown 

4.1.8  At street level in Sidneys Downtown:  

 Require only retail or other uses which encourage window shopping and create 
a strong pedestrian-focused environment;  

  encourage smaller-scale and compact commercial development;  
 Discourage  do not support big-box or large format retail single occupant 

franchises; 
 build to the sidewalk or have pedestrian focused front yards; and 
 keep parking to the rear and share driveways and loading zones when possible 

 
 
4.1.15. Work with other organizations and partners to improve the safety, connectivity and 
quality of multi-modal transportation options between Sidney and the region, including 
collaboration with:  

 other municipalities in the region;  
  First Nations; 
 the Capital Regional District; 
 BC Transit; 
  the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; and,  
  car and bike share service organizations.  

Do this work through striving for the following improvements: 
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(note this addresses 4.1.16, 4.1.20 & 4.1.22) 

4.1.18 Support the development of the future Peninsula Rapidbus rail line between Swartz Bay 
and Victoria, linking up with the Vancouver Island rail corridor. 

 Note, I support the proposed Rapidbus line, but feel we should be viewing it as a stepping 
stone to rail. 

4.1.21 Encourage and support Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to 
increase non-automobile transportation and decrease reliance on private vehicles, through the 
consideration considering reduced parking requirements of policies such as parking cash out, 
the elimination of parking minimums, the conversion of on street vehicle storage to active and 
public transportation corridors. In addition to the provision of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, 
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transit pass programs, car-share programs, electric bike and vehicle charging, and other 
appropriate TDM strategies in new development proposals. 

4.3 Connected accessible and livable neighbourhoods that meet the needs of the whole 
community. 

4.3.12 Continue to encourage and support infill development in existing Neighbourhood 
residential and intensive neightbouthood  residential lots through the removal of parking 
mandates and other restriciting policies such as setbacks and minimum lot sizes 

4.3.15 When developing new zoning designations for a transition . Existing zoning designations 
should be modified to increase the ease with which existing structures can be converted to 
multiunit residential and commercial units when transitioning from existing ground- oriented 
residential uses to higher density Multi-unit Residential or Commercial uses, the following 
should be considered:  

  Setbacks and parking requirements should be relaxed to incorporate existing 
structures;   ( this will help to address 4.6.26 as well as affordability issues) 

 Require land assemblies to ensure a sufficient land base to support higher densities; 
 redevelopment should avoid resulting in an orphaned lot that could not feasibly be 

redeveloped on its own; 
 higher density developments should be sited in areas with optimal access to amenities 

and a variety of transportation options; and, 
 a sensitive transition to adjacent lower density, ground oriented uses must be 

considered. 

4.3.41 Improve access between the east and west sides of Sidney, including building Transit , 
pedestrian and cycling bridges over Highway 17 near Beacon Avenue where it can be of the 
most benefit to the community as a whole. 

A Healthy community that takes action to address climate change 

How can we talk about climate change and healthy communities without addressing how our 
community gets the energy that it uses.  Options to address how Sidney gets its energy should 
include discussions with Central and North Saanich and BC hydro to consider in the future 
buying electricity and the existing electrical infrastructure  from BC hydro in order to have full 
control over our electricity generation and use. 

 

4.6.12.  Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the Town of Sidney's corporate operations in 
line with the Climate Action Plan in order to demonstrate community leadership on climate 
action. Do this through the following actions: 
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 Require workers to use bicycles for as many uses as possible; 
 Actively work to replace or convert existing fossil fueled powered vehicles and 

equipment to electric or manual. 
 
 
  

 

 Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Areas 

These areas in Schedule A should be larger, more numerous and located close to transit routes 
or safe cycling routes in many more parts of Sidney in order to make the 15minute city that 
discourages vehicular use.  This should be done by the following means. 

 encourage small retail/ food shops in Neighbourhood commercial policy areas 
 Encourage building owners in these areas to build to the sidewalk to promote a 

pedestrian/ cycling environment 
 Do not permit front yards to be vehicle storage-unless that is part of the business ( ie. A 

vehicle repair facility) 
  Neighbourhood commercial areas should be surrounded at least 3 properties deep by 

Multiunit residential designated areas which in turn should be surrounded by intensive 
neighbourhood residential 

 

4.6.19. Promote the reduction of community greenhouse gas emissions related to mobility by:  

 Continuing to implement Sidney’s compact land use framework to further support 
livable, walkable and complete centres and villages;  

 Reallocating vehicle storage spaces to active and public transportation modes. 
 Discouraging private vehicle use. 
 Supporting transit-oriented development; and 
  Developing active transportation infrastructure.  

 

4.6.26.  Support and participate in programs that decrease the amount of landfill waste from 
residential, commercial, and industrial uses, including from construction activity.  Do this by 
requiring redevelopments to utilize as much of existing structures as possible including roof and 
wall sections. 
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From: J Slauenwhite
To: OCP
Subject: OCP feedback - proposed land use changes
Date: Monday, March 21, 2022 3:58:37 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing to provide some feedback regarding the proposed land use changes to the Canora
Area in the new Official Community Plan (OCP). I have reviewed the OCP in full and attended
the public open house on March 16th.

I would like to provide some context for my feedback. My husband and I  
We have lived in Sidney since 2006. I work  

  in Sidney. My husband started a  company
Sidney  which has grown and expanded to Victoria.  We have  

 in Sidney, attending the local schools. We lived 
when we were finally able to purchase our first home, a single-family home with a suite in
West Sidney.  It required many years of saving and some fortunate circumstances for this to
happen, and we were so grateful to be able to remain in the town that we love and where our
family has established ties. 

Our house is located   West, in a neighbourhood of single-family homes,
some with secondary suites. It is a modest home, on a narrow lot, the result of a subdivision of
a larger single lot.  We have houses situated quite close to us on either side so enjoy less light
and privacy on from the sides of home.  Of course, we were well aware of this when
purchasing the property. What makes up for this drawback is the light and privacy afforded
from the north west corner of the lot. At the back of the property, our yard is bordered by
other yards, so we have openness and light to our bedroom, back deck, patio, and yard. We
have relative privacy in these spaces as there are no buildings that look down into our
property. We can even see the sunset and the lights of the airport at night. The proposed land
use changes in the new OCP for the Canora Area have two of the three lots on our north and
west property lines changed to multi-unit residential, which I was advised at the open house
would be high density townhouse units. In addition, all the lots from the bordering lots out to
Canora road are included, which if infilled with 2.5 story townhouses would eliminate all
sightlines to the west   I am very concerned about this proposal as we would lose the only
redeeming feature of the property, the light and privacy at the back. We worked so hard to
purchase this home and now we are facing potential loss of value and enjoyment. We had
planned to stay in this home for decades, and now this is no longer a certainty. We purchased
too late in life to be able to "trade up" and buy again before retirement. While I certainly
understand firsthand the struggle to find housing in Sidney, increasing density in this particular
location does not work with the way the houses are built on the surrounding properties.  It will
negatively impact us and those around us.  In short, we feel like we finally realized our dream
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of home ownership only to have it soured 6 months later by the proposed land used changes. 
We are strongly against the proposed land use changes in this area. 

In addition to the impact on us personally in this location, I am concerned generally about the
potential loss of older, smaller houses that would be considered "starter homes" for families in
Sidney. Houses that need updating or renovation so home owners can build equity. Over the
years in Sidney, we watched in dismay as older, smaller houses were purchased by developers,
torn down, and replaced with duplexes with each side selling for more than double that of the
original house.  The people moving into these duplexes were new retirees, often moving from
other parts of Canada.  We need to maintain the stock of older, modest homes for families
who don't want to live in a townhouse but can't afford a large or new home. 

Sincerely,
Jill Slauenwhite
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From: Corinne Rai
To: External Development Services
Subject: Land Use Designation - 2156 Malaview Ave
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:32:23 AM

Hi there, 

I received the notice in the mail about the change of Land Use Designation that is slated for
my property in the updated OCP.  

The letter says that current zoning will not be changed (good!). Is there a plan to rezone my
property in the future?

The map sent indicates that all the properties from mine, along Bowerbank to Amelia, will be
updated with the same land use designation, but that only two or three properties will
actually be given the designation to be redeveloped... if I understand correctly?  How are you
going to determine which of the properties identified for the land use designation will actually
have it applied?

I have a few general comments about this plan:

There is already a commercial building just up the street with a corner store and two
restaurants.  A bit further down Resthaven is another corner store and coffee shop, and
then the gas station on MacDonald park also has a convenience store.  Why would there
need to be another such building in such close proximity to serve a very small and
already saturated area?  I think the coffee shop on Harbour Road that keeps changing
hands and is never open is a pretty good indication that that type of business is not
sustainable in the area.
There seems to be some insistence from the town that this block be developed into
multi-family housing.  I understand that it likely makes sense given the amount of
townhomes that are surrounding it.  However, I've spoken with developers and they are
not interested in developing this block due to the trees.  I have a large, protected, garry
oak tree in my yard and there are two across the street from me.  
Infrastructure needs to be addressed, the amount of cars that use street parking is
already out of hand.  

Looking forward to hearing from you. 

Thanks, 

Corinne
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From: Cathie Getty
To: OCP
Subject: Official Community Plan - Draft
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 11:44:23 AM

Hi there, I live on Skylark Lane and I am very concerned about the rezoning of my street and
the ones on either side of me.  I do not want any multi-unit residences built in this area.  This
is a small kid friendly area where they can play safely in these cul de sacs.  Also the traffic
will be ridiculous. My house in particular is in this rezoning plan  and I do not want to
be pushed out by some developer just because they want to make more money. All of my
neighbors feel the same so please stop trying to do this.

Cathie Getty

Sidney, BC
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From: Graham Debling
To: External Development Services; Randy Humble
Subject: Draft OCP
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 10:58:23 AM

Hi Cory,

It was good to see you the other day. Your excellent presentation along with the display boards
definitely provided for those unable or unwilling to read the draft OCP an opportunity to get a broad
overview of what is being proposed to Council. I hope the following two sessions went as well as the
first. Thanks also for giving of your time so generously this morning.

Here are the comments I shared with you and Randy at the briefing session.  They divide into two
areas: some general comments re the document, and regarding specific proposals.

Regarding the draft document, within the OCP process much has been made of facilitating input by
the community. I have concluded that the authors of the document have not thought themselves
into the shoes of members of the community and could have done much more to help residents and
business owners come to grips with what is being proposed to Council.

As evidence of this concern, I would use myself as an example. Amongst the publicity urging
members of the community to become familiar with the draft OCP, it is suggested it could be read in
1½ hours. Reading without understanding is not reading. As somebody with a lot of experience in
purposefully reading such documents, it took me nearer 3 hours to get an overview and identify
sections that I wanted to re-read in a more analytical manner. To understand the implications of the
sections in which I was interested and to identify where I needed to find more information in order
to respond thoughtfully within the on-line survey, I needed a further 6 hours.

The opening preamble, the Plan Overview, is in of itself a useful introduction and would provide the
casual reader with reasonable insight. However, for the reader who has more than a passing
interest, it is also a significant source of frustration. Having observed that several objectives and
policies have remained constant from the previous OCP and a number of key changes from previous
OCP have been made there is no clarification as to what they are. The twelve statements that follow
are not differentiated between objectives and policies or between those which are constant and
those which refer to changes.

Having alerted the reader to the fact that there are changes, it is not made clear in the actual draft
plan where they are proposed. I would suggest that at the opening of each section, from 4.1 to 4.6,
5.1, 6.1 to 6.16 there should be a short statement identifying in detail any changes (small or large)
and what the implications are. If considered supplementary, this information could be included in a
partner addendum. I would have thought that each council member would have wanted this and, if
you truly want quality feedback from members of the community, such information would be
essential, otherwise it appears that changes are being hidden.

While the OCP is first and foremost of a strategic nature, many community members will have
concerns that relate to only small parts of the draft OCP. Again, if useful input is truly wanted, all of
the information needs to be provided, however small in significance it may be to the authors at a
strategic level.

Where information links to other policy documents such as Zoning, it is important that this is made
explicit and expressed in a way that is consistent between the documents. I mentioned an example
in 3.1 Land Designations. Reference is made to minimum lot size without noting that this is set by
Zoning decisions, and that Zoning prescribes the maximum number of properties within an area
rather than minimum lot size. I’m sure readers who have been involved in planning decisions would
recognize this, but few laymen would grasp the nuances.

The specific matter I would like to provide feedback on relates to Neighbourhood Commercial
designations and the Cedarwood site in particular. I note that a number of areas designated
Neighbourhood Commercial already exist and appear to be relatively successful as corner stores and
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providers of take-out food. No doubt, the businesses at the corner of Harbour Road and Resthaven
benefit from those engaged in industrial activities along Harbour Road; those at the corner of
Malaview and Resthaven have functioned relatively successfully, serving a neighbourhood made up
primarily of detached single family homes.

As I mentioned at the meeting, what is proposed on the east end of the Cedarwood lot will have
major constraints since it would be largely inaccessible to residents to the south and south west due
to the absence of a sidewalk on the west side of Lochside Drive. This probably applies to over 60% of
the residential area that would be served by such a commercial site.

A number of  have suggested that we would love to have a coffee shop close to home.
I strongly refute this suggestion and believe many residents to the south would agree with me. One
of the attractions of living south of Weiler is the pleasant and interesting walk, at all times of the
year, into town along the sea wall to meet friends from other parts of Sidney and North Saanich at
one of the excellent coffee shops in downtown Sidney. If I want coffee closer to home, I make it
myself and am not beyond taking it down onto the beach.

What a Commercial designated area here has going for it is that it is the only such area outside of
the Downtown that is located adjacent to one of Sidney’s primary tourist destinations for both
residents and non-residents. Indeed any coffee shop, snack bar or restaurant at this location will not
be too attractive to local residents because it will be swamped with visitors to the area throughout
the year.  I would suggest its potential and its potential impact on the area should be viewed as a
service to a tourist destination rather than a service to the neighbourhood.

It has also been suggested that the designation of the western portion of the Cedarwood land should
be designated Multiunit Residential because it is proposed that Neighbourhood Commercial lots
should be in Multiunit Residential areas. Surely this is around the wrong way. The residential
designation should be determined first and then decisions regarding commercial activity should
follow, if the area is not primarily industrial or commercial.

As noted above, one of the existing Neighbourhood Commercial areas had been successful for many
years despite being an area consisting primarily of single family, detached properties. Clearly this
suggests that Multi residential housing is not essential to the success of Neighbourhood Commercial
areas.

In service of Goal 3 (“Connected, accessible and liveable neighbourhoods that meet the needs of the
whole community”), in addition to the objective of “To allow and encourage a variety of housing
types and tenures that retain and attract young people, families and individuals…” there is also an
objective “To ensure housing densities and height are compatible with the context of surrounding
neighbourhoods”. The designation of the western portion of the Cedarwood lot as Multiunit
Residential fails to take this objective into account. A designation of Neighbourhood Residential or
even Intensive Neighbourhood Residential would better ensure housing densities and height that is
compatible with the surrounding neighbourhood, leaving the Multiresidential designation to
properties facing onto Fifth and the beginning of Lochside.

A designation of Neighbourhood residential for the western portion would also allow clearer
recognition that any commercial activity at the eastern end would be focused primarily on meeting
the needs and expectations of visitors to the area rather than immediate residents.

I hope this feedback is helpful, please don’t hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance.

Best wishes

Graham
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From: Jocelyn Gifford
To: OCP
Subject: Environmentally Sensitive Areas, Marine "Land" Use Designation
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 11:05:20 PM

Hello Corey,
Thank you for your thoughtful response to my email about protecting larger
lot sizes, trees, etc. in the ESA zones and the need to close loopholes in
the DPA Guidelines. I wonder how the responses to the draft are going?
There is so much very positive content in the Policy sections 4.2, 4.5, and
4.6 where I am paying most attention that I really commend you. It is great
to see so many of the policies. I just want to help make  sure they actually
get implemented in the next  5 years!

I was pleased to hear from Randy Humble at the OCP Open House March 16, that
staff are working to identify environmentally sensitive areas outside
privately owned Development Permit Areas.  Councillor Wainwright has
identified the Lochside shoreline as one that is in in the current OCP but
omitted from the new draft.  I support including these areas in the new OCP
Land Use Plan to raise awareness among residents and visitors that they
require special understanding and protection regardless of who owns them.

1. Resthaven Park, Resthaven Island, Tsehum Harbour ESA

This marine foreshore area should be identified as an ESA In the new OCP.
It is the shoreline of the bird sanctuary. The relatively small area of
shoreline and open water along  Resthaven park and Resthaven Island is well
used by many varieties of ducks and other birds. It also includes the
outfall of Melville Creek (which is daylighted through Melville Park and
becoming one of the gems among Sidney's parks.) Resthaven island has bits of
remnant Douglas Fir ecosystem and important perching trees for Great Blue
Herons. The Peninsula Streams Forage Fish Survey program in which I
volunteer has consistently found surf smelt eggs at the small beach on
Resthaven Island. The Town's excellent work to clean up this beach and stop
dingy parking may have begun its restoration as a spawning beach, but more
work is needed in Tsehum Harbour. As you know, forage fish are critical to
the food chain for birds, salmon, and orcas. (We also find forage fish eggs
at Lochside and Roberts Bay beaches.)
Tsehum Harbour contains the boundary between Sidney and North Saanich and is
an area of concern for both municipalities regarding illegal moorage and
poorly maintained boats polluting the water and shoreline, plus interfering
with navigation. Hopefully the 2 municipalities can be consistent in
designating Tsehum Harbour as an ESA or equivalent designation.

2.  Marinas and Harbour Road Marine Industrial Area -  Land Use Designation
needed

The large white block beside the Harbour Road Marine Industrial area in
Schedule A needs an explanation.  If its purpose is to extend the Marine
Industrial Area into the water, surely the same treatment should be used for
marinas, including Sidney Marina and the Anacortes ferry dock. Central
Saanich's draft Schedule A has a Marina Zone in darker blue and identifies
the 300 meter buffer in lighter blue, which should also be done in the
Sidney OCP.
This probably won't come up in the context of Roberts Bay because it is
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already in the ESA (Schedule D), but many people I speak to believe that all
the Marine area within the 300 meter buffer should be an ESA or equivalent
designation. Many of the Policy statements in the draft recognize the need
for protection and enhancement of Marine "Land".
The Land Use Designation (page 17) would be much clearer if it identified
the 300 meters that is within the Town's jurisdiction  and 2 levels or types
of Marine Designations: a) open water general and b) a working or industrial
category  that would include marinas, downtown wharfs and Harbour Road
Industrial, with a brief explanation that the working category  areas are
subject to the FLNRO through License of Occupation or Water Lease. These
working Marine Areas are very important to the Town's Seaside character and
economy. If I understand correctly, the environmental oversight is shared by
FLNRO and the Town.

During Council's March 14 discussion of the Resthaven dog park, Councillor
Wainwright said he hoped this attention to the bird sanctuary wouldn't lead
people to question Industrial activity in the Harbour Road Marine Industrial
Area. The same thing could be said for other marine businesses and
institutions.  I believe that clearer Marine Land Use designations and
boundaries, coupled with policies and design guidelines for environmental
stewardship, which may already be present in provincial or federal
legislation, would allow the different shoreline land uses to co-exist in a
mutually respectful way for the next 20 years.

Yours,

Jocelyn

Jocelyn Gifford
Sidney BC
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From: Corey Newcomb
To: "Sue Govier"
Cc: admin
Bcc: Richard Roy
Subject: RE: Response to Draft OCP
Date: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 12:15:19 PM

Dear Ms. Govier and Ms. Millington,
 
Thank you for your submission on the draft OCP; we will review it carefully as the draft evolves.  Your
comments will also be made available to Council when we report back to them in April.
 
I would also like to add the following points of clarification to some of the items you raised in your
letter:
 

•         If redesignated to “Multi-Unit Residential” in a new OCP, properties in this area could only
be redeveloped if and when the property owner decides. The Town cannot force anyone to
redevelop their property, nor can the Town force any property owner to provide land for a
walkway. This can only happen when a property owner chooses to undertake a
redevelopment application process (which includes additional public notification and
consultation) at which time the Town may request land for a walkway be dedicated as a
condition of that redevelopment. As long as you choose to remain in your home, it cannot
be displaced by multi-family housing.

•         Your property has already provided land for a walkway. Your house was constructed in
2016, following a subdivision process in which the property owner at the time voluntarily
gave the Town a statutory right-of-way over the easternmost portion of your lot (and the
adjacent lot to the north,   for the purposes of a public walkway. This right-
of-way already exists and because of this there is no need for your property to redevelop in
order to obtain the land for a walkway. I would stress however that ultimately extending the
walkway may take many decades, so there are no near-term plans to extend the physical
walkway itself.

•         It is likely that if a redevelopment were to happen to the north of your home, the resulting
building would have a substantial setback from the water, partially in order to accommodate
the future waterfront walkway extension. For this reason, I do not think your view would be
impacted, particularly given that 9969 Third Street is unlikely to be redeveloped either. The
design of the walkway would also happen in such a way as to mitigate any privacy concerns,
through screening and grade separation.

 
I hope this put some of your concerns to rest; please feel free to get in touch if you have any
questions regarding the above.
 
Sincerely,
Corey
 
Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning
 
Town of Sidney
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-----Original Message-----
From: Sue Govier
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2022 7:36 PM
To: External Development Services <developmentservices@sidney.ca>
Cc: admin <admin@sidney.ca>
Subject: Response to Draft OCP
 
Dear Mr. Newcomb, Mayor and Council,
 
Please find attached our response to the draft OCP.
We look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience.
 
Sincerely,
 
Sue Govier
Janet Millington
 
>
> 
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From: Corey Newcomb
To: "Jo"
Subject: RE: Town of Sidney Official Plan
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2022 8:57:55 AM

Hello Jo,
 
Thanks for your email and questions.  I have responded to your email below, in red. Please let me
know if you have any other questions.
 
Regards,
Corey
 
Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning
 
Town of Sidney
T 250 655 5428 |C 250 883 0237 | E cnewcomb@sidney.ca | W www.sidney.ca
SET,TINES – WSÁNE  Territory

         
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Jo 
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2022 7:41 PM
To: OCP <OCP@sidney.ca>
Subject: Town of Sidney Official Plan
 
Corey Newcomb
Senior Manager of Long Range Planning

We are located at Amherst Ave and seem to be directly affected by the proposed future land
use.
A couple of questions.
The proposed Neighborhood Commercial Policy Area on Resthaven is directly  behind our home. 
Presuming these changes go through, what would be the extent of the consultation with the
affected property owners if redevelopment is proposed?
 
A rezoning application would be required for any new development containing a Neighbourhood
Commercial component. Rezoning applications legally require notification of adjacent property
owners such as yourselves, newspaper advertisements and a public hearing, where residents can
provide their feedback on the proposal to Council.
 
Our property is designated Multi-unit Residential and Environmentally Sensitive DPA.  I understand
the changes and proposals for the DPA.
With regards to Multi-unit Residential, could you clarify multi-unit.  We believe multi-unit should
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only cover duplexes and townhouses and not apartment style housing.   All future housing should
have adequate parking spaces provided.  Increasing density and not designated parking only adds to
the street parking problem in Sidney.
 
Generally it’s the zoning for the property that determines the specific uses, heights, storeys,
setbacks, parking and other specific aspects of a development. As noted above the redevelopment
process requires a rezoning, at which point a specific development can be evaluated for those
things. This OCP land use designation is simply a broad designation that indicates a future land use
direction; a property owner/developer would need to bring forward a specific proposal for
evaluation before anything can be considered. If property owners in the area do not wish to sell their
property, nothing would happen even with the new OCP designation being proposed now.
 
A specific question regarding proposed development at the corner of Malaview and Fifth.  Has there
been approval made for the  development of an apartment?
 
There is no current development application for the properties at the corner of Malaview and Fifth.
However, I did see that the properties are for sale. That whole corner has been zone “RM5 – Multi-
Family Low Density Residential” since 2012 so it is certainly possible that someone is planning a
project there. Because the site is already zoned for townhouses or a small condo building, only a
Development Permit and Building Permit would be required to redevelop the site. No public
notification is required for these types of permits when the zoning is already in place, but you can
see if a development application has been submitted by checking here.
 
I agree more affordable housing needs to be developed but not at the expense of the lovely
community we presently have.  When homes are demolished for multi-units, mature trees are cut
and top soil removed directly contributing to erosion and changes to proper water drainage.
 
Planning staff certainly understand these concerns. The Town has numerous bylaws that do their
best to preserve trees and maintain the charm of Sidney. At the same time, people are very
interested in moving to Sidney and development pressure continues. The aim of this OCP planning
process is to make change in the community happen in a predictable and understandable way, for
example, by locating new development at an appropriate scale near services like neighbourhood
commercial nodes, or transportation and transit routes.
 
Given your duplex is so recently constructed I expect it will be there for many years to come. This
OCP is a long-term land use plan and it may be many years until aspects of it are realized. However
there very well could be new development around your home and the intent of the plan is to ensure
that new development fits in as well as possible with existing homes like yours. For example, the
RM5 zone I referenced above is commonly used in areas like this where it is adjacent to single-family
homes; the RM5 zone focuses on townhouses or small apartments that are the same height as the
adjacent single-family and do not “look down” on adjacent properties. We understand residents’
concerns and  careful zoning like the RM5 zone are intended to address them. As I wrote above, you
would be notified at a future date if any rezoning to a multi-family zone is proposed near your home.
 
Your comments would be appreciated.
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Jo Hayes
Sent from my iPad
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From: Carla C
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: Re: OCP Review
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2022 12:37:17 PM

Thank you Corey for your quick response.   This could be a welcome addition to the
neighborhood, especially along an active transportation corridor and  besides another coffee
shop close by is not a bad idea!

Cheers, Carla

On Thu, Mar 24, 2022 at 9:37 AM Corey Newcomb <cnewcomb@sidney.ca> wrote:

Hi Carla,

 

There’s a short Q&A about this on the website here, but I can expand on the idea more below.

 

What is being proposed is that the Town – through a rezoning application process – would
consider a small redevelopment in the indicated area where a building could potentially include a
small café or other commercial unit that would serve the immediate neighbourhood. This would
only be for a single site (but could be made up of 2-3 properties) and not the whole area, because
there is likely only enough demand for a single commercial unit. The reason for this location is (a)
it’s centrally located in the neighbourhood, (b) it’s near Greenglade Community Centre, and (c) it’s
on an established bike route between the Lochside Trail and the Airport Flight Path.

 

The idea is to create a bit of a community hub at a scale that fits in to the neighbourhood. A good
example of this type of development is the building across from St. Dunstan’s church in Saanich.  It
could also be something like Demitasse Café and Garden Centre in Oak Bay, where a single-family
home becomes something a bit more.

 

Any commercial use proposed would require a rezoning (the R2 zoning does not currently allow
commercial uses) so such a redevelopment would be approved by Council on a case-by-case basis
with consultation with the community. This proposed OCP change simply provides an opportunity
for this type of use to be considered – of course a business would have to do their own
assessment of the viability of such an endeavor and a rezoning approved before it could happen.

 

Thanks for the email – please let me know if you have any more questions.
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Sincerely,

Corey

 

Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning

 

Town of Sidney

T 250 655 5428 |C 250 883 0237 | E cnewcomb@sidney.ca | W www.sidney.ca

SET,TINES – WSÁNE  Territory

         

 

From: Carla C 
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2022 8:49 AM
To: OCP <OCP@sidney.ca>
Subject: OCP Review

 

Hi Corey,

 

I live in the Greenglade area and have a question about "Neighborhood Commercial Policy
Area".  What does that mean exactly and how will it impact the residential neighborhoods?

 

I look forward to your response.

 

Regards, Carla

This e-mail and attachments (if any) are only for the intended recipient(s) and may be
confidential, privileged and/or subject to the British Columbia Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act. Any unauthorized use, copying, disclosure or dissemination of
this email and attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error,
please immediately delete this email and all attachments and contact the sender. Thank you
for your cooperation.
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From: Michelle Griffin
To: External Development Services
Subject: File No. 6480-20 - Proposed Land Use Designation
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2022 6:55:23 AM

Good morning,

I am writing this email in response to a letter from the Town of Sidney I received in the mail
recently.  My husband and I are both in the construction industry and we are very cognizant of
the fact that there is a need for additional/affordable housing to facilitate our growing
population and the recent rise of cost to purchase a family home.  

We do however oppose this proposition for many reasons:

- Our family moved to this location just over a year ago because of the quiet atmosphere and
safe surroundings the neighborhood provides for us.  We have  who are able to
play with the neighborhood kids in the cul-de-sac without much of a worry.  I'd be hesitant to
do so with the growth of mass population that say a 4 storey condo building would bring.
- Our backyard faces directly where you would be proposing a multi family building, our
privacy would be destroyed and I would not feel comfortable having my family in the
backyard with multiple windows and patios facing our property.  If this situation were to
happen, my family and I would strongly consider moving out of the area which would be
incredibly upsetting for all as this was to be our forever home.
- The addition of a condo facing the back of our property would greatly affect the value of our
home which we take so much pride in.

I sincerely hope you take our opposition into consideration.  We love our home and our town
and wish to stay here for many years to come.

Thank you,
Simon Kirk & Michelle Griffin

 Sidney BC, 
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From: Jeff Maddison
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: Land use change letter
Date: Friday, March 25, 2022 2:25:35 PM

Hi Corey,

I received the letter that was sent out regarding potential changes to the land use designation
of my property at Amherst Ave. This is positive news given the commercial property in
the area and the future potential of the Resthaven corridor.

I would like share that my partners and I own a property 
 and are presently working to secure .  I

thought I would share this as an opportunity for the TOS to review if it would be beneficial to
include  in the land use designation change as the property is already part of a
package with the neighboring address' that have been included. Once the OCP is finalized we
plan to bring forward a proposal to redevelop these properties as townhomes or something
similar. 

I appreciate you taking the time to consider this. If you'd like to discuss further please feel free
to get in touch anytime.

Thank you
Jeff Maddison
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From: Brenda Harfield
To: Corey Newcomb
Cc: Brenda Harfield
Subject: Re: Sidney OCP Virtual Open House - Reminder and Zoom link
Date: Friday, March 25, 2022 12:33:35 PM

Hello Corey:   I attended the Zoom meeting.   I had hoped to hear a little more from you and
Ryan.   I have also just received the TOWN TALK which  was way more readable that the
OCP  outlined diagram information on the website.  But I would also suggest publicizing
perhaps in the next TOWN TALK a copy of the existing OCP zoning as it is hard to
comprehend the changes that are to be made without seeing the existing document for
comparison.  But if it is possible to pick up a copy of the existing OCP at Town Hall, I’d like
to do that. 

At the risk of being a NIMBY, I am a bit perturbed to see ‘institutional’ on what was the
daycare centre property on Third St.  What possible usage is being discussed about this
property.   And I’m also curious to see the’Multi-unit Residential” on the waterfront property
on Third to Rothesay.  What is the rationale for that particular piece of waterfront?   Another
issue being mooted about, which I support is the extension of the waterfront walkway
eastward from where it now finishes.  This initiative started under the direction of CEO 

 and it was  dream to see its continuation.  Is this an update of that dream? 

You and the professional advisers were and are very aware of the demographics of the Town
of Sidney with its high percentage of seniors using mobility aids.  Its all very well to
encourage walking, biking and using public transportation but one still has to get to get
groceries etc. etc. and  I’m not about to trudge down 3rd Str. dragging a trolley to get my
groceries home!   Having said that, I think it would be useful for Council or staff to come up
with some formula to have a separated ‘bike’ path on major roadways for mobility scooters as
it is plain dangerous to see them blithely ignoring cars and safety on the roadways and it is
next to impossible to get by them on existing sidewalks.

As you will note, I live  which is ’neighbourhood residential’    In the last,
or perhaps even the last two OCP’s it was totally impossible to re-develop properties in this
zoning to allow garden or secondary suites.   Has this changed????

I also expect staff and Council to stay on top of the Pier issue.    
Mayor Norma Sealey and CEO , who sold the farm with the marine deal

which is up for renewal and I’m trusting that the same mistakes will not be made and the town
will expect and enjoy far more income from this property.

I would also like to see more publication on the proposed round-about caused by the Amazon
building on airport land.   What kind of taxation benefit will come to the town as the result of
that building? 

And I have just received the Spring 2022 newsletter from Elizabeth May.  Excellent, excellent
content  all of which should be regularly shared& promoted on a regular basis via Town Talk
and on social media.   I tend to ‘follow’ the town on  Facebook simply because many of my
close relatives and friends do not live near Sidney so I appreciate being ‘kept up to date’ via
social media.

One other tiny niggle which can be addressed to the CEO or mayor and council.   Perhaps as
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the result of Covid etc, now callers to Town Hall are dealing with automated message service. 
Its hard to tell you how aggravating this is and certainly does not live up to the lofty slogans
attached to the OCP documents of being a small and friendly welcoming community.

Brenda Harfield, 

On Mar 16, 2022, at 12:03 PM, Corey Newcomb <cnewcomb@sidney.ca> wrote:

Hello,
 
We are looking forward to welcoming you to the Town of Sidney draft OCP virtual open
house, from 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. tomorrow, Thursday March 17, 2022.
 
The Zoom link to attend is below; if you have not used Zoom before, you may want to
test your connection beforehand athttps://zoom.us/test.
 
There will be a presentation of the draft followed by a Q & A – please bring your
questions and comments!
 
Sincerely,
Corey
 
Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning
 
Town of Sidney
T 250 655 5428 |C 250 883 0237 | E cnewcomb@sidney.ca | W www.sidney.ca
SET,TINES – WSÁNE  Territory
<image001.gif>   <image002.gif>   <image003.gif>   
 
You are invited to a Zoom webinar.
When: Mar 17, 2022 06:30 PM Pacific Time (US and Canada)
Topic: Sidney Official Community Plan Update | Virtual Open House

Please click the link below to join the webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85890795775?
pwd=aFJJZ0xrM2hyZE02amk4em81dFJuQT09
Passcode: SidneyOCP
Or One tap mobile : 
    Canada: +17789072071,,85890795775#,,,,*832360397#  or
+12042727920,,85890795775#,,,,*832360397#
Or Telephone:
    Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
        Canada: +1 778 907 2071  or +1 204 272 7920  or +1 438 809 7799  or +1 587 328
1099  or +1 647 374 4685  or +1 647 558 0588
Webinar ID: 858 9079 5775
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From: Greg Goodwin
To: OCP
Subject: Extension of Environmentally Sensitive DP areas
Date: Friday, March 25, 2022 8:02:04 AM

I am responding to the invitation to comment on the updating of Sidney’s OCP (Town Talk March 2022).

I am urging that the OCP update include additional properties/foreshore to be protected by Environmentally
Sensitive DPs- specifically as much of Tsehum Harbour ( Shoal Harbour Bird Sanctuary) as possible.

Over the past, at least, 10 years there has been a dramatic reduction in numbers and species of migratory birds in the
sanctuary, a reduction in numbers of seals and markedly a total disappearance of Dungeness crabs.

The Harbour is suffering from the drip-drip-drip of steady degradation - many factors likely contribute, many
anchored boats/liveaboards being one of them.

Please add another element to protecting what remains of Tsehum Harbour and the Bird Sanctuary.

Greg Goodwin

Sidney, BC

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Marc Hunter
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: Re: OCP feedback
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2022 4:37:22 PM

Thanks Corey - If the goal is to center the commercial on Galaran, if would be nice if the
phraseology somewhere indicated this.

Thanks again,

Marc

On Fri, Mar 25, 2022 at 4:02 PM Corey Newcomb <cnewcomb@sidney.ca> wrote:

Hello Marc,

 

Thank you for your submission on the draft OCP; we will review it carefully as the draft evolves. 
Your comments will also be made available to Council when we report back to them in April.

 

Part of the reason for including the mixed (commercial/residential) uses in West Sidney Village is
that, over time, we expect multi-family will put some pressure on the industrial area to
accommodate commercial uses that serve the multi-family residents. This is something we would
like to avoid, because once industrial land is lost to commercial or residential uses it is next to
impossible to reclaim. We also feel that downtown Sidney is a bit too far to “pop out” for a coffee
or meal, so a level of service commercial in the immediate area makes sense. We’d also like to
further limit commercial businesses in the industrial area (to help preserve industrial land) and see
these commercial businesses moved to the West Sidney Village area.

 

That being said, commercial uses in the Village area would likely be focused more toward the
Galaran side of things, both to be adjacent to the industrial area and Galaran itself for more
commercial exposure. I see that you are located more to the east side of the area, so I expect
there would be much more of a residential feel on that side. I also expect that development would
be phased in roughly from west to east, so projects like the proposal on Skylark from a few years
ago would be a long time coming. Change of this type generally happens quite slowly in any case.

 

Thanks again for your thoughtful input Marc, much appreciated.

 

Corey
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Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning

 

Town of Sidney
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From: Marc Hunter 
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 7:57 AM
To: OCP <OCP@sidney.ca>
Subject: OCP feedback

 

Hi there,

 

I'm a longtime resident at . Some quick feedback on the OCP: My family
and I are not excited about the 'west Sidney village' concept. Making the whole area multi-
unit residential makes a lot more sense to us. There is ample room for business in the
Industrial area and in downtown proper, and both are within easy walking/scooter distance
from west Sidney.

 

Thanks!

 

Marc

 

This e-mail and attachments (if any) are only for the intended recipient(s) and may be
confidential, privileged and/or subject to the British Columbia Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act. Any unauthorized use, copying, disclosure or dissemination of
this email and attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error,
please immediately delete this email and all attachments and contact the sender. Thank you
for your cooperation.
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1 
OCP input – Vanderstoop/Forrester 

J. Vanderstoop 
R. Forrester 

Sidney BC

March 26, 2022 

Sent via admin@sidney.ca 

Dear Mayor Cliff McNeil-Smith, Councillor Terri O'Keeffe, Councillor Barbara Fallot, Councillor Scott 
Garnett, Councillor Chad Rintoul, Councillor Sara Duncan, Councillor Peter Wainwright and 
Administration representative, Corey Newcomb: 

We are writing this letter to share our concerns about two aspects of the Official Community Plan (OCP).  

We have read the updated OCP and provided comments to the overall document using the online 
survey. We are not confident our online input will be sufficiently highlight two concerns, so we are 
reaching out to you directly.  

The information presented in this letter includes: 

1. Opposition to redesignation of a lot to marine industrial at Harbour and Bowden Roads; and, 
2. A request for clarifying guidelines, scenarios and stipulations for public health and safety related 

to the designation of expanded environmentally sensitive (ESA) along Allbay Road and Harbour 
Road. 

 
1. Opposition to Redesignation – lot at Harbour Road and Bowden Road to Harbour Road Marine 

Industrial 

We oppose redesignating the lot at the corner of Harbour Road and Bowden Road to be part of the 
special district Harbour Road Marine Industrial for the following reasons: 

Inconsistent with the OCP designation for an environmentally sensitive area (ESA) – the potential 
for industrial uses such as boat maintenance with toxic fumes from the marine paint, noise 
pollution, traffic, etc. will have a negative impact on the environment and further stress trees that 
are bird habitat. Some of the trees bordering the lot already been impacted by climate change and 
poor maintenance over the past decades.  
 

Administration representatives shared their hope of creating more space between the homes and 
the trees by designating the lot as Harbour Road Marine Industrial and drive the construction of a 
building toward Harbour Road. The challenge is there is nothing that requires the developer or 
administration in their review of a development permit to follow the requirement for a buffer 
with the trees and homes and stop use for boat storage, maintenance, etc.  
 

Without a guarantee of the type of marine industrial that is built, there is nothing that stops the 
location from becoming like the boat yard south of Bowden Road. In reviewing a Report to Council 
from 2019 requesting a development permit for the site, it states how the boat yard was initially 
permitted in 2009 for a dry storage yard and larger building to conduct marine repair and 
maintenance indoors. As the 2019 report states, one building was never built. The space has 
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2 
OCP input – Vanderstoop/Forrester 

become an outdoor boat work area where employees and boat owners grind, sand blast and paint 
without noise or smell barriers. It creates noise pollution and the toxic smells waft into the 
environment impacted pedestrians, homeowner spaces and the environment. Placing a covenant 
for new homeowners doesn’t change the negative impacts to the environment. 
 
There have a been a times that it was clear that walking along the sidewalk only a few metres 
from the work underway by someone with a respirator that the walker was not safe. There would 
be no warning for a homeowner, pedestrian or cyclist. The boat yard has also become a place 
where boat owners stay for days or weeks while their boat is being worked on. The example of the 
current boat yard exemplifies that the permitting process does not ensure that intended use will 
come to fruition and have unintended environmental impacts. (OCP link: Sections 4.4 and 4.5 p. 
42-51)  

 

 Inconsistent with the OCP’s goal to support housing. By designating the lot marine industrial, we 
are told that there is an option to build a building that could have mixed housing and business. 
Again, the designation does not make mixed use a requirement. (OCP link: Various references 
including sections 3 Future Land Use and 4 Policies.)  

 

 Inappropriate building height for property in an ESA. Taller buildings impact wind and sun. The 
OCP makes no mention of building height impact on the environment, only.”…paying attention to 
building elevations visible from the public realm.” (OCP link: 23. Integrate new developments with 
the existing neighbourhood by considering the transition between building heights and massing, 
paying particular attention to building elevations visible from the public realm (waterfront, 
streetscapes). p. 82) 

 

 The increased negative safety impacts caused by traffic and parking by employees and customers 
using the marine industrial area. There are already significant issues with traffic with the existing 
marine industrial that will only be compounded. Traffic volumes, parking on the boulevards and 
road so there is no place for pedestrians to walk and bike, and lack of respect for the 30km speed 
zone are already problematic, further impacting pedestrian and cyclist safety. (OCP link: 4.3.34 
Address locations of traffic safety or speeding concern, particularly where they impact Sidney’s 
residents’ willingness to walk or bicycle. p. 36)  

 

 Recreational users are already unable to access the public parking area at the Roberts Bay kayak 
launch as the end of Bowden Road because employees are parking there from 7:00 am to 5:00 to 
6:00 pm. Having additional occupancy will only compound the issue. It contradicts the vision of 
the OCP to create thriving places for recreation and reflection. (OCP link: Vision and Goals: Sidney 
will protect and enhance its natural areas and open spaces to create thriving, biodiverse 
ecosystems and healthy places for recreation and reflection.) 

 

For the reasons above, the lot should remain designated as residential. 
 

2. Provide clarity to the guidelines for the expanded environmentally sensitive area 
 

The following are requested actions to support improved clarity for the expansion of the 
environmentally sensitive area at Robert’s Bay and All Bay. 
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3 
OCP input – Vanderstoop/Forrester 

 Ensure there is no double standard for what is required of homeowners versus business owners to 
protect the environment. Residential properties in the new ESA will have a higher accountability 
for environmental protection than the marine industrial that borders the new ESA area. The 
marina represents intense usage with significant impacts on flora and fauna. There are 
consistently oil spills along the marina at Harbour Road and Resthaven Park. There is noise 
pollution and toxic smells from the boat yard that impact the environment. Meanwhile, residents 
will be required to apply for a development permit to do most anything on their property. For 
example, I was told I’d need to come to the town office to ask questions about adding a 
vegetable/flower box in our yard. They said it would be likely be approved. This highlights an 
inefficiency and requires homeowners to “jump through hoops” for any action on the property. 

 

 Provide scenarios to support implementation of guidelines for ESA. The scenarios will provide 
clarity what requires review by the town. As above, if vegetable boxes will likely be approved, 
insert a scenario of what would be allowed in an ESA. This will support shared understanding, 
consistent decision-making by administration, and avoid inefficiencies for administrative resources 
and travel and waiting times for residents. There are already bylaws and requirements for many 
aspects related to ESA e.g. fencing, trees. It seems like there is only added level of bureaucracy 
with overlap and redundancy with the ESA. We reviewed several documents to understand the 
interconnections between the OCP and bylaws. The information on ESA on the Town of Sidney 
website provides no details that are helpful to a property owner. (OCP link: Guidelines too 
general.) 

 

 Add human health and safety as an explicit goal and priority in environmentally sensitive areas. 
This addition is important to acknowledge that trees that become hazardous based on an 
assessment by a certified arborist will need to be removed. Designation of an environmentally 
sensitive area does not undo the decades long negative impacts on the flora and fauna of past 
development. We are committed to maintaining the trees on our property to respect the territory 
of the W̱SÁNEĆ people and support bird habitat. A professional arborist identified that there are 
trees on our property that are healthy. He also identified trees that were inappropriately pruned 
that result in consistently large, broken branches in storms that impact our safety and the health 
of the trees.  

 

Explicitly adding human health and safety as a goal for ESA will be one tool for Council and 
Administration to manage expectations that nothing will change with an environmentally sensitive 
area designation. It will also support homeowners should actions need to be taken to address 
hazardous tree conditions. We noted that the tree bylaw only includes information about 
hazardous trees that impact public property. There is a gap that needs to be addressed prior to 
approval of the updated OCP. (OCP link: No reference.) 

Thank you for reviewing and considering our perspectives. We appreciate it is challenging for Council 
and Administration to balance multiple viewpoints. An OCP is an important tool in creating a vision for 
the future. It is also important to be practical and consider unintended consequences. 

Josepha Vanderstoop 
Russ Forrester 
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From:
To: OCP
Subject: OCP feedback
Date: Sunday, March 27, 2022 12:52:24 PM
Importance: High

Council still has not followed the recommendations, nor the Towns' residents wishes.
The residents have demanded:
1.  That the existing Beacon Wharf be restored and preserved as closely to “as is” as possible.

 2. The new OCP totally remove all retail uses from the Gateway site zoning.  Any other
zoning is fine but NOT retail!

 Both times the Council presented us with the opportunity for feedback, they were given clear
and strong direction that both these items are vital to maintaining Sidney's character, and
indeed the survival of our Town's life blood.

Gateway land retail will kill our downtown businesses. The floating dock idea is obsolete and
has not been properly investigated.

Please listen to your tax paying residents and their highly valuable input for our well being
into the future.

Marion Evamy
Sidney

Artist, gallery owner, dog lover, friend, beauty and colour connoisseur 
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From: Richard Roy
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: FW: OCP Feedback from Saturday morning
Date: Monday, March 28, 2022 9:38:57 AM

fyi
 

From: Jennifer London
Sent: Saturday, March 26, 2022 1:23 PM
To: Richard Roy <rroy@sidney.ca>
Subject: OCP Feedback from Saturday morning
 
Hi there, Mr. Roy.
   Thank you to you and your colleague for meeting in the park this morning.  
    I hope that you were able to gather some good information.  We spoke about pace of
growth, new building heights (very high), vast construction of duplexes, etc.  It is my thought
(and that of my neighbours) that this vast development needs to brought in check.  It seems
that with every new duplex, there are 3-5 new vehicles that park on the street.  Basically, we
chose to live in Sidney for its small-town feel.  We would like to maintain this small-town
charm where possible.
     Also, in lieu of spending millions to refurbish the pier/dock at end of Beacon Avenue, make
an amazing park/greenspace with some trees for all to enjoy.  KI beleive that this is Sidney
property, so please keep the area out of the hands of developers.  
        One thing I forgot to mention was how much I LOVE having the library in the community
and how much I enjoy the walkability of the neighbourhood.  Obviously, I must commute for
work, but I like the fact that it is possible to park my vehicle on a Friday night and not have to
drive anywhere again until Monday morning.!  All that I need is here in town and I can walk or
ride my bike.
    My husband asked if I mentioned the "Resthaven Raceway?" to you folks.  I told him that
sadly, I only mentioned the "Sidney Siddall Slalom."
    Also, on a positive note.  The city employees and grounds people are great.  Our town is
clean, safe, and always looks impeccably beautiful.  Contract companies for garbage,
recyclables, and organics are amazing! 
     Thank you for your time, Mr. Roy, and I hope that you can enjoy the rest of the weekend
with friends and family.  It was a pleasure to meet you!
    Regards,
 Jen London
 
 
Sent from Outlook
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From: Darrylyn Child
To: OCP
Subject: Official Community Plan
Date: Monday, March 28, 2022 11:01:56 PM

Having looked at the draft OCP, I commend you for the overall report
and the plans for the future development of Sidney. However, I wish to
repeat some of the items I wrote to you about on August 7, 2021 in
addition to the survey I had filled in.

First of all, I think any new construction along all of Beacon Avenue
should be no more than 3 storeys and certainly no higher than 'The Old
Post Office.' It is too late to stop the monster presently being built
on the corner of Beacon and Fourth Street or to remove the newly built
6-storeys around town but, please, NO more! The high ceilinged, large
plate-glass windows of the new retail stores around Sidney Avenue, 3rd
and 4th Streets are totally out of character with 'small town Sidney'.
Any proposals to re-develop the old buildings in the downtown area
should only be allowed if the old-style character of these buildings
is retained. The small stores with their low ceilings and attractive
window displays are what appeal to visitors  - and film-makers!. These
buildings could be expanded with the addition of offices or
residential units at the back of the storefronts but not directly on
the street.

I understand there is a high demand for all types of residential
properties in Sidney and, due to the small area of the Town, there is
a need to increase density, but I do NOT agree that a bulky  4-storey
condo building should be constructed in a neighbourhood of
single-storey homes (as at Malaview and Fifth Street or on Seventh
Street near Henry Avenue.) If these types of development are allowed
to continue, Sidney will cease to be in demand! Our visitors
constantly remark on the changes they note from previous visits - and
none of their remarks are favourable!. Encouraging secondary suites,
duplexes or townhouses which are ground orientated will be much better
than blocks of condos in residential neighbourhoods.

I am horrified to find we now have a brewery in our main downtown
area.! ( I know a second brewer applied for a license on the same
block, in the same residential 6 storey building, but do not know if
that was approved by the Liquor Board). Breweries do NOT belong in
that location.They should be in industrially zoned land across the
highway! Likewise, the Gin Distillery should never have been allowed
to set up in a prime waterfront location. The trucks coming in and out
are very disruptive to the residents living nearby and generally
disturb the peaceful atmosphere of the walkway. The smell from the
distillery can be very invasive. Depending on the wind direction, the
gin can be smelt 3-4 blocks away as well as beside the sea!.

Thank you for allowing me to comment on  the Official Community Plan.
I hope the Town of Sidney continues to be attractive to visitors - and
new residents - in the years ahead.

Darrylyn Child
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From: Linda
To: OCP
Subject: Draft OCP feedback
Date: Monday, March 28, 2022 10:02:55 AM

To Town of Sidney, Mayor and Counsel:

I have now reviewed much of the OCP draft plan. Although there are many elements that take in-depth study and
explanation, I appreciate the many efforts to provide details of the draft plan. 

I do have questions and suggestions.

First I commend the focus on using upper floors of existing commercial buildings for housing. This type of housing
has been proven to be successful in downtown Victoria as long as parking is provided. 
Also, It is encouraging to see that developing West Sidney with employee housing is in the plan. This should be
mandatory before any development is approved given the low vacancy rate for affordable and rental housing. 

As we all know, the previous mayor and counsel were given a very strong message at the polls regarding their over-
zealous development of Sidney and their, seemingly favoring relationship with developers. We all breathed a sigh of
relief with the election of our new mayor and some new counsel members. Therefore, it is difficult to understand
why some areas of the draft OCP show rigorous and, what appears to be developer influence in land use.
Case in point, the corner of Weiler and Lochside Drive has been designated neighbourhood commercial and multi-
use residential. This re-designation is exactly what the GMC developer has requested.  Neighbourhood feedback has
expressed overwhelming concern about many aspects of this development. Commercial use was not on anyones
radar until it showed up in the development application. I will not go into the many reasons for neighbourhood
concern as I know you already have this information. Sidney has already spoken about the developer-directed
planning. This is an overt example of such. 

Those who live along the Lochside corridor into Sidney are well aware of the traffic, parking and most recently the
need for upgrading all the storm drains along this road. Before adding any new housing and especially multi-use
residential along this corridor, infrasctructure updates must be addressed. 

Sidney is a charming town and it stands to reason that many people desire to live here giving rise to the need for
additional housing. I urge you to do this with extreme caution as it is a precarious balance between charm and
ghetto. 

I speak from some experience as, for 20 years I worked 

 Engaging with communities for this purpose
was challenging but very important and informative. I experienced that going forward and paying full attention to
the needs of the most affected community concerns paid great dividends for the success of the housing project.
Doing so also paved the way for future housing projects. 

I urge you to reconsider some of the land use designated for multiple family. Specifically the designation of multi-
unit residential and intensive Neighbourhood residential. Many of our single family residential neighbourhood are
currently struggling with parking and congestion. Adding smaller lots and detached secondary dwellings must be
carefully considered on a case by case basis. 
We all want to see growth, young families , affordability and a diverse and healthy community. Please do not over-
react to the present pressure for densification. Town planning is a slow and thoughtful process and this proposed
OCP is too fast and too vast.

Reapectfully,

Linda Johnson

Sidney,B.C.
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From: Gary Molberg
To: OCP
Subject: Draft OCP & DPA
Date: Monday, March 28, 2022 11:15:55 AM

We are opposed to the expansion of the Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit Area to
include the north end of Sidney (i.e., north of Allbay Rd) as shown on Schedule D of the Draft OCP.
 
This area should be treated no different than say the west side of Resthaven Dr. or south of Lovell
Ave.
 
The existing development permits are sufficient to control future developments in this area.  An ESA
designation is not needed and only adds to uncertainty, confusion, delays, and costs.
 
Please remove this area from your draft OCP before it gets approved.
 
 
 
Gary Molberg
Diane Molberg
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From: Hannah Poplar
To: Celina Fletcher; OCP
Subject: Elaine"s OCP Letter to the PNR
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2022 2:56:43 PM

Hello Celina,

I spoke with you this morning on my walk to town. I was the retired Realtor .
Sidney was deliberately chosen  as the best retirement place in ALL of Canada 

 If this draft OCP is not changed our sweet little town will be no more. Already the new condo builds in
Sidney core are concert block views with no air space between. What a shame to open your door and window only
to view the neighbours. Why was this allowed? Because the developers could! Developers are in business to MAKE
money..period. They are not public housing…we the tax payers are. To use the tag line….Affordable …is a lie to us
here in Sidney, unless a new charity is formed with our taxes.

My concern is very real with high density. Once the land is built upon it is very unlikely more land will remain open
to trees, flowers, views and space for nurturing gardens and green grass. The paved parking lot now becomes
Sidney. SAD, very SAD…..

Elaine’s well composed letter to you clearly states my views and I strongly urge the town not to be duped by what is
good for developers….they come and leave….us your resident taxpayer is left with the aftermath.

Kindest regards,

Freda Hannah Poplar

 
>
> Hi all,
>
> Below is Elaine's "letter to the editor" sent to the PNR on Friday.    We're down to the last 2 weeks or so for
comments on the draft OCP.  Write to Council, the PNR, etc.
>
>
> _________________________________
>
>
> In Sidney's draft OCP town planners said they recognized that Sidney residents want gentle, planned growth. And
planners have only forecasted an increase in Sidney's population of about 100 persons annually. That would require
fewer than 50 additional homes each year if Sidney can attract families with children, its stated goal.
>
> So, fortunately, gentle, planned growth is very achievable.
>
> Yet instead the draft OCP has tremendously increased housing density across the board in residential areas outside
the Town's core. Far, far beyond need. The most obvious aspect of this is that nine neighbourhoods have been
removed from the "Neighbourhood Residential" category of 1- and 2-family homes and targeted for very intensive
multi-family use with up to 4-storey apartments. This is unfair, discriminatory, and completely unnecessary!
>
> But at least this change is obvious in the draft OCP and in the Town's online survey. Residents can see it and
express their opinions. But there is another, even bigger, change and this one has been deeply and deceitfully
hidden.
>

Page 195 of 318



> Mentioned only once and never explicitly discussed, the draft OCP (page 6) would shrink the minimum lot size in
all "Neighbourhood Residential" areas to just 350 square metres. For comparison, the current Zoning Bylaw for the
same areas prescribes minimum lot sizes of either 500, 715, or 930 square metres. Moreover, in future, the OCP
would permit duplexes on all these shrunken lots while they are now only allowed on some lots in some areas. This
is extreme densification beyond any conceivable need.
>
> By allowing extreme densification everywhere in residential neighbourhoods, town planners have stripped the
Mayor and Council of any real power to control and manage where, when, and what type of growth happens in
Sidney. Instead it leaves Sidney's growth completely up to developers.
>
> Of course, there would still be the Zoning provisions. However, if this draft OCP passes, the Mayor and Council
will be under enormous pressure to approve any zoning amendments from developers that correspond to the adopted
OCP. After all, the developer would only be asking for consistency with already-approved principles.
>
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From: Frank Curtis
To: OCP; admin
Subject: Draft OCP Comments / Cedarwood Comments
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2022 11:24:29 AM

To Mayor, Council and Planning Staff,
 
I appreciate the opportunity to speak on the proposed OCP Draft.
 
We purchased  in early 2020, 

 Our intent
was to renovate, move, and retire there, 

and then COVID hit.  

 We understand business
and have worked in major cities across Canada. Our employers needed “all
hands-on deck” during COVID, so we postponed our retirement plans for the
interim. We visit every second weekend or so and our story should hopefully
help guide you.
 
Why did we buy in Sidney? Sidney is NOT the big cities we have lived and
worked in. Sidney has small town charm and has a true downtown core with all
the essential businesses required for day-to-day living. Sidney has boating,
Tulista Park is a gem as is the walking path along the ocean. Sidney has the
convenience of both the ferries and the airport. People live in and/or visit
Sidney because of this charm. Big cities are within reach, but also far away
enough … When we offload the late Friday ferry and “come home” to Sidney, I
can honestly say we feel relieved.
 
So, I must say I was horrified when I saw the proposed OCP, that essentially
gives developers the ability to rip the very essence of Sidney apart. Don’t get
me wrong, I am not anti-development, but it needs to be carefully planned. You
cannot open a window and then try to stop the airflow. This draft OCP will
make it extremely difficult for Sidney to retain any of its charm whatsoever. If
a developer says, “it’s zoned that way on the OCP”, it will be awfully hard to
turn down a proposal. You say you can, but the door is open, and litigation is
both unpredictable and expensive.
 
The company that is proposing the development of the Cedarwood Motel site
put a presentation together and it highlights some issues that pertain to this
discussion.
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1. Five stories ON TOP of a berm (call it six stories) with perhaps a roof top

deck (with decking structures – now seven stories) is a monstrosity. The
one- and two-level houses will be dwarfed by it and all privacy afforded
to us now will be taken away. Potentially, you could have 30+ units
having the ability to looking into your yard / windows. Unreal. Your
sunset may now be at 2PM or earlier in the winter! The “light pollution”
from all those units at night would ruin any partial view of the water
people may have managed to retain, so now all drapes must be pulled at
dark. That’s just sad for a seaside town …

2. A development of this size will take many years to complete. Neither the
neighbours, nor the city has the appetite for this. Temporary road closures
and blockages will be commonplace. Mud on roads as well as serious
congestion and contractor parking / noise will be ongoing. When I
discussed this with the developer, he mentioned a four-year life for this
project. This is not fair amount of construction time to ask the neighbours
to tolerate.

3. This development was marketing things such as first-time homeowner
friendly, mortgage relief programs etc. Let’s face it. The site is prime
oceanfront property, and the developer is not going to market towards first
time buyers. Again, I have no issues with a developer making money, but
please don’t lie to me. Mortgage helper suites in the back buildings? Add
one or two cars per unit!

4. The developer was selling the fact there would be bike lockups so that
cars would not be needed as much. Rain, an elderly population, distance
from schools and wealthier owners all would refute that argument. They
are “green-washing” the project to check a box, but it doesn’t really add
up.

5. The development will take away all boat and trailer parking along Weiler.
Sidney has an active angler contingent and the parking along Weiler is
well used by the boat launching at Tulista launch. Scattering these
vehicles throughout the neighbourhood is no solution. The developer
essentially said people hate the trailer parking anyway , so the
development will make them go away.

6. The retail proposed along Lochside is another issue. This is not an area for
retail, it is residential. Pot store? Liquor store? 7-11? The traffic and
parking along Lochside is bad enough without potentially drawing in
more. The developer depicts “ice cream” or “kayak rentals” in their
renderings … again – they are selling seaside town, while destroying it.
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People crossing Lochside to get there (dragging kayaks??)? There are
going to be many white crosses on the roadside …          

 
I could go on with the flaws of this one specific proposal, but I am trying to
show how changing the zoning within ANY neighbourhood will irrevocably
change it. Massive buildings dwarfing the neighbours is not the way to go.
These buildings will cash a shadow over neighboring houses. The fact that they
may taper the upper floors back a bit is just esthetics. Light will not trave
through a 70-foot-tall building whether it is 1” thick or 1 mile thick. This
building will block sunsets from the path and parts of Tulista park. Think about
that. There is no going back. Well designed towns look like a bell curve; small
buildings gradually building up to slightly taller, peaking in the downtown and
then dropping back to smaller buildings. Sidney had done this quite well … up
to now.
 
So, what to do right?
 
When we were looking to buy in Sidney, we were very impressed with a
development that was just completed. I am not sure of the name of it, but one of
the roads was “Deerbrush”. Family homes and well build. All the homes fit
with the surrounding neighbourhood, and it was very well done. We looked at
some “infill” duplexes on Fifth Street amongst others. Again, very well done.
While too far for our liking, the development at Lochside and Mt. Newton was
done to seemingly fit with the surrounding area. While perhaps too intensive
for cedarwood, that developer did a good job without overpowering a
neighborhood or the skyline. That area as well has much lower traffic pressure
than our section of Lochside, so it was in a great spot for the residents as well.
 
If we really are to start building six story buildings, let’s work from an area that
is a “fresh start” and have the community build around it. People know what
they are “in for” when the build around it. You cannot parachute a building like
that amongst an established neighbourhood and expect it to work. We have
faced these issues throughout our professional lives. If you build your house
next to an existing farm, you should be aware of the potential for manure to be
spread occasionally. Alternatively, if a farm builds next to a development, then
the “poop hits the fan” as those people were not expecting that …
 
I wish the owners of the Cedarwood well on the eventual sale of their property.
They will do well regardless of it being a monster development or just a
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townhouse complex that fits in with the neighbourhood. Just because it is a
large property with many possibilities does not entitle or require anyone to
“make a statement”. Developers try to maximize their profit and move on. It is
up to the Mayor, the Councillors, Planning and the rest of City staff to ensure
we retain the charm of our community when the drive away. Let’s not open the
door to wholesale {hodgepodge} development.
 
The reason that people want to be in Sidney is because of its existing character.
No one is moving here and saying “Gee, all that’s missing are a few towering
buildings randomly dispersed amongst the neighborhoods.”
 
This OCP Draft does not encapsulate Sidney.
 
I would be more than pleased to discuss this further if you have questions.
 
Sincerely,
 
(Via Email)
 
Frank (and Jennifer) Curtis
B.Sc.(Agr.)
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From: Anthea C S McLauchlan
To: OCP
Subject: OCP
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2022 2:58:05 PM

Dear Planning people

I have seen over the last 16 years I have lived here, so many changes.
"Everything changes"

Where I live became differently zoned a few years ago.
Development has been squeezing where I live.
Developers have been buying up properties so they can use the planning zoning.
Also making a lot of money.

Next door which is /was a private house until the  owner died, has been
bought by developers. (It has a old tree in the back garden, probably at least
the same age)
The realtor offered a substantial amount of money for my house.
My house is my HOME not just a house. There is a great difference between the
two. 

.
 Nothing could replace it and it's

immediate surroundings.
I don't know how I can stand the building that will commence next door, but I
am determined I will.
(People passing often look into the front garden and admire it. It has become a local
Landmark.Since Raven's Crossing was occupied the residents have added more
people !  )

It has heritage value (if Sidney would actually created that designation.........)
Moved here from Airport lands in early 1950's . Built around 1903.
It was TransCanada Air terminal in early 1940's

Surely Sidney OCP area should still have character??

Yours,  Anthea

Page 201 of 318



Page 202 of 318



Page 203 of 318



Page 204 of 318



Page 205 of 318



Page 206 of 318



Page 207 of 318



Page 208 of 318



Page 209 of 318



From: NATALIE HITCHMOUGH
To: OCP
Subject: Some post Open House Input on the OCP Review
Date: Monday, April 04, 2022 10:33:26 PM

April 1st, 2022

Attn: Mr. Corey Newcomb, Director of Long Range Planning

Re:   Some post-Open House Input on the OCP Review
  
Thanks for the opportunity attend the Open House at the Mary Winspear Centre
recently.  Thanks too, for the chance to speak with you briefly about the possibility of
mandatory requirement for builders/developers include 1 or 2 bedroom suite or a
detached 'coach house' style income suite on the upper or lower level or,
alternatively, over a detached garage on the subject property. I'd like to clarify that
purchasers would NOT be required to rent out their income suites; the space could be
used for storage or a guest suite or anything else the owner might want.  The idea is
not to force renters or other residents on home owners. It's about creating flexible
housing stock for Sidney's current and future residents, and ensuring that the adult
children of families who grew up here don't have to leave their hometown and move
to the mid or north island (or even off island) to find a home to rent or own. It's
about creating more choice, not less! 

In relation to this, the Sidney 2040 Official Community Plan should include an
instant MOROTORIUM on the for-profit development of any duplex or Single Family
house that does not have a legal, purpose-built, 1 or 2 bedroom income suite or
detached 'coach house' style income suite over the detached garage. Most builders &
developers are FOR PROFIT, so if rules are not iron-clad they'll use any means,
including variances, to bend them.  I don't mean to paint them as villains; in end,
though, they're a for-profit business trying to cut building costs to maximize profits.

Further, the town might consider the construction of some One Family & Duplex
homes  (with income suites to make them attainable) to solve Sidney's attainable
housing challenge.  A reduction of building & inspection fees for these projects, with
a sworn agreement that, should the purchaser sell the property for any reason
(except health issues) the purchaser must repay the town's exempt building &
inspection fees.   These legal income properties should be built as soon as reasonably
possible (meaning as soon as construction prices stabilize).  purpose-built, legal
income suites will give renters in Sidney a choice in rental housing.  Having an
income suite will help the home owner pay today's high monthly payments, while the
income suite ups the BC house assessment, resulting in higher property taxes being
remitted to the  town.  With this common sense solution EVERYBODY wins, not just
high income earners and the wealthy! (Having said this, I should point out that, as
we've seen since Covid-19 pandemic, every community depends on a variety of
hourly wage workers, such as grocery & gift store cashiers, waitresses & baristas. 
With Sidney being a seasonal tourist town, hourly minimum wage workers in the
retail & hospitality field, and even if they don't get much respect, are important to the
local tourist trade.  What happens when those can't afford to buy on the Saanich
Peninsula pack up and leave the area for good?) 

3) NO MORE condo buildings over 3 stories on & around Beacon Avenue, which is
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THISCLOSE to being RUINED for good. The behemoths built by greedy developers to
line their own pockets have made regular buildings seem            puny and out of
place, which will result in them being knocked down and 6 story buildings becoming
the norm. In this 'everything/everyone has a price' time, when the Big Business
housing/commercial build industry is seeking      to line it's greedy pockets, it's
imperative that we alert to Big Business sneaking in and RUINING our town for
good.  I'd like the Sidney 2040 Official Community Plan to address this on behalf of
the town's residents, who otherwise have no voice.
 In closing, one further thought on traffic in the down town core, which has increased
lately with Sidney being marketed as a great place to shop and hang out.  I think the
town's traffic control infrastructure is outdated & insufficient, and not able to handle
an increase in cars, pedestrians, construction trucks & town maintenance vehicles on
the streets.  4 Way Stops should have flashing red lights hanging above them to
denote the 4 way stop at the intersection. Some Stop signs are downright confusing
and should be replaced with stop lights. White lines should be repainted, INCUDING
crosswalks. flashing yellow lights should be installed at cross walks on busy through
streets.  These changes ensure Sidney stays safe for everybody.

Please consider and act on these ideas with the careful thought and consideration
they deserve.  If you have any comments or suggestions about any of the above, you
can reach me at below.

Thanks for the opportunity to share my thoughts.

     
Natalie Hitchmough

Sidney, BC  
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From: Erich Babey
To: OCP
Subject: Draft OCP Comments
Date: Monday, April 04, 2022 5:03:41 PM

RE Sidney OCP Draft Plan:
 
I would like to thank the Town of Sidney Planners, Mayor and Council for undertaking,
publishing and presenting the Draft OCP for us, the residents’, consideration.  I

attended the March 16th Open House where I was able to ask questions of staff.   I did
read the Draft OCP on the website.   Much as some want the Town to stay exactly as it
is, there will always be pressure for growth.  It is better to form a plan as to what
growth is and, as importantly, is not allowed.  Moreover, what needs to be done to
accommodate that growth.
 
I feel the Draft OCP is missing “what needs to be done to accommodate the growth”,
especially in terms of transportation.  While it is laudable to promote multi-modal
transportation and alternatives to vehicles, the growth that the OCP envisages will still
entail much more vehicular traffic.  Sidney’s distance from most employers, our
demographic and infrequent transit service puts a rather low limit on the number of
vehicles that can be replaced by alternate forms of transit, especially within the Town. 
Increasing transit frequency and routes will be very costly, even with the density at the
end of the OCP time frame.  Promoting cycling is great even though well over 90% of
the cycling is and will continue to be recreational.  Promoting cycling will replace very
few trips that would otherwise be made in a vehicle.  So what is the plan to handle all
of the extra vehicles the OCP will bring to Sidney?  Should the OCP be modified
according to the capacity to handle the traffic increase?
 
Our parking lots are often full, especially those at the major grocery stores.  Street
parking is scarce, especially around new residential developments where parking spot
requirements were eased.  Lochside Drive between Ocean and McTavish is crazy busy
already.  Exiting onto Lochside is often tricky when adding in bikes and the occasional
parked car.  The Draft OCP has many new homes being added to that area south of
Beacon, at the Cedarwood site, those now under construction plus infill and
“duplexing”.  Perhaps add a northbound exit from Hwy 17 to Weiler Ave. (similar to the
southbound Weiler and northbound McDonald Park Rd exits).  Perhaps the OCP should
incorporate commercial (grocery and other shopping, banking, etc. on the west side of
Hwy 17 to ease traffic downtown.  We all want to keep our downtown vibrant but it
may be too small to service the growth in the OCP.  One of the Draft OCP plan’s
objectives is to “To minimize the impact of traffic on local residential areas”.  The Draft
OCP should be made with plans of how the Town will accomplish this, instead of
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presenting something that may be contrary to “minimize the impact of traffic on local
residential areas”.
 
What also has been given little attention is planning for recreational space.  Additional
tennis, basketball and pickleball courts, recreation centers, etc.?  How will the demands
for even the existing boat launch parking be met when the Cedarwood site is
developed and Weiler street parking is lost?  Many if not most of its users are from
outside of Sidney.  Can the Town work with other municipalities to bring back the
Island View ramp?  How about a spot for dinghy/kayak launching?  Long-time residents
told me that Iroquois Park did have a compound until the boat launch was expanded.
 They tell me that there was then an agreement with Sidney/North Saanich Yacht Club
to house dinghies but they now limit it to their own dinghies for their training
programs.
 
A quick comment on extending the foreshore walkway to Rothesay:  Are funds/impact
on values from re-development of those homes better spent elsewhere?  Port Sidney
Marina does not present a nice foreshore partly due to flotsam and jetsam in the
water.
 
Regards
Erich Babey

To stop receiving commercial electronic messages from us reply to this email
with the word UNSUBSCRIBE as the subject. 

Pour cesser de recevoir des messages électroniques commerciaux de nous
répondre à cet e-mail avec le mot DÉSABONNER comme sujet. 
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From: Dennis Schroeder
To: OCP
Subject: Comments on draft OCP
Date: Tuesday, April 05, 2022 12:46:58 PM

To Mr. Corey Newcomb,

Congratulations on advancing the OCP process to the draft plan stage. Also, your efforts to
incorporate the comments and concerns of local taxpayers, property owners and residents into
the draft plan are greatly appreciated.

As you probably recall, our major interest related to the OCP is in the Institutional designation
and the methods proposed to meet the increasingly high demand for housing. We note that
most of the section titled “Institutions and Infrastructure” is similar to the objectives in the
current OCP. One significant change is the statement at the end of Item 4.2.33: “Discourage
the conversion of institutional lands to other uses.” In fact, conversions have already happened
with beneficial results. The fire and ambulance station lands on Third Street (Institutional
uses) were converted to commercial/residential mixed use, and the services were relocated.
More broadly, the policy related to a mix of commercial and residential use throughout the
downtown commercial area is a good example of the beneficial effects of flexible land use.
Even more interesting is the mixed institutional/residential property (Lulu's) on Fourth Street.

The section titled “Partnerships and Housing” recognizes the continuing strong demand for a
wide variety of housing types with a number of creative ideas. We highlight a few of these
ideas.

4.3.2 We suggest that pilot programs include mixed use developments combining affordable
housing with institutional and other uses.

4.3.3 A land audit of underutilized municipal, institutional, faith-based, etc. lands to be used
for housing is an excellent idea. We have underutilized land and would be only too happy to
participate in an audit and help to meet the need for more housing in Sidney.

4.3.4 A potential library redevelopment with a residential component is another good example
of a mix of institutional and residential use.

4.3.14 Upper storeys in neighbourhood institutional buildings could also have residential uses.

4.3.25 Seniors housing developments (such as Shoal Centre) are a mix of institutional and
residential uses. The campus of care concept is an extension of the idea and meets the needs of
seniors allowing them to age in place.

Overall, we encourage you to put strong emphasis on policies to increase flexibility in land use
development with the inclusion of housing of all varieties in the mix. We believe at least a
mention of this priority should be included in the Institutions and Infrastructure section.

Dennis Schroeder

Discovery Lane Property Holdings Ltd.
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From: Brenda Craig
To: OCP
Subject: Staff/lo-cost Apartments Above Shops
Date: Wednesday, April 06, 2022 9:26:28 AM

All commercial buildings on Beacon and sude Streets MUST be built with small, basic
Apartments above the store! 
Solves SOME of the staff housing issues. Small, basic, very basic but sufficient for staff. At
least two flats in each 
Building. Yes....you have to walk upstairs....

Get Outlook for Android
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Sidney, B C, 
Canada
 

April 6, 2022 
  
 
 
 
To: The Town of Sidney Mayor and Council  

 

Re:  OCP Feedback 

Firstly, I must commend you on the work so far with the OCP.   

My focus is on the Beacon Avenue area as it is the heart of our town.  I like much of 
the existing proposals but have a couple of concerns. 

In the Town Talk there is mention several times of the area called “Downtown West”.  
It is this area I believe needs further review.   

Firstly, in the OCP there is a diagram on page 20 showing Downtown West being 
west of the half block between 5th and Resthaven.  The Town Talk doesn’t mention 
this distinction. To me it is a must that this half block be preserved in the Downtown 
East zoning.  The iconic arcade at the Farmers Daughter and the plaza opposite with 
Miss Bliss and Alexander’s coffee shop are the kind of buildings that represent the 
charm of Sidney and these must be safeguarded as shown in that diagram. 

Beyond this, to the highway, the proposal is for four or five storey buildings.  I am 
concerned how this will look.  For example, if you take a look at the Selkirk area in 
Victoria there are modern buildings, mostly four storeys, good street amenities, trees, 
verges, benches etc.  However, the overall effect is dull, even depressing.  I am 
hopeful this will not be the future of Sidney.  Consider also how the sun, which is in 
the South during business hours, would not easily penetrate to street level and 
outdoor cafes will struggle to survive here.   

You may think by offering a variety of building designs through the zoning by-laws, 
that the above can be solved.  However, the failure of the previous OCP was that it 
gave options to the developer to encourage variety, but developers typically choose 
only the most cost-effective designs that give them the best return and these are 
often big boxes. 

Another way to visualize it is to look at the new Alouette building next to Home 
Hardware.  This is four storeys, not even five, and with the fourth stepped back.  But 
it still appears boxy.  Imagine this replicated all the way to the highway. 
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Consider also the loss of the low rise Best Western Hotel and the loss of the much-
loved Fish on Fifth.  All replaced by large boxy buildings. 

In the OCP diagram I note that 5th to the highway represents fully 40% of the length 
of Beacon Avenue.  Quite a significant portion at the entrance to the town.  Sidney 
deserves a more interesting appearance, particularly at the entry, with hopefully a 
measure of charm and small-town feel. 

I realize we need more density, particularly low-cost rental housing.  For me, I would 
much rather see six stories on Bevan and Mt Baker, than four on Beacon.  

Lastly, I am concerned about the belief we do not need much parking.  Visitors from 
the local area, tourists, and shoppers from North and Central Saanich will most likely 
arrive by car.  We need to accommodate them or we will lose their business.   

Thank you for your efforts to-date, they are much appreciated. 

Yours truly, 

John Windas  
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From: Terry Madsen
To: OCP
Subject: ocp comment
Date: Wednesday, April 06, 2022 4:14:40 PM

Just filled in the survey so this is a repeat....

Something missing from this is subdivision of duplexable lots,
including narrow lots with greater density.

Providing info so that if someone wants to look it up, they have some
specifics.

The nicest place I've ever had was  New Westminster.
Narrow lot, freehold, close to neighbours, but non-strata.

It came to exist by accident:  there were two 22ft(ish) lots, with one
house.  They'd been carved out of the adjacent lots (you need
proportional type for this):

| old lot south |                 |    old lot north   |
| lot south     | carved | carved |    lot north       |

This division took place long ago, there was a 1912 house straddling
the two carved lots.  The carved out bits were never legally
amalgamated.

Then someone came along and moved/lifted the 1912 house, and built a
new house, townhouse style but all on the lot for the other space.

It was great!  No strata issues (there was an easement, since the 1912
house was 30 f wide!), and all the nice stuff of single family with the
compactness of duplex.  I have owned strata before:  the only thing
worse than being on council and dealing with the petty politics is
*not* being on council, and dealing with it anyway.  Strata councils
are a great place for people who want to tell their neighbours how to
live to act out those fantasies!

But otherwise it never seems to happen.  I don't want a duplex. I don't
want a townhouse.  I don't want a 7000 SF lot with a 2000 SF house
either, but given a townhouse as the alternative, I'll take it.

And be careful about what gets approved.  We looked at a place last
year on Swiftsure, looked good, except:

- the shared driveway made it strata (oops)
- the eaves over the shared driveway made it impassable for the
trailer, which was why we were looking for a place in Sidney in the
first place (oops again).

If the issue is that duplex is cheaper than subdivision with separate
narrow lots, then I think that needs to be addressed.

Terry Madsen
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From: Corey Newcomb
To: "Elaine Hicks"
Cc: admin
Subject: RE: Comments on Draft OCP
Date: Thursday, April 07, 2022 3:23:52 PM

Hello Ms. Hicks,
 
Thank you for your follow up comments; these are very helpful and will also be considered carefully.
 
I look forward to your continued feedback as the draft evolves.
 
Sincerely,
Corey
 

From: Elaine Hicks
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2022 4:17 PM
To: Corey Newcomb <cnewcomb@sidney.ca>
Cc: admin <admin@sidney.ca>
Subject: RE: Comments on Draft OCP
 
Dear Mr Newcomb,

Thank you for your careful consideration of my comments.

As you will undoubtedly appreciate only a few points can be addressed in the 350 words of a
letter to the editor, so I will provide some backup.

My letter concentrates on Neighbourhood Residential areas outside the Town core, and also on
the nine Multifamily Residential areas now carved off from them.  “Intensive Neighbourhood
Residential” areas in and near the core are outside my intended scope.  I also have concerns
about Neighbourhood Commercial and Neighbourhood Commercial Policy areas but space did
not allow my letter to address them.

I have inserted my followup comments in indented form below

Elaine Hicks

__________________

Dear Ms. Hicks,
 
Thank you for your submission on the draft OCP; we will review it carefully as the draft
evolves.  Your comments will also be made available to Council when we report back to them
in April.
 
I would like to briefly discuss a few things that you mention in your letter.
 
First, the draft OCP is very much a “gentle, planned growth” document. The majority of the
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areas that are being proposed to be redesignated to “Multi-unit Residential” would be
townhouse-style units and not “four-storey apartments” as your letter suggests.  This is made
clear in policy 4.3.52 of the draft. 

The phrase “should focus” in 4.3.52, while encouraging, is not enough. Four-storey
apartments are by no means ruled out.  Also, the word "majorit" in your paragraph
above worries me.  Would 51% townhouses and 49% high-rises be sufficient focus? 
Would majority be based on number of lots or number of units?
Nothing as specific and (almost) prescriptive as the following sections of the existing
OCP bylaw 1920 has been carried forward: 5.2.1, 5.2.2, 5.3.3(f and g), 5.3.20.  There
are only faint echoes.
The next edition of the OCP needs to be far more explicit and concrete if just
townhouses are what you intended.

The intent of this gentle densification around “Neighbourhood Commercial” designated areas
is to put additional housing opportunities near to established amenities and transportation
corridors to both provide economic support for the commercial uses and to provide non-
vehicle options where people can walk or bike from their home to where they want to go.
Certainly not everyone is able to walk or bike but we would like to provide that option for
people, should they choose to use it.

You raise some interesting points. However, my letter said nothing about
“Neighbourhood Commercial.”

The second thing your letter suggests is that the minimum lot sizes included in the draft is
“extreme densification” this is simply incorrect. Inn fact, the current OCP includes almost
these exact lot sizes, simply stated in a different way.  For example, the current OCP allows
for developments in the “Neighbourhood Residential” designated area of up to 28 units per
hectare (page 26 of the current OCP). Expressed as a lot area, 28 units per hectare allows for
lots as small as 357.5 square meters which the draft OCP has simply rouunded off to an even
350 square meters. This is hardly extreme densification and in any case only represents the
OCP minimum as is currently the case, the Zoning Bylaww further controls lot areas in each
zone, and in no case is the OCP minimum lot area permitted everywhere in Sidney (nor would
this change).

As you say, section 5.3.20 in the current OCP is very clear about the maximum of 28
units per hectare in Neighbourhood Residential areas.  It’s a maximum.  The current
zoning bylaw then reduces this to 20 units per hectare for single-family homes in R1.1
and R2 zones and to 11 units per hectare in R1 zones.  Duplexes are only allowed in
R2 zones and that’s where the current OCP’s 28 comes into play.
Page 15 of the draft OCP allows density as high as 57 units per hectare whether or not
that was your intention.  It specifies a minimum lot size of 350 square metres and the
paragraph clearly applies to both “single detached homes and duplexes” without any
distinction.  Duplexes on 350 square metre lots are a density of 57 units per hectare,
double the density permitted under the current OCP.
If this was not your intention then this section needs to be clarified in a revised OCP to
say what 5.3.20 currently says: 28 units per hectare maximum.

Likewise, the “Intensive Single-Family” designation in the current OCP allows for
developments up to 40 units per hectare for high density single-family. This equates to a
minimum lot area of 250 square meters, exactly what is in the draft OCP. As noted above, the
Zoning Bylaw does specify larger minimum lot areas in each zone this approach is not
proposed to change. The Zoning Bylaw specifies larger lot sizes (such as the 930 square
meters in the R1 zone) in order to fulfill other OCP policy objectives for those areas, even
though the minimum lot area even now in the R1 zone could be as low as 357.5 square meters
(as R1 zone is within the Neighbourhood Residential designation).
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In fact the minimum lot area for most RM zones (Multi-Family Residential) in the current
Zoning Bylaw is 670 square meters this would no longer be possible as it is proposed to
increase in the draft OCP to 750 square meters.

Although your remarks are interesting my letter was not about “Intensive
Neighbourhood Residential” areas or other densification in the core.  And I have
already spoken about R1 in my indented paragraph above.
The slight increase in minimum lot size in the OCP that would be applicable to most
RM zones is only mildly interesting since units per hectare does not directly apply to
them.  FAR, bonus density, and such apply instead.  But as a simplified example, an
RM7 apartment building with a FAR of 2.0 and with apartments of 100 square meter
floor area (85% private occupied space, 15% circulation) corresponds to a density of
200 units per hectare.  This arithmetic applies regardless of lot size. And this could
happen, despite Section 4.3.52, in former R2 neighbourhoods previously limited to 28
units per hectare.  More than seven times the density!
Once again, if this is not your intended outcome, a revised version of the OCP must
clearly say so.

This OCP does not leave anything “up to developers” and I am sorry that you chose not to
confirm some basic facts about the draft OCP with me prior to writing to the newspaper.
Council will always have the authority to approve or not approve any development, zoning, or
OCP change in Sidney. In fact this draft OCP proposes only modest growth in a few key areas
where it makes sense and there are existing or potential services and transportation options
that support that growth. It also provides some modest “mortgage helper” opportunities for
most single-family homeowners in Sidney, something that we heard was strongly desired in
the community engagement feedback.

I have confidence in the accuracy of the “basic facts” reflected in my letter to the
editor.  Indeed, reading your remarks above has strengthened my confidence.  Nor do I
feel an obligation to “clarify” my understanding before writing to the press. An OCP,
even a draft OCP, must stand on its own feet. While one-on-one engagement of
individual citizens with the Town is valuable, and kudos to the Town for doing it,
citizens need forums such as the press which facilitate interactions of citizens with
each other.  Of course, this does mean some loss of control of the narrative by the
Town.
As for leaving things “up to developers” that’s pretty much always the case.  The
Town itself does little development.  At best the Town can encourage and foster the
developments it would like to see through moral suasion, but that’s mostly “pushing on
a string.”  It is developers who take the initiative in bringing projects forward.  The
Town has much more real power to reject or modify development that initiate it, but
that too has limits.
One tool the Town does have is an OCP.  Written too restrictively, it becomes useless
as a planning tool to guide the future of the Town – everything must be handled by an
amendment.  Written too permissively, it becomes useless as a planning tool to guide
the future of the Town – anything is permitted anywhere, and so everything must fall
back to Zoning.  The trick is in finding the Goldilocks middle ground.
Unfortunately, I don’t believe the draft OCP has found the Goldilocks solution.  But
more optimistically, there is still an opportunity to get back on track.

I hope this clarifies some of the concerns that you expressed in your letter. Please let me know
if I can help answer any additional questions you might have.

Once again, thank you for engaging me in this conversation.
Sincerely,

Page 232 of 318



Corey
 
Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning
 

At 2022-04-06 10:49, you wrote:

Dear Ms. Hicks,
 
Thank you for your submission on the draft OCP; we will review it carefully as
the draft evolves.  Your comments will also be made available to Council when
we report back to them in April.
 
I would like to briefly discuss a few things that you mention in your letter.
 
First, the draft OCP is very much a â€œgentle, planned growthâ€  document.
The majority of the areas that are being proposed to be redesignated to â€œMulti-
unit Residentialâ€  would be townhouse-style units and not â€œfour-storey
apartmentsâ€  as your letter suggests.  This is made clear in policy 4.3.52 of the
draft.  The intent of this gentle densification around â€œNeighbourhood
Commercialâ€  designated areas is to put additional housing opportunities near
to established amenities and transportation corridors to both provide economic
support for the commercial uses and to provide non-vehicle options where people
can walk or bike from their home to where they want to go. Certainly not
everyone is able to walk or bike but we would like to provide that option for
people, should they choose to use it. 
 
The second thing your letter suggests is that the minimum lot sizes included in the
draft is â€œextreme densificationâ€  – this is simply incorrect. Inn fact, the
current OCP includes almost these exact lot sizes, simply stated in a different
way.  For example, the current OCP allows for developments in the
â€œNeighbourhood Residentialâ€  designated area of up to 28 units per hectare
(page 26 of the current OCP). Expressed as a lot area, 28 units per hectare allows
for lots as small as 357.5 square meters – which the draft OCP has simply
rouunded off to an even 350 square meters. This is hardly extreme densification
and in any case only represents the OCP minimum– as is currently the case, the
Zoning Bylaww further controls lot areas in each zone, and in no case is the OCP
minimum lot area permitted everywhere in Sidney (nor would this change).
 
Likewise, the â€œIntensive Single-Familyâ€  designation in the current OCP
allows for developments up to 40 units per hectare for high density single-family.
This equates to a minimum lot area of 250 square meters, exactly what is in the
draft OCP. As noted above, the Zoning Bylaw does specify larger minimum lot
areas in each zone – this approach is not proposed to change. The Zoning Bylaw
specifies larger lot sizes (such as the 930 square meters in the R1 zone) in order to
fulfill other OCP policy objectives for those areas, even though the minimum lot
area even now in the R1 zone could be as low as 357.5 square meters (as R1 zone
is within the Neighbourhood Residential designation).
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In fact the minimum lot area for most RM zones (Multi-Family Residential) in the
current Zoning Bylaw is 670 square meters – this would no longer be possible as
it is proposed to increase in the draft OCP to 750 square meters.
 
This OCP does not leave anything â€œup to developersâ€  and I am sorry that
you chose not to confirm some basic facts about the draft OCP with me prior to
writing to the newspaper. Council will always have the authority to approve or not
approve any development, zoning, or OCP change in Sidney. In fact this draft
OCP proposes only modest growth in a few key areas where it makes sense and
there are existing or potential services and transportation options that support that
growth. It also provides some modest â€œmortgage helperâ€  opportunities for
most single-family homeowners in Sidney, something that we heard was strongly
desired in the community engagement feedback.
 
I hope this clarifies some of the concerns that you expressed in your letter. Please
let me know if I can help answer any additional questions you might have.
 
Sincerely,
Corey
 
Corey Newcomb MCIP, RPP | Senior Manager, Long Range Planning
 
Town of Sidney
T 250 655 5428 |C 250 883 0237 | E cnewcomb@sidney.ca | W www.sidney.ca 
SET,TINES – WÌ±SÃ NEÄ† Territory

         
 
 
 
From: Anna Morton 
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2022 9:41 AM
To: OCP <OCP@sidney.ca>
Subject: FW: Comments on Draft OCP
 
Over to you.
 
Cheers,
 
Anna
 
From: Elaine Hicks
Sent: Wednesday, April 6, 2022 9:28 AM
To: admin <admin@sidney.ca>
Subject: Comments on Draft OCP
 
Attached as a pdf are my comments on the Draft OCP.

My comments have also been published in the Victoria News.

Elaine Hicks 
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From: Greg Dickinson
To: External Development Services; admin
Cc:
Subject: 2325 Harbour Road Zoning Amendment
Date: Thursday, April 07, 2022 2:18:26 PM

Good afternoon,
 
Neighborhood stakeholders are discussing a potential change to the zoning classification at 2325
Harbour Road. The discussion is to change this property from R1 Residential to W1.2 Neighborhood
Marine Industrial. The Town website does not include an application for this zoning amendment, but
I understand the Town is receiving feedback for consideration. This email communication is to
confirm our support for this positive change.
 
The property located at 2325 Harbour Road is directly across the street from established industrial
operations. The driveway access to our boat ramp is located directly across Harbour Road, and the
driveway access to our boat storage yard is located directly across Bowden Road. The Marina’s boat
transport equipment travels across the public road in front of this property. There is a significant
amount of heavy equipment and marine trades that operate next to this property.
 
Additionally, the work area on the marina property along Philbrook’s Boatyard is used regularly for
major boat repairs and maintenance. This marine industrial activity has been ongoing here for
several decades. Fortunately, the vast size of the Miraloma property, their dense landscaping and
their parking lot helps buffer the industrial activity from neighboring residents.
 
Changing the designation from R1 Residential to W1.2 Neighborhood Marine Industrial at 2325
Harbour Road is appropriate. The lot would make an excellent transition from the industrial activity
before reaching the multi-family residential units located further along Harbour Road. This additional
buffer as W1.2 Neighborhood Marine Industrial between the outlying residential properties and the
established W1 zone is logical, and would mitigate any negative experiences as a new residential
property versus a new commercial property. This is an extremely rare opportunity – once in a
lifetime - to establish this additional buffer for all stakeholders.
 
The street can easily accommodate any minor change to vehicle traffic. The current property owner
already accommodates several vehicles in multiple rental suites. The Miraloma property, that is also
directly across the street, is a Comprehensive Development Zone that has discontinued their hotel
business. This decrease in hotel traffic should simply offset any minor increase in vehicles from a
new commercial operation at 2325 Harbour Road.
 
The Official Community Plan supports the growth and development of the Harbour Road Marine
Industrial Zone. Additional commercial activity would enhance the marine services offered to local
recreational boaters, create local jobs and increase the property tax revenue for the Town under the
proposed classification.
 
This property should be designated W1.2 to accommodate marine related businesses. This change
makes good sense.
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Thank you for considering our comments and our support for this positive change to help enhance
the Harbour Road Marine Industrial Zone.
 
Kind regards,
 
Greg Dickinson, Bcom
President
VAN ISLE MARINA
 
250 656 1138  |  Sidney, BC  |  48 40' 31" North  123 22' 30" West
vanislemarina.com  |  Follow us on Twitter & Instagram  |  Like us on Facebook
 
NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY
This e-mail is confidential and may contain privileged information.  If you have received this e-mail in error (i) contact the sender, (ii)
delete the e-mail; and (iii) you are hereby
notified that your receipt of this e-mail is not intended to waive privilege or the confidentiality of the communication.  Any unauthorized
use or disclosure is prohibited.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Proposed OCP
Date: Thursday, April 07, 2022 7:51:41 AM

We live at    In broad terms, we support the proposed OCP.
 
However, the property located at 2325 Bowden Road is being proposed to be rezoned to
‘Harbour Road Marine Industrial’ and we vehemently disagree with that proposed change
from the original OCP designation of RES-1 (recently re-zoned to RES-3 for a proposed
small condominium building) for the following reasons:

1. Zero consultation with the neighbourhood was involved in this change of designation
- it was not highlighted and was discovered by chance when the new draft OCP map
was published.

2. This property immediately abuts residential properties on both sides (south and
east).

3. When the property on Harbour Road across Bowden road (to the west) from the
above-noted residential property was developed by Van Isle Marina (also adjacent to
residential lots), it was re-zoned to be a “yacht park’.  It was falsely promised by Van
Isle Marina to solely be a place where boats were stored - but has become what can
only be described an open industrial area with the associated noise, dust and fumes
of grinding, painting, etc., apparently unencumbered by any restriction under the by-
laws, much to the detriment of the neighbourhood.   

4. The recently proposed extensions to the Roberts Bay  ‘Environmentally Sensitive
Development Permit Areas’ are generally supported by my neighbours … this new
area includes the property at 2325 Bowden Road - ‘environmentally sensitive’ is the
very opposite to ‘marine industrial’ - absolutely no marine industry should be
contemplated in an environmentally sensitive area.

 
We add our names to those opposing the change in the Land Use Plan to include 2325
Bowden as ‘Harbour Road Marine Industrial’; and instead request that the OCP retains the
current land use as Residential.
Brian & Cathy Genge
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From: Roger Bailey
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: OCP Zoning 2325 Bowden
Date: Friday, April 08, 2022 12:13:58 PM

Hello Corey

Why is 23255 Bowden changed to Marine Industrial in the draft OCP? It is also included in
the Environmentally Sensitive Area and currently zoned R1 Single Family. The current use is
residential multifamily.These classifications are in conflict. It should be zoned residential. As
a neighbour I hate to see the marine industrial area expand across Bowden. Please the use
residential,

Roger Bailey
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From: Karen Whyte
To: OCP
Subject: Over-densification in current “Neighbourhood Residential” land use areas
Date: Friday, April 08, 2022 1:40:28 PM

Sidney, B.C. 
                                                                                                   April 8, 2022
Mayor & Council
Town of Sidney
2440 Sidney Ave
Sidney, B.C. V8L 1V7

Dear Mayor & Council,

As 40+ year residents at this location we appreciate the opportunity to “weigh in” on this FIRST draft of the new
OCP.

We did attend the the Open House presented by the Town Planners. We were initially impressed by the both
thoughtfulness & professionalism exhibited. However, we did become alarmed by the scope of the changes into
eight areas currently designated as “Residential Neighborhood “ & converts them into “Multi-unit Residential”,
allowing for increasing density of population growth multiple times.

The area of utmost concern to us is the Cedarwood Motel site & the proposed large development that GMC & Chard
developers have indicated. If this new draft were to proceed, it will adversely affect the lives of many surrounding
neighborhoods. We are experiencing at this time precisely how pile driving for the last month has shaken
our foundations creating who knows what kinds of damage to our buildings by the much smaller condo building “
The Rise on 5th”.  Not withstanding how our mental health fares.

This giant development will take many years whilst under construction & then add potentially up to 176 new
residences - equaling 400+ new neighbours & hundreds of cars. All accessible only on Weiler. This is unacceptable. 

The way that the OCP depicts the changes in alignment exactly as the developers creates a question as to an obvious
collaboration between those two parties. What does this leave the concerned parties in the direct area to think of our
input & involvement in this entire process? We do understand that height restrictions etc would need be addressed
by council, but our issues obviously will be a small component it would appear.

Enabling the developers with the opportunity that these new designations provide, allows the ability for the
developers to over-build much easier. Of course this increases their profit margins & the Town of Sidney’s coffers
while satisfying the obvious housing demands for the peninsula. However, it does not address any affordable
housing component that this desirable area obviously does not fill & never will. 

Perhaps, if the new OCP is not re-written regarding these areas of concern, the only avenue for some of us not
accepting such a change of charm & character of our once quaint town will be to move. The over-densification 
possibilities of the changes to “Multi-unit Residential” outside of the downtown core is unnecessary, unreasonable
& untenable.

We look forward to a revised OCP.

Regards,

Karen Whyte
Trevor Harton

Sent from my iPad
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From: Laura O"Neill
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: SIDNEY OCP
Date: Saturday, April 09, 2022 4:38:01 PM

To Whom it may concern

I live  on Harbour Road and am perplexed at the change of use on a
property close by, which appears to be currently under consideration by the Town.

The letter from the Town that was delivered to property owners in the area, dated March 10,
2022, relative to the OCP, included a diagram entitled "Schedule D". This plan illustrates
"Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit Areas". My property is within the "Marine
Foreshore Area" and is in the zone of properties outlined in red, proposed to be added to the
ESA's. The site at 2325 Bowden Road is within the same zone. There are no industrial use
areas within this proposed designation. In Schedule D, all of those (coloured purple) areas are
residential. As an architect, I appreciate the clarity of zoning illustrated in Schedule D. There is
no indication of Marine Industrial on this diagram.

However, your Draft OCP Schedule A, indicates an extension of Harbour Road Marine
Industrial across Bowden Road into the Multi-unit Residential zone. There is no explanation
and there was no consultation that I am aware of to make this change. I am hoping that this is
in fact an error.

Should this be under serious consideration, I wish to register my strongest opposition to this
proposed change. The Town has permitted Van Isle Marina's "Yacht Park" across Harbour
Road and backing onto residential areas, to the detriment of all residents in the area. The
noise and traffic generated by this "park", which has in effect turned into a maintenance area,
is significant and has been an ongoing source of concern and aggravation for the residents of
the area.

The multi-unit residentially zoned areas are densely populated and home to many residents
in this area of Sidney. I ask that the Town of Sidney respect the integrity of this residential
area and prevent any further creep of the so called "light industrial" uses of the Harbour Road
Marine Industrial areas into our precinct.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide my input.

Yours Truly
Laura O’Neill

Sidney 
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From: Dermot O"Neill
To: OCP
Cc: Corey Newcomb
Subject: Change of Use: Bowden Road
Date: Saturday, April 09, 2022 11:23:15 AM

Good Morning

I am writing to submit my concern regarding a change of use policy under
consideration by the Town of Sidney. The change of use relates to a site at
2325 Bowden Road. I live at a property called The Breakwater which is very
close to Bowden Road. Hence my concern.

It has been brought to my attention that the Town of Sidney intends to reverse
a zoning designation for this site from “Environmentally Sensitive Development
Permit Area” to “Harbour Road Marine Industrial” This is an inappropriate
change of use for a residential site. It currently contains an aging condominium
building. The Town recently approved a new condominium building for this
site. So the proposed change is a surprise and somewhat perplexing.

To the immediate west of this site Van Isle Marina has built what it refers to as
a “yacht park” also adjacent to residential lots. A “yacht park” may have a
pleasant sound to it. This “yacht park” is in fact operating as an open boat
maintenance yard. Van Isle Marina falsely promised that the site would be
used only for storing boats. It has become an open industrial area generating
noise, dust and fumes from grinding, painting etc. apparently unencumbered
by any restriction under the by-laws, much to the detriment of the
neighbourhood. This activity has also created another problem i.e. increased
traffic. Boat owners come and go from the site regularly on a daily basis
leaving their vehicles parked wherever they can. Harbour Road has become a
mess of vehicles as a result.

I am extremely concerned with the expansion of industrial activity creeping
into our residential area. There should be no further industrial activity beyond
the eastern boundary of the Van Isle Marina industrial park. A stand alone
industrial site such as is proposed for 2325 Bowden Road would be poor
zoning in my opinion. Also, there now has to be an appropriate show of
concern from the Town of Sidney for home owners in the area.
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Sincerely,
Dermot O’Neill

Sidney 
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Sidney BC  

April 9, 2022 

Mayor & Council 
Town of Sidney 
2440 Sidney Ave 
Sidney, BC  V8L 1Y7 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

Subject:  OCP Feedback: Housing Economics in Sidney 

Housing Crisis 

We all know there’s a housing crisis.  Many people can’t afford to buy a home or even rent one.  It’s not just an 
economics issue, it’s a major social justice issue.  An indictment of our society in failing to provide an essential 
underpinning of fulfilled and productive human lives: good housing.  And the problem is rapidly getting worse, 
not better, as home prices soar and with the possibility of higher interest rates. 

Broadly speaking, there are only a few main paths to owning a home in Sidney, the CRD, Vancouver, or 
southwest BC generally: 

 Living in a home already bought long ago when prices were much lower 
 Moving up or across from an existing owned home to a different one. 
 Inheriting a home (or a potful of estate cash) 
 Having two high-income earners, generally of the managerial or professional classes 
 Being a wealthy retiree or retiree couple 
 Winning the lottery, or otherwise being or becoming filthy rich  

There may be a few other unusual ways I’ve left out but the above covers most of the main ones. Renting is 
broadly similar: be wealthy to begin with or be making a lot of money. 

If you don’t fit into the above, owning is impossible and even renting is going to be a very hard squeeze.  And 
this doesn’t even begin to look at the other hard painful decisions and lifestyle distortions that result: scrimping 
and saving, postponing a family, and so forth. 

What can Sidney do to alleviate this? Sadly, not very much. 

Impossible is a very harsh and painful word.  And it smacks of defeatism, of hopelessly giving up.  But nobody 
has come up with a real solution yet rather than just tinkering around the edges.  Wishful thinking isn’t a 
substitute for looking reality straight in the face.  Nor is writing an OCP with feel-good provisions that don’t have 
a chance of making a dent in the problem.  Heart-breaking though it is, impossible is the right word. 

Well, not quite.  There is a chance.  Huge, and I do mean huge, subsidies from senior governments (Fed & BC) or 
major charities, or sweat equity from Habitat for Humanity or such.  The new $10 billion (spread over 5 years) 
from the federal government, while somewhat helpful, is way too small.  Municipal tax holidays and such, while 
nice, are trivial (municipal taxes are only about a half percent of assessed value). 
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Don’t count on developers.  Developers aren’t altruists; they don’t do subsidies.  They exist to make a profit.  
Loss leaders from developers like reduced-rent or rent-to-own are mere marketing.  Such loss-leader marketing 
costs will be clawed back somewhere else in their proposals. 

Let’s look at one cherished idea that has been heavily promoted by planners: live/work.  Let’s not kid each other. 
The couple working on Beacon Ave in Home Hardware or Thrifty’s is going to find it impossible to buy a home in 
Sidney unless they’ve already bought one long ago or have recently won the lottery. 

Why Move to Sidney? 

Why move to Sidney?  Because it’s a wonderful place: to live, to work, to raise a family, to retire.  It exudes 
charm and character, as well as providing all the amenities and services one could ask for, from schools, to 
shopping, to entertainment, to dining, to recreation, to outdoor pursuits, and on and on. 

Because Sidney is so attractive, buying or renting here carries a premium.  Read that again: Sidney’s housing is 
more expensive - expensive for good reason. 

And because Sidney is so attractive many people would like to move here. This raises a quandary.  To what 
extent should Sidney change to enable more folks to move here if doing so means destroying the very charm 
and character of the Town which attracted them and which current Sidney residents so cherish? 

Especially since, from an affordable housing perspective, it won’t work! 

Some Numbers about Housing Costs 

The draft OCP only speaks in soothing platitudes. Here is reality clearly laid out. 

Broadly speaking, there are three categories of purchased homes across the CRD: single-family homes (and 
duplexes), townhouses, and condos.  Here are the latest benchmark figures (April 1 2022) from the Victoria Real 
Estate Board for the three housing categories: 

Municipality Condo Townhouse Single-Family 
  Sidney 604,600 877,600 1,031,100 
  Colwood 477,800 696,100 1,060,400 
  Sooke 445,400 647,800 887,500 

 

This table drives the following message home: Condos in Sidney, the most affordable housing type, are more 
than 26% more expensive than condos in Colwood, a difference of $126,800.  The difference for Sooke is even 
greater. No amount of developer subsidies or incentives (even if they were real) could possibly bridge this gulf. 

If the CRD is serious about moving towards the goal of affordable housing, in the sense of making it as widely 
and as cheaply available as possible, then developers should be strongly encouraged (including by incentives in 
the Regional Planning Strategy and in municipal OCPs) to build condos in Colwood, Langford, Metchosin, and 
Sooke.  There, rather than in Sidney, is where the social benefit of affordable housing is not quite so far out of 
reach.  More social benefit bang for the buck. 

Of course, there would be tradeoffs.  For instance, commute distances for some might increase (Although folks 
in the Vancouver area would laugh at what the CRD considers a long commute.)  I suggest that issues like 
commute distances would be better addressed directly such as by improved public transport. 
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But suppose a couple did want to buy a benchmark condo in Sidney, what would it take? (And for the moment 
let’s ignore that newly-built condos are more expensive than the current benchmarks above. Moreover, if house 
price trends continue, future prices will be even higher, perhaps much higher.) 

Well, they’d have to qualify with the bank (or other financial institution) using the federally mandated 5.25% 
mortgage “hurdle rate” and the maximum 25-year amortization (also mandated). Assuming a 10% down 
payment, the couple would need a household annual income (before tax) of about $130,000.  For comparison, 
the draft OCP (Section 1.3, page 8) quotes Sidney’s median annual household income as $63,840 (although it’s a 
stale number and there are both better and more recent alternatives.) 

Holy cow, the qualifying income of our hypothetical couple must be more than double Sidney’s quoted median 
family income!  That’s how far out of reach from “affordable” a condo in Sidney is. 

Townhouses, being considerably more expensive than condos, are even further out of reach.  As for single-
family houses, well, you get the point. 

What about Rental Housing? 

In what follows I’m not talking about mom-and-pop secondary-suite rentals and such.  Those do work although 
there’s seldom enough of them.  Instead I’m talking about medium- and large-scale purpose-built rental homes.  
Mostly high rise apartments but perhaps some townhouse developments as well. 

For simplicity of exposition, let’s talk about multi-storey highrises.  A multi-storey highrise will be built pretty 
much the same whether its “dwelling units” will be sold or rented.  (A rental building may cut a few corners on 
trim and unit floor area, but the foregoing sentence is still a very good first approximation.) 

That means that the building will cost about the same to construct, and it must generate enough revenue to give 
the developer a handsome profit above that, whether the units are sold or rented.  There is no magic that would 
make rental units significantly cheaper than sold units in an overall economic sense.  That’s the main takeaway. 

Developers generally prefer sold units over rental units.  Here are some reasons: 

 Sold units allow a developer to use his preferred practice: Invest some money, borrow the rest, build the 
development, sell the condos, use the proceeds to recover its original stake and pay the bank off and 
also make a handsome profit.  Then do it again.  And again.  A cycle of perhaps 2 or 3 years depending 
on the project scale. 

 Rental units are much less attractive to a developer.  The first three stages are the same: invest some 
money, borrow the rest, and then build the development.  The problem with rentals is after that point it 
takes a long time for the developer to get his money back out, possibly decades. His own money is tied 
up (along with his borrowing power at the bank) and his profit comes slowly over an extended time.  
That makes it much harder to do the tight “build, sell, repeat” cycle a developer prefers. 

 Rental units have another big problem from a developer’s point of view: rent increases are capped and 
outside his control – maximum profit has a hard ceiling.  Sold units are not capped – the sky’s the limit 
on their selling price and his profit. 

Broadly speaking, developers have two ways around their “rental is unattractive” problem: 

 Sell the whole building to some institutional entity such as an insurance company which is willing to take 
its profits slowly.  The institutional entity then rents out the units (probably hiring a management 
company).  By doing so the developer gets his money out quickly just as if he sold the units one by one.  
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The limit to this method is finding enough institutions who want to do this.  And it does increase the 
rental rates that renters will pay because now two entities – the developer and the institution – want to 
make a profit from the same project. 

 This next developer option, a very common one unfortunately, is the true “dark side.”  It involves the 
developer renting out the units for a time (perhaps 5 or 10 years under a covenant with the Town) and 
then selling them.  This option deserves closer analysis! 

The last developer option, the “dark side” one, appears to be about rentals, but it’s really not.  It’s a type of 
“delayed sale” arrangement. 

The first thing to note is that multi-storey highrises have an economic and physical life of between 40 and 70 
years.  Let’s say 50 for convenience.  A five-year rental covenant only covers 10 percent of the building’s lifetime 
impact on Sidney. What about the other 90 percent? 

The dark side option, rental covenants, is a marketing ploy directed at gullible and credulous Councils.  Will 
those Councils, like a crack addict, do anything in the short term for a “fix” even if it means destroying the long 
term? In the worst possible case, some politicians whose idea of the very long term is the four year election 
cycle might cynically buy into this. 

While a developer would prefer to sell the units as soon as construction is finished, he may grudgingly agree to 
rent them out for a limited period of time if that’s the only way he can get a Council to let him build his project.  
In a market in which the selling price of housing units is rapidly rising, this may be an acceptable “second best 
choice” to a developer.  By waiting five years he will make an even more enormous profit than he would with a 
quick sale.   In the meantime, rentals will cover his “carrying costs” until the time when the units can be sold. At 
least he won’t have cashflow problems.  But he’s under no illusions – the projects he builds are meant to be sold 
not rented.  Even under torture he would never agree to “rental in perpetuity” (that would require fallback to 
the “institution” strategy described earlier). 

So where’s the problem with the developer’s “deferred sale” option? 

It’s a time bomb!  It a “social catastrophe in waiting!” In five years when the covenant expires and those rental 
units go up for sale, dozens, perhaps hundreds, of Sidney residents will be dumped onto the street!  A very 
avoidable social catastrophe! 

Yours truly, 

M. Gerald Moffatt, P.Eng. 
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From: Malcolm Falconer
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: OCP First Draft
Date: Saturday, April 09, 2022 10:55:30 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png

Good Morning Corey,

Thank you for the continued effort to advance the OCP process to the draft stage. I have
shared the request for additional input from other members of the community. I have read the
submissions from FOSH and Roberts Bay Residents Association and I agree wholeheartedly
with their submissions.
My particular interest has been maintaining the health of our marine environment. More
particularly, the oversight and control of Private mooring Buoys. (PMB).
The more I have become engaged in this process the more I have come to the realization that
the municipalities are being solely tasked to manage their affairs regarding PMB's.
Clear direction and strong wording are required to ensure that the enforceability and success of
future municipal initiatives on our marine environment are achievable.

I would like to comment on three areas of the Draft OCP. 

DPA’s, Environmentally Sensitive Areas "300 meter zoning", and partnering with First
Nations.
 
      1. Development Permit Areas
 
OCP Draft, Page 2 introduction:

Development Permit Area (DPA) guidelines help manage the form and character of
Commercial and Intensive/ Multi-unit Residential development and maintain quality
standards as a condition of Development Permit approval. Additionally, DPAs guide
development in environmentally sensitive areas terms of riparian, aquatic, marine and
terrestrial ecosystems for both protection against hazards and protection of the
environment. 

The above indicates why it is so important to have all 300 meter zoning and all of the SHMBS
as environmentally sensitive areas. DPA’s are the primary tool that controls private mooring
buoys and undesirable commercial development.
With regards to the Harbour Road Industrial Area, any new development into the water would
require Provincial approval through FLNRO and an LOO or Water Lease. They will include
environmental impact considerations. All previous marina developments have had
environmental oversight. I refer to the 1981 review done by FLNRO for both Sidney and
North Saanich. This review indicates eel grass and other considerations and yet a major
expansion to all 4 marinas was approved.    I believe we can have strong wording regarding
environmental protection classification that respects our marine ecosystems and still advance
good developments. 
https://www.for.gov.bc.ca/hfd/library/documents/bib71190.pdf

Page 247 of 318



All marine zoning within the 300 meter marine zoning.

Please add a third classification to Environmental Sensitive Areas, 

Page 3 Policy Structure:
properties designated in the Town of Sidney as being within a Development Permit
Area (as stated in 5.2 Designation) must go through the Development Permit
application approval process, unless specified in the exemptions. All applications will
be evaluated with respect to compliance with the General Guidelines. Depending on
the development’s designated use and location there are areas of the town where
multiple Development Permit Areas will overlap and where multiple sets of guidelines
will apply.
 
The guidelines are structured as follows:

2. Environmentally Sensitive Areas
 Marine Foreshore 
Riparian

Please add: All Marine Zoning within the 300 meter allocation. 

Page 4 
This map must be changed to include 300 meter marine zoning

Page 17
If this next statement is true then the OCP must have clear guidelines in the
DPA process to protect them.
 

Open Space
Designations

Marine
Open water surrounding the shoreline providing a
range of marine- related uses such as boating,
recreation and fishing. The natural environment
and marine ecosystems are a fundamental feature
of this designation that require protection and
enhancement.

Park 

To provide for a range of active and passive parks,
recreational facilities, trails, beach accesses
accessible to the general public, and to protect the

natural environment and habitat areas. 

3. Partner with the W SANEC First Nations

Figure 4: Land Use Table 
Page 28

3. 4.2.7. Partner with the W SANEC First Nations to identify
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areas where clam gardens can be restored within Sidney and
to support clam garden restoration projects on the Saanich
Peninsula. Include interpretive signs of any new/existing
marine/sea gardens to educate the public on these important
cultural features.

I strongly support this initiative in a meaningful way. It would go along way in
good faith to repair the damage done to a traditional food source. All the more
reason to protect the 300 meter zoning with DPA’s.

Thanks Kindly for your considerations,
Malcolm Falconer 
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From: Loren Acker
To: OCP; Corey Newcomb
Subject: OCP Input Re: 2325 Bowden Road
Date: Saturday, April 09, 2022 10:58:15 AM

Dear Town of Sidney, 

We are surprised and shocked to learn that the Proposed OCP
has indicated a rezoning of the residential property at 2325
Bowden Road to “Harbour Road Marine Industrial”.

Most of Thumb Point is designated in Schedule D of the
Proposed OCP as an "Environmentally Sensitive D.P. Area”. 
Any rezoning of 2325 Bowden to  “Harbour Road Marine
Industrial” would be contrary to this intent.  Surely the Town
recognizes this dichotomy.  We have always supported
Environmental Protection in Sidney and would be most
displeased to see the Town’s efforts to be weakened in any
way.

As well,  the property on Harbour Road across Bowden Road
(to the west) was developed by Van Isle Marina (also adjacent
to many residential lots, on AllBay Road and Harbour Road),
as a “Yacht Park”.    It was  promised by VanIsle Marina to
solely be a place where boats were stored, but has become
what can only be described as an open industrial area with the
associated noise, dust and fumes of grinding, painting, etc.,
apparently unencumbered by any restriction under the Town’s
by-laws, much to the suffering and property degradation of the
neighbourhood and especially the adjacent property owners.  

VanIsle Marina's profits increase, in part, through billed
services performed at the yacht park and it competes with long
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established, other boat services (a creeping threat to these
smaller, respected and trusted smaller businesses, many of
which are owned by local Sidney residents).   This proposed
rezoning would provide VanIsle Marina with a further
competitive advantage.  It does not seem appropriate for this
rezoning change to disadvantage other smaller local businesses
and profit one specific business.

VanIsle Marina has in the past attempted to permanently block
or remove Bowden Road. We expect that any extension of
“Harbour Road Marine Industrial” would provoke them to
attempt blocking or removing the Road again to create a
contiguous industrial area.   

We and other local residents of Harbour Road have often been
inconvenienced by the hauling of boats across this intersection.
Any expansion of this type of industrial work would only
exacerbate this situation.  Of particular concern is any
interference with the access of Emergency Services Vehicles
and Community Support Worker Services to the many
residents of Harbour Road who live to the south or north of 
Bowden Road, many of whom are older residents needing
more frequent access to health and community support
services.   Any extension of the industrial area is bound to
create more boat moving, plus more marine service and
delivery vehicles on Bowden and Harbour Road, with
subsequent traffic blockages).  VanIsle’s current yellow
Warning Lights, which are often continually flashing even
when not hauling boats, testifies to this and only serves Van
Isle Marina’s  need for easier use and self-serving purposes.

We trust that you will seriously consider these objections and
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make the necessary changes to the Proposed OCP to reflect
them, specifically abandoning the proposed Rezoning.  Please
retain the current Zoning designation and preserve the very
important provision of residential housing in our area.

Sincerely, 

Dr. and Mrs. Loren Acker 
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From: Diane Kettner
To: Corey Newcomb
Subject: 2325 Bowden Avenue
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2022 6:08:03 PM

Dear Mr. Newcomb
Council deserves high credit for the excellent developments on Resthaven, the most recent
being Melville Parkside.  Single family residences have been replaced by well designed
multiple housing units providing badly needed homes.

The property at 2325 is currently housing a number of residents.  Council's Schedule D clearly
shows this site to be residential and within the protected Marine Foreshore Area.   Draft OCP
Schedule A shows this property is to become part of Harbour Road Marine.  This is a
clear contravention of Sched D.
Another noisy storage/maintenance yard replaces residential housing.   This would be
shameful.

This site is perfect for a multiple unit housing development.  Please remember how many
families need to find a home.  

Sincerely,
Diane Kettner

Sidney, 
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From: dwain ruckle
To: OCP
Subject: EV Charging station
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2022 4:11:18 PM

Having just read the Friday April 8, full page story in the Time Colonist " B.C tops in rate of
EV sales" I would like to suggest that the Town of Sidney explore the possibility of a Tesla
charging station for a small portion of an existing downtown parking lot. Given the close
proximity to the Ferries and the airport I think it would attract ev drivers to the downtown, 
rather than just passing by.  Tesla is currently expanding their charging network, they
prefabricate to a certain extent reducing construction time lines. There does seem to be a
greater number of these vehicles "Teslas" than any other and the Tesla  charging stations are
available for use by other brands. I did review the previous OCP, lots of good intentions in the
new plan as well, everything takes time to evolve. Looking forward to a more pedestrian
friendly vibrant downtown. 
Keep up the good work.
Cheers Dwain
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Sidney BC   

April 10, 2022 

Mayor & Council 
Town of Sidney 
2440 Sidney Ave 
Sidney, BC  V8L 1Y7 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

Subject:  OCP Feedback: Wrapping Up 

Comments on Section 1.2, History of Sidney 

Section 1.2 of the draft OCP presents the history of Sidney.  In the spirit of Santayana’s “Those who 
cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it” let’s look closer at a more recent part of that 
history, 2014-2018, the tenure of the previous Town administration under Mayor Price. 

That administration was characterized by some egregiously bad decisions intermixed with other just 
ordinarily bad ones.  That administration (not all Council, mostly the Mayor and some henchmen) was 
arrogant, willful, and deaf to any and all resident input, despite overflow crowds of protesting residents.  
Then Mr and now Mayor McNeil-Smith was among the vocal opponents of some of those terrible 
decisions.  

Among the worst: Extreme over-densification downtown of which the Old Firehall site is a major 
example; Gateway/Sidney Crossing; the foisting on residents of the West Side Local Area Plan which 
threw the Galaran neighbourhood under the bus.  Some of these decisions were so bad that the current 
Town administration attempted to undo them (e.g., Old Firehall).  We will live with the sequelae of 
those bad decisions for many years, such as the crippling of the Town’s borrowing power which hampers 
some options for current issues such as Sidney’s Wharf. 

The 2018 municipal election was essentially a referendum on these issues.  Over-densification and 
excessive development were resoundingly repudiated, as was deafness to residents.  Mayor Price was 
not just defeated, he was humiliated - only 20% of the popular vote. 

This new draft OCP was a chance to start with a clean sheet of paper. Instead it has fallen considerably 
short by not applying those important lessons from the recent past. 

Over-densification downtown has been abandoned (kudos to Town planners) but unfortunately over-
densification has instead been “exported” to residential areas in the form of nine new “islands” of Multi-
unit Residential land use (as well as Neighbourhood Commercial and Neighbourhood Commercial Policy 
areas). 

Instead of a fresh look, the draft OCP doubles down on the West Side LAP.  The Gateway site remains 
unchanged (yes, there may be agreements such as MOU/MOAs in place here, but still the OCP could 
send a “signal” of where the Town would like to go).  And the draft OCP sedulously ignores any potential 
impact from an interchange at Beacon Ave and the Pat Bay highway on either the Galaran or Gateway 
areas – wilful blindness and a gigantic planning omission. 
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Comments on Section 1.4, Sidney Tomorrow 

I have already written a long letter about Section 1.4.  This recaps a few highpoints. 

A population forecast is not the voice of inexorable Fate.  It is a mere extrapolation of what may happen 
if we stay on “cruise control.”  But we can choose to step on the accelerator or the brake instead.  
Sidney can decide if it wants fast growth, slow growth, or no growth.  And what type of growth where. 

We don’t have to become an archipelago of highrise islands scattered randomly in existing single- and 
two-family neighbourhoods. 

Comments on Section 1.5, Regional Context 

I have already written a long letter about Section 1.5.  This recaps a few highpoints. 

Our mandatory population commitments under the CRD’s Regional Growth Strategy have already been 
met.  Of course there are many other considerations and pressures, not just from the CRD but also from 
the Province.  We should carefully consider them but without acting as if there’s a gun to our head.  We 
must consider how well these pressures align with Sidney’s own goals and lean heavily in terms of 
resolving competing objectives in favour of Sidney. 

We don’t have to become an archipelago of highrise islands scattered randomly in existing single- and 
two-family neighbourhoods. 

The draft OCP - What it gets Right or Wrong  

Writing a new OCP is a complex process: residential uses, commercial uses, industrial uses, parking (local 
and downtown), transport (including public transit, auto, bicycle, scooter, foot, etc.), demographics 
(oldsters vs young families), environment, and on and on.  But regarding residential use, the starting 
point largely reduces to: How much should Sidney’s population grow - fast or slow?  And where and in 
what type of housing will we put them? 

The draft OCP gets many things right.  But residential land use is an area I think it gets wrong.  How did 
this happen? 

Use the wrong data, and you get wrong answers.  Use the wrong assumptions, and you get wrong 
answers.  Ask the wrong questions, and you get wrong answers.  Even ask the right questions but 
interpret the responses wrong, and you get wrong answers. 

I have already examined sections 1.2, 1.4, and 1.5 regarding wrong data and assumptions.  Let’s move 
on to the “questions” aspect. 

The Town has gone to extraordinary lengths to inform residents and to seek their input, even 
overcoming the difficulties caused by Covid.  Town planners deserve high praise for this. 

However, one problem is the extent to which this draft OCP may have been crafted “top down” or 
“bottom up.”  To some degree, perhaps unintentionally, the Town may have floated their own ideas for 
“ratification,” rather than being sufficiently attentive to what Sidney residents actually want.  The Town 
may have interpreted what was said as endorsing those Town ideas.  Confirmation Bias is a powerful 
psychological force – one that’s hard to recognize in oneself. 

Here are some examples. I make no pretence of being fair or even-handed here, but, though 
exaggerated, the points ring true. 
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 First and most obviously, there has been no public “clamouring” for nine new very-high-density 
Multi-unit Residential land use areas.  Council knows these will be vociferously opposed – they 
even insisted that written notifications be sent out so neighbours won’t be completely 
blindsided.  So why are they in the draft OCP?  So much for bottom up. 
 

 Town planners were enthusiastic about the idea of the “5-minute-walk” neighbourhood. It’s not 
a bad idea in itself but the devil is in the details.  That led to questions like, “How do you feel 
about a neighbourhood coffee-shop within walking distance?”  Residents responded, “Yeah, 
that could be nice.”  However, if residents had been asked, “How do you feel about a 
neighbourhood coffee-shop near you if it is housed in a new 4-storey highrise with several other 
new highrises all around?” the answer would have been, “Hell no!” 
 

 Residents were asked, “Are you in favour of affordable housing?”  Of course, they answered, 
“Yes.” What else would anyone say?  This seems to have been interpreted as “We have a 
mandate from the people” for four-storey highrises everywhere in previously single- and two-
family neighbourhoods. 

Developers and the draft OCP 

Developers are the engine of growth.  But a car doesn’t just need an engine, it also needs a steering 
wheel and brakes.  Developers must be guided towards desirable outcomes and stopped from bad ones 
if we want to reach our destination.  OCP and Zoning bylaws are the steering wheel and brakes.  And 
Council must master the vehicle controls and use them wisely. 

Developers are not a constituency to which Council is responsible; they are instead a resource to be 
managed.  A very valuable resource – managing them doesn’t have to be adversarial or heavy-handed, 
but, mismanaged, developers can be as dangerous as a chainsaw in the wrong hands. 

For better or worse we live in a capitalist society.  Developers are businessmen whose main goal is 
profit.  That doesn’t make them evil, it just means that Council must “steer” them towards the Town’s 
goals, and “put the brakes on” when a development would be contrary to those goals. 

When looking at a potential project developers ask themselves: If I build it, can I sell the units, and will I 
make a profit? 

 “If I build it” involves not just assembling the project components (land, financing, materials, 
labour, and so forth) but also the necessary approvals.  That’s where Council comes in, including 
its OCP tool. 

 “Can I sell it” means exactly that.  From a developer’s point of view, if it will sell at some price, 
however high, to somebody, then that meets their concept of “affordable housing” - very 
different from the concept that most folks hold.  And in today’s market any unit will sell. 

 “Will I make a profit” is virtually guaranteed in today’s market.  So a developer then asks how 
and where it can make the biggest profit.  It doesn’t matter whether it’s highrises or 
townhouses, or in Sidney or Colwood or Oak Bay. 

Developers must be managed!  And a well-drafted OCP is a good place to start! 

Drafting the draft OCP. 

One broadly applicable principle of modern law is: What isn’t forbidden is permitted. 
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With that principle in mind, consider the “Multi unit Residential” land use category in the draft OCP 
(page 15): 

To provide multi-level apartment buildings, townhouses, and residential care facilities, at a 
minimum lot size of 750 square metres.  

To a developer that means he is permitted to build enormous multi-story highrises in any of the nine 
Multi-unit Residential, perhaps even, in time, covering the whole of such an area.  Hopelessly weak 
provisions such as 4.3.52 that such land use areas “should focus” on townhouses, etc. are nearly 
worthless to prevent this.  

How do we know that developers will propose such enormous highrises?  Because they already have!  
There’s an enormous five-storey development proposed for the Galaran neighbourhood, and multi-
storey highrises are also featured in a developer’s concept for the Cedarwood site, a proposal which has 
been aggressively promoted to Sidney residents. 

Similarly “Neighbourhood Commercial” must not allow a developer to build a strip mall with an 
enormous multi-storey highrise piled on top.  Sidney residents expect this land use category will instead 
be more in line with Mary’s Bleue Moon Café or the Fish O Chip shop at Resthaven and Malaview.  The 
OCP should say so. 

Sure, we could keep the wishy-washy draft OCP as it is and just let everything fall back to a dogfight at 
the Zoning amendment stage, but in that case why even bother having an OCP? 

The next version of the OCP must be much more clear and specific about what isn’t permitted! 

Summary 

We don’t have to become an archipelago of highrise islands scattered randomly in existing single- and 
two-family neighbourhoods. 

 

Yours truly, 

M. Gerald Moffatt, P.Eng. 
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Sidney B.C. 

 
10 April 2022 
 

Mayor and Council,  
Town of Sidney 
2440 Sidney Ave.  
Sidney B.C. V8L 1Y7 
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
Subject: Town of Sidney Official Community Plan Feedback 
 
I moved to Sidney 30 years ago.  In the time I have lived here I have witnessed the steady erosion of the 
Town of Sidney’s character as a seaside town.  Small cottages interspersed throughout the town’s 
boundaries were quaint, affordable and alluring.  Yet they are routinely being replaced by duplexes, 
townhomes and condominium complexes. The removal of the cottages in favour of new homes; often 
multifamily units, has had the lamentable result of increasing house prices while adding to the density of 
Sidney.   

My wife and I selected the town of Sidney as our retirement community.  Like many others, we moved 
from central Canada seeking a quieter but active lifestyle.   We considered many communities in other 
areas on the mainland and on the island in British Columbia.  None suited us as well as Sidney. We 
specifically chose a single-family home in a neighbourhood walkable to the town of Sidney with its many 
amenities.  We wanted a lot size that permitted a garden and private backyard that would not cause us 
to be “on top” of the neighbours.   Given the projected lot size changes from a minimum of 930m2 for 
residential areas as per table 5.2 in the current Zoning Bylaw to a minimum lot size of 350 m2 as per table 
3.1 in the proposed Official Community Plan, the type of community we were seeking will no longer exist.  
Instead, the changes to lot size will only increase the density of the town and in so doing further erode its 
character.  Had this policy been in place when we were looking for a home, we would not have purchased 
a property here. 

While affordable housing is a laudable goal, creating new residential areas with smaller lots would be 
more appropriate than adding density to existing neighbourhoods.  These new neighbourhoods can be 
purpose-built to accommodate the additional families.  Existing neighbourhood surface streets and 
infrastructure has not kept pace with the changes and has made driving and walking hazardous.  I cite 
with alarm the proposal to replace the Cedarwood Motel with townhomes and a five-story condominium 
incorporating a retail area.  How the Maryland neighbourhood and Lochside Drive in particular will 
withstand the increased traffic volume is an open question. 

Moreover, changing the density and home type of existing neighbourhoods unfairly disadvantages current 
home owners who specifically sourced and purchased houses in residential neighbourhoods designated 
for single family homes.  Owners looking to purchase in residential neighbourhoods undergoing these 
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transformations at least have the advantage of knowing what they are getting, should they choose to buy 
in Sidney.  Conversely, they can decide to buy elsewhere if the density does not suit their needs and 
sensibilities.  As duplexes, townhomes and condominiums replace single family homes, existing long-term 
owners have had the rules changed and foisted upon them.  Further reducing lot sizes, is akin to moving 
the goal posts once again.  Should long-time home owners be unable to abide the altered nature of the 
town, they are left with no other choice than to sell their home.  It is for this reason I am unable to support 
the proposed Official Community Plan. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

William Murdoch 
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From: Adrian Kershaw
To: admin
Cc: Corey Newcomb
Subject: New Federal Budget Housing Provisions and the OCP
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2022 11:45:32 AM

To the Mayor and Council:

On Thursday the Federal Government announced the following housing initiatives in its new
budget:

1.    $42 billion in federal support for the construction and repair of rental
housing, affordable housing, and shelters.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.    <!--[endif]-->$15 billion in joint funding with provinces
and territories, including for the Canada Housing Benefit to provide direct
rent assistance.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.    <!--[endif]-->$11 billion in support for community and
social housing.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.    <!--[endif]-->$2.7 billion in distinctions-based support
for housing in Indigenous communities.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.    <!--[endif]-->$3 billion for Reaching Home: Canada’s
Homelessness Strategy, and a commitment to eliminate chronic homelessness
by 2030.

Is the any intention of reflecting these new initiatives in the revision of the OCP?  While not
all of the initiatives would work for Sidney, surely there is some way of tapping into one or
two, or more, to deal with the shortage of affordable housing in the community.

I would appreciate hearing from someone in administration whether or not there is any
intention of taking these developments into account in the new OCP and how that will occur? 
And, if not, why not?

Yours sincerely,

Adrian Kershaw

Sidney, 
__________________
Adrian Kershaw
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Sidney B.C. 

10 April 2022 
 

Mayor and Council,  
Town of Sidney 
2440 Sidney Ave.  
Sidney B.C. V8L 1Y7 
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
Subject: Town of Sidney Official Community Plan Feedback 
 
I would like to address the congestion issues that will result from the town of Sidney’s plan to reduce the 
minimum lot size for homes in residential areas. The proposed reduction in lot sizes as stated in the 
current Town of Sidney Zoning Bylaw of a minimum 930m2 to a minimum of 350m2 as indicated in the 
draft Official Community Plan is untenable given that for years Sidney has permitted suites to be added 
to homes while duplexes and in some cases, townhomes replace and continue to replace single family 
homes.  Reducing lot size will further exacerbate the problems resulting from increased density.   

In communicating with town representatives during the open house sessions for the OCP, more accessible 
transportation options were offered as a solution for the congestion issues facing Sidney because it is 
thought residents would no longer need to address all of their errands using personal vehicles.  I do not 
believe that adding more public transportation and accessible alternatives will magically negate the need 
for vehicle ownership, as is imagined by town representatives.  For one, home owners who maintain their 
properties need at least one vehicle in order to transport building and garden supplies to support their 
endeavours.  Anyone who has had to drag groceries home on a city bus will know that building and 
gardening supplies are logistically unsuited to movement by individuals using public transportation.  While 
the residents of the downtown condominiums may be able to source everything on foot or bike, others 
are not in the same situation.  Nor are caregivers of young children or elderly relatives necessarily able to 
make use of public transit options when taking their charges to appointments and activities.   With an 
aging population facing Sidney, more consideration needs to be made for those who need to access 
services with the aid of vehicles. In light of these requirements, it is time to stop pretending more 
transportation selections will result in an automatic reduction of vehicle ownership, use and 
neighbourhood congestion.   

An additional issue relating to congestion, is that existing neighbourhoods do not have wide enough 
streets to accommodate all of the on-street parking that comes with permitting secondary suites and 
building duplexes to replace single homes.  This will not be improved by reducing the minimum lot size.   
Nor do the ingress and egress points to these neighbourhoods allow for safe access to the collector streets 
leading to and from downtown Sidney. Neighbourhood surface streets without sidewalks that were once 
safely walkable and bikeable are now hazardous due to the additional vehicles parked along the streets.  
Families with young children are forced to place orange pylons and/or “children playing” signs in order to 
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alert drivers to proceed with caution as they manoeuvre around parked cars looking for youth who are 
engaging in outdoor play.  It is difficult to imagine fire vehicles safely managing the same feat while 
speeding to an emergency.  

Lastly, the congestion in the Maryland neighbourhood is unsustainable.  On a weekly basis, dump trucks 
and construction vehicles barrel down our streets to properties where single homes are being demolished 
to accommodate multifamily homes.  In the four years I have lived in this neighbourhood, there have been 
numerous demolitions and subsequent infilling. As the stock of single-family homes to be replaced by 
multi unit homes is not yet depleted, there appears to be no end in sight.   The routine rumbling from the 
construction traffic is disturbing in what is supposed to be a “quiet residential neighbourhood”.  Adding a 
townhome and condominium complex that includes retail units on the Cedarwood property will not only 
add to the construction traffic in the short term, it will permanently change the character of the Maryland 
neighbourhood while adding to the congestion issues as outlined above.  

 

As a result, I will not be supporting the OCP in its current form. 

Yours truly, 

 

L.S. Stoddart 
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From: Erin Whitson
To: External Development Services; OCP
Subject: OCP - ESA and Land Use Plan
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2022 10:01:49 PM

I am writing in regards to the two OCP notices received that impacts my property located in a
‘proposed multi-unit residential’ between Resthaven, Malaview, Fifth St, and Amelia.  My
comments are outlined below: 
             

I fully support the areas identified in ‘Schedule D’ as being designated environmentally
sensitive.  Our lot encompasses an uncovered portion of Mermaid Creek and our back is
full of animals including many resident owls.  This is a ecologically sensitive area that
requires protection.   
Town of Sidney Draft Official Community Plan Schedule D: Environmentally Sensitive
Development Permit Areas and Town of Sidney OCP Schedule A: Land Use Plan dated

March 1st, 2022.  
The attached schedules do not clearly illustrate the non-culverted areas of
Mermaid Creek or how a newly designated “multi-unit residential’ development
would impact these environmentally sensitive areas.  
The entire concept of densifying an ESA is an oxymoron.  Higher buildings reduce
sightlines for animals (especially for flying animals such as owls and eagles); it
increases noise, which is disruptive for animals; and it increases the risk of
environmental contamination.  
I can appreciate that the Town feels some older residences have been
constructed too close to the creek, I agree, but densification in this sensitive area
isn’t the answer.  Any future development/building/renovations would be limited
by the Riparian Area Protection Regulation, which hasn’t been factored into the
OCP and the Town hasn’t provided adequate environmental solutions with there
plan.  

 
Other comments: 

North of Ardwell Ave the OCP increases “newly designated multi-unit residential”, but
fails to include any meaningful neighbourhood commercial.  All residents, business
owners, and employees in this area will need to travel to Sidney’s town core for
meaningful commercial services, which negates the objectives of the OCP.  This higher
density area of Sidney required adequate long-term planning for commercial occupancy
(aside of marine industrial, which I don’t think offers lunch options). 

 
Final comment, the Town of Sidney has not made the necessary disclosures regarding their
employees involved in the long-term planning and those employee’s personal interests in
development within the Town.   
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Please contact me for additional information.
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From: Ingrid Tanner
To: OCP; External Development Services; Mayor McNeil-Smith; 
Cc: Peter Wainwright; Barbara Fallot; Terri O"Keeffe; Sara Duncan; Chad Rintoul; Scott Garnett
Subject: Opposition of the "proposed draft" Land use change for 2325 Harbour Road
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 10:14:50 AM

Proposed OCP land use change of 2325 Harbour Road.

I am writing to all of you as we are against the proposed Land use change from R1-Single Family Residential to Marine Industrial for the
above property.  We are concerned what this would do to our predominantly residential neighbourhood. 

Our understanding was that this OCP proposal is still a draft, and we are hoping our perspective will be considered before the final draft.  This
is our feedback, as direct neighbours, hopefully you will review it carefully and be swayed not to make this land use change.  Look yourselves
at the proposal change on the OCP map—the small property in question borders all neighbourhood residential, not Marine Industrial.

I have attached a photo of the proposed OCP and you can see that all of the areas bordering this property are neighbourhood residential and the
proposed lot does not fit in with the marine industrial land use.  This is also not highlighted as a change to Land use, but for the residents
adjacent to this property it is a huge change.

We also did not receive a letter about this proposed Land use change before I saw it myself on the OCP website.  We feel we should have been
informed beforehand so we could have had a chance to speak to someone with our concerns before it became part of the final draft.  This
property and ours share a complete property line, and we are very affected by this change.  As are the Sailview residents, as they also share a
property line with this property.  I understand that Jerry Wakefield did receive a letter and that he hasn’t voiced any concerns about the
proposed land use change, most likely because this would just be a benefit to his future plans for his property.

We vehemently disagree that this is an appropriate change of land use, from R1 to Marine Industrial.  This is a small lot , with absolutely NO
street parking, that ONLY borders residential properties.  I can not see how making this lot marine industrial will not devalue our enjoyment of
our homes or the property values.  Corey says the hope is that a small mixed use building that fronts Harbour Road will be built on this lot, I
can’t see how the developer will agree with that.

The  Harbour Road street view of this property is mostly The Miraloma, not Philbrooks boat yard, as Corey mentioned to us.  Please come and
view this for yourselves.  I have also attached 3 photos.

 A single family home could be built on this property with frontal views of Miraloma .  The way the current house sits on the property the
frontal view is of 1/3 Van Isle’s driveway to F-dock (ocean view as well ) and 2/3 of the view is the Miraloma Condo building. The Miraloma 
is a residential  building, not a marine industrial building.  A single family house could be built so that the entire frontal view would be of the
Miraloma and then hedges/trees could be planted around so there would be no view of Philbrooks.  I have attached 3 photos to show the frontal
view of the property,(on Harbour Road) it is not the way the Corey thinks it is. He stated a new home built there would look directly to the
front of Philbrooks boat yard-this is incorrect.

The first picture is taken from the East side of the existing house, the second photo is standing in the middle of the property and the 3rd one is
taken from the existing driveway.

Part of Corey’s explanation to make this land use  change was so that a restrictive covenant could be added to the property so any future
residential uses will be subject to a Covenant expressing knowledge of the marine industrial uses that are currently or will be established along
Harbour Road. My argument to this would be:

   #1-so the existing residents need to be subject to whatever the developer gets approved on this property so that the Town does not need to
field complaints about Philbrooks dumpsters and smoking workers? (Corey’s words)
   #2-How is this a valid reason to subject the existing residents to whatever may now be built there?
There is a lot of messy properties on the North Side of Harbour that are marine industrial.  This is not appropriate land use designation that is
being proposed  for a pre-dominantly residential area in this neighbourhood.
 #3- Marine Industrial Use covers a wide range of usage and could subject the predominantly residential neighbourhood area to excess noise
and airborne contaminants as well as the possible unsightly views already mentioned.

This property was purchased by Jerry Wakefield(Wakefield Construction) about 18 -20 years ago.
Ever since he has purchased this property he has allowed it to fall to complete disrepair with no regard at all to the neighbourhood.  It is a
complete eyesore.This was purchased as a R1-single Family Residential property.  He also removed the large hedge that surrounded it on
Harbour and Bowden Road, which completely blocked the view of Philbrooks, this could be done again.
It is all about how this new build would be situated.

The Town of Sidney has also mostly turned a blind eye to this as well.  He has multiple rental units and a C-can and several cars parked all
over the lawn, just to name a few very obvious infractions.  We view this out of all of our bedroom windows but have not complained.  

He tried 3 years ago, to change the zoning from R1 to R5 and build 3 townhouses on the property, with zoning changes and several variants. 
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By sheer luck, for us this did not go through.  This was just because the vote was a tie on council.  We would of course love to see a new single
family house built here; we didn’t object to his proposal because we enjoy living next to what is currently there.

Our concern was the size of the project for the size of the lot, and the close proximity to our house.  As well as the lack of parking that is
around that property and anywhere here.  This was also a concern voiced from the strata of the Miraloma Resident building. The employees of
Philbrooks already park 20 or more cars in any haphazard way, on Bowden Road and the Beach access Kayak launch.  Five days a week, 8
hours a day.

We would not have a problem with this being zoned for a duplex, if it didn’t take up the entire property and come right up to our fence.

Van Isle had bought a residential lot on Allbay and Bowden,  several years ago, and tried to have it rezoned so they could use it for their
marine business purposes, but this was not allowed and they now have a lovely dog park.

Why does it seem that Developers should always get their way when it comes to purchasing properties that are zoned a certain way, for a valid
reason, and then push their might to have it changed so they can develop for maximum profit for themselves. They need not always be
rewarded with land use and zoning changes and multiple variants.  Especially when it is a detriment to the existing neighbours.

Maybe in this case the developer should just have to build a single family home, as the lot is currently zoned for and as it was when he
purchased it. Maybe he doesn’t need to make more that a million dollars profit on a property that he purchased many years ago. He certainly
has not cared what his property has looked like for anyone that lives or owns or has a business in this neighbourhood.  He shouldn’t be
rewarded with this land use change or any zoning changes.  And we feel this new land use designation would be a bonus for him and a
detriment to the existing neighbours.

We had a meeting with Corey and he stated that this lot was being proposed for an OCP land use designation change precisely because of its
location and context.  It is for this reason that we also say it should stay Residential, it is in a residential neighbourhood and is not a large lot.
Every property from the East of Bowden on Harbour, especially on the South side of Harbour, but most of the Northeast of the property is
neighbourhood residential and this should remain as such as well.  

  we are the complete opposite…this could
possibly be detrimental to the residents that currently border this property and we really care and it is personal to us.  It is an unknown to any
of us(I am assuming it is unknown to the town staff as well) what could potentially be built there.  This uncertainty causes us some trepidation. 
Not a fair way to live.

This also is contrary to the other new Environment Protection area that our neigbourhood(including the R1 property in question) is being added
to.

We hope our concern is addressed and the land use remains as is, neighbourhood residential

I was also informed that the other residents in the neighbourhood are dropping off a petition today with over 125 signatures in opposition of
this “proposed Land use designation change”.

The overwhelming response from the residents in this neighbourhood should be taken into serious consideration here before this proposed draft
is finalized.

Thank you;

Ingrid and Darryl Tanner

Sidney BC

Page 267 of 318



Page 268 of 318



Page 269 of 318



Page 270 of 318



Page 271 of 318



Page 272 of 318



25

Page 273 of 318



From: Van Rae
To: OCP
Subject: Comments for your consideration
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2022 10:11:18 PM

Hello. I'm a resident of Sidney  and, full disclosure, also a
member of the Town of Sidney OCP Review Advisory Committee, and I'd like to take this
opportunity as a private citizen to comment on two specific items in the Draft OCP currently
in circulation, namely the recommendations regarding (1) Neighbourhood Commercial Policy
Areas, and (2) the renaturalizing of Mermaid Creek.

Regarding the proposed Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Areas:

With Sidney's existing compact development pattern it would seem that a good portion of the
residents already have access to a wide variety of 'services and amenities close to where (they)
live'. And the walking distance or short bus ride to the town centre, while admittedly longer
than five minutes, is, for the most part, a safe and pleasant pedestrian experience. From what I
see in the community, east of the highway at least, people have the tolerance (and interest) to
walk, cycle, mobility scooter ride, or be assisted in a wheel chair 'walk' for a much longer time
period.

Further, even though 'residential use in upper storeys is to be encouraged', it seems that the
proposal trades off a priority on residential use for the limited benefit of a few general kinds of
commercial uses that would be considerably less robust than offered in the town centre, while
at the same time encouraging a development pattern that in the case of the Weiler Avenue
West site is a radical departure from the current uses and in the case of the Malaview site has
the potential to more severly limit the likelihood of achieving any goals related to
renaturalization of Mermaid Creek.

Finally, the access to both sites for commercial uses is a concern - the Weiler Avenue West
location, for being located on a 'dead end' street - in view of the existing development pattern I
wonder if a site on the active west edge of the area would be more appropriate. And in terms
of the Malaview location, for the lack of lane servicing, which is already an issue for waste
management/delivery access.

For these reasons, I hope that the proposal for the two Neighbourhood Commercial Policy
Areas is reconsidered and withdrawn, and that the designation is removed from Figure 4: Land
Use Table.

Regarding the proposed renaturalization of Mermaid Creek, specifically Policy 
4.5.3.3:

Although there is a separate map for Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit Areas,
this policy could be enhanced by including the area of impact/interest on the Land Use Map;
and also, should be shown if the Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Area remains proposed
for the Malaview location.

It is further suggested that as there is already a note of sorts in the Land Use Table, it should
be noted in the Table that certain of the Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Areas are directly
adjacent to an Environmentally Sensitive Development Permit Area.
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And if the current or recommended guidelines don't already reflect the need to address this
proximity in a way that promotes or does not negatively impact the realistic potential for
renaturalization of Mermaid Creek, then we need some guidelines specific to the sites that
do.  

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,
Gae VanSiri

Gae VanSiri Ph.D. MCIP (Ret.)
Sidney, BC
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From: Christine Bishop
To: OCP
Subject: 2325 Bowden Road
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 3:11:49 AM

To whom it may concern :

I am writing with serious concern and objections to the recent change of designation of 2325 Bowden Road from
Multi Unit Residential to Marine Industrial.
Without explanation or consultation the proposed OCP is designating 2325 Bowden Road as “Harbour Road Marine
Industrial”.
This address was originally rezoned and the Town approved a new condominium building, so the change in the new
OCP was a surprise to the residents in the community.

My concerns are based on the past and current performances of Van Isle Marina, whose development policies and
tactics to date have shown wanton disregard for environmental sensitivity and for the residential community. In the
recent development of new parking spots for the Marina adjacent to the Breakwater Strata Van isle undertook to
plunder the established natural bank without a permit and would have removed several old growth trees, a natural
canopy and habitat for myriad birds and animals, but for the residents’ notification to the Town of Sidney, which
thankfully, bridled the project by the requirement that Van isle follow proper protocols and seek a development
permit. The repercussions by Van isle Marina for having been called upon to do the right thing have been punitive
and costly. Van isle Marina ascribes to uncollaborative and uncooperative business tactics and the potential for
further expansion causes alarm in this residential community.

I am one of several affected neighbours who are extremely concerned with the expansion of industrial activity
creeping into our residential area.

When the property on Harbour Road was developed by Van Isle Marina (also adjacent to residential lots) as a “yacht
park” it was falsely promised by Van Isle Marina to be solely for boat storage but this area has become an open
industrial work area whose daily noise, dust, fumes from the grinding and painting is an affront to the residential
community, without any adherence to or enforcement of by-laws. The environmental impact is offensive and
completely in contravention of Schedule D to the OCP that expands the Roberts Bay ‘Environmentally Sensitive
Development Permit Area’ which now includes most of Thumb Point but curiously excludes the Van Isle Marina
property. Roberts Bay is at best 200 metres from 2325 Bowden Road.
It is counterintuitive to allow any kind of industrial expansion in an area that is a) residential and b) designated as
Environmentally Sensitive.
No marine industry should be contemplated in a designated environmentally sensitive area.

Please give serious review to the developmental designation of 2325 Bowden Road. I strongly advocate that it
remain a Multi Unit Residential designation.

Thank you for your kind attention to this letter.

With kindest regards,

Christine Macdonnell Bishop
LLB,LM,C.Med

Sidney BC
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From: Cathy Ford
To: External Development Services; OCP; admin; Mayor McNeil-Smith; sue.hodgson@peninsulanewsreview.com
Subject: comment on official community plan Sidney April 11, 2022
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 8:33:53 PM

Dear Town Of Sidney,  Official Community Plan Planners, Sidney Mayor and Council, Peninsula
Review:

I am writing to comment on the Official Community Plan as presented as the Public Open
House
in March 2022, and to express my concerns and disagreements with what was presented.

In general terms, if the Official Community Plan is a projection into the future for Sidney,
and the Zoning decisions for the town are to put into place the community's plans, I am
concerned with what I have seen over the past several years, and what this current plan
projects.
Like many in our community, I have been waiting for the current serious increase in
densification push
in the downtown core - one or two blocks off Beacon Avenue, and all along Beacon itself  - to
be completed,
or as the neighbours say to one another," settle down" . Many of us have had a wait and see
attitude, and
have been patient long enough with a development era that seems to have left out some of
the basics
suggested in the last community plan, and yet carried into this new one.

It is time for our sweet little town to start walking the walk it keeps on talking. For example,
why are we
not exercising any of the following in any serious way:

1. green buildings - better design, contemporary architecture, improved cladding, triple
glazed windows, roof gardens, etc.

2. solar power collection and energy input required on every new construction, and
building renovation

3. green space to uphold the move to fewer cars, more walking, more neighbourhood
improved environments

4. pocket parks and benches on every block to encourage people to walk to the core of the
town, and rest and visit on the way

5. roof top uses like restaurants, pools, green spaces  - for residents and visitors to access 
6. traffic control circles or "quiet" intersections at streets well known for speeding,

accidents and collisions, not just with cars
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but bicycles and pedestrians, e.g. along Henry, Mills, Bevan, Malaview, Resthaven,
Amelia, near all schools 

       7. provision for e charger stations, overnight parking and accommodation for visitor
parking for special events - what about a day park off 
           the Sidney end of the airport runway - user pay? Shuttle or walk into Sidney...
       8. recreational additions to areas of the town used for public events, e.g. a town square
with attendant washroom facilities, parking access, shuttle bus access
       9. areas dedicated to bringing Sidney residents to core of the town events, or transporting
them to Panorama, for example, a community  hub
            bus and/or shuttle service that covers areas of town densification, seniors homes, the
ferries, the airport - public utility use of access
            to events and facilities that are spread out, and would benefit from small vehicle or van
transport circuits, encouraging access to transportation
            but leaving more cars at home...
     10. commitment from the town of Sidney itself to affordable housing - new co-op projects,
or group housing, or affordable buy-ins for
            young working families with children - Sidney is pricing itself out of a balanced growth
community - not everyone falls into the
           retirement, secure income bracket - if our town wants young people to live, work and
play here, it has to be made more affordable

Finally, I am in total disagreement with the forced intrusion of more high density housing into
an arbitrarily enlarged square block area of the town - 
the proposed new multi-unit residential that marches through the Malaview, Amherst, Amelia
neighbourhoods. Traffic on Resthaven and along Malaview is already
heavy through this area, parking is at a premium, and the forced consolidation of properties in
this small lot area to build multi-unit, taller, higher density
buildings will mean encroaching and overlooking small neighbourhood residential areas -
blocking walking, parking, and waterfront access availability.
Our streets in the Roberts Bay area have been ripped up multiple times in the past twenty
years, are often in repair, and still do not have underground
utilities or sidewalks on some streets. Not to complain just for ourselves, but "improving" a
quiet residential area with high density it cannot handle, does not make
Sidney a sweeter, more walkable, peaceful community. 

The most noticeable issue with the whole of this Official Community Plan as presented - in
colour - is the noticeable lack of green - the downtown core
has NONE, and the rest of the town is suffering from entire neighbourhoods without parks,
access to green space, playgrounds, or public beach accesses.
School grounds in our community are too often used as dogwalking parks for people who
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otherwise have no green space access in the area in which they live.
If we want people who live in Sidney to enjoy the whole of our town, more trees, more parks,
more sitting areas, more miniparks are needed. If we were to take a survey of
Sidney's dominant demographic, for example, likely the senior population - the question might
be - how far would you walk to a park in your neighbourhood
before you required transportation? Most areas of Sidney as "planned" so far are prohibitively
far from green space. What can Sidney do to improve this issue,
improve its seaside charm, and support access to more natural environment experiences, not
just for the neighbourhood residential areas, but the higher
density residential areas as well. For example, for every major condo project seeking permits,
why is a green area access not required, for those new residents alone,
never mind the rest of the people in town who would like to walk into the core of town. 

Most importantly, Sidney has many areas of opportunity to make all of its supposed basic
community plan policies and objectives
much better. Why not add a citizen component to the planning process, a committee advisory
group, for example,  built from those of us who live and work and play here?

Thank you for your attention to my concerns. 
Yours,

Cathy Ford
 Sidney, B.C.

Page 279 of 318



From: Ricard, Michele 
To: OCP
Cc:
Subject: Comments Regarding the Official Plan
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 10:53:19 AM

The Official Community Plan for
Sidney                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                                        April 11, 2022

Good afternoon,
 
My neighbours and I are concerned about the affects to our neighbourhood when our designation
will change from Neighbourhood Residential (R1) to Multi-Use Residential (R3).

In the letter dated March 10th, it stated that the proposed change alone would not permit
redevelopment and yet, within the same paragraph they spell out plainly that they would like to
increase the availability of townhouse and or apartment style housing in our neighbourhood.
 
How will this designation change affect us?
 

1. It means that traffic on an already busy road will continue to increase to accommodate the
new residents putting us and our children at a higher risk than the current situation;

2. It means it will be harder to fight future development plans once the change has been made. 
Developers will be one step closer to adding townhouses and apartment style housing. It also
indicates to developers “please build here”;

3. It means that the next step, re-zoning will be entirely in the Council’s hands and if we, down
the road, want to change the zoning back to single family homes this expensive change will
come out of our pockets;

4. It means more housing and businesses will have a negative effect on the recently remediated
and environmentally sensitive Raye Creek;

5. It means we will lose some of the equity that we have worked to build up in our homes, if a
developer decides to buy the property next door to your house and build a condo, walk up
apartment, a townhouse or a duplex. These less expensive houses will lower the average
value of the homes in the area and by extension lower our property values; and finally

6. It means that the commercial businesses around us will thrive with the influx of more
residents, but at what cost, to us, their neighbours?

As I knew nothing about the opportunity to go to a town hall meeting until well after the fact, I
decided to look into this matter further on my own. I read through the official plan and then
attended an information session. I mentioned to the planners at the information booth that when
reviewing the letter that was sent to us, specifically the smaller map, you can see that our area is the
furthest out from Sidney and so, I asked why or who decided that our neighbourhood should be
changed? It appeared very arbitrary. The response I received was just a regurgitation of the same
information as stated in the OCP—which was very dis-heartening. However, I did do as they
suggested filled out the on-line survey.
 
It appears that this plan is a fait accompli and my question to you is what is my recourse or next
steps?
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.
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Michele and John Ricard
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From: Anna Morton
To: OCP
Subject: FW: OCP assumptions skewered
Date: Thursday, April 07, 2022 4:09:47 PM
Attachments: OCP_Sec_1.5_letter.pdf

Hi Corey,
 
Forwarding as OCP feedback to you.
 
Thanks,
 
Anna
 
From: Lynda Comber 
Sent: Thursday, April 7, 2022 3:57 PM
To: admin <admin@sidney.ca>
Subject: Fwd: OCP assumptions skewered
 
Why is there this rush to let developers build unaffordable condos and townhouses whenever they propose them?

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Lynda Comber 
Date: Thu, Apr 7, 2022 at 1:20 PM
Subject: Fwd: OCP assumptions skewered
To:  Corey Newcomb
<cnewcomb@sidney.ca>
 

This letter is right on in Sidney, why is admin so bent on over developing in favor of developers.  They are not
offering low income or affordable places, they just want big profits at the residents expense.  Our town should be
left alone now.  Please take over and stop this crazy building explosion.
Lynda Comber, Sidney

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Elaine Hicks 
Date: Thu, Apr 7, 2022 at 10:11 AM
Subject: OCP assumptions skewered
To: 

Hi all,

Gerry and I have been working overtime examining 
the 
<http://www.sidney.ca/Assets/Development+Services/Projects/OCP+Review/OCP_Draft_for_Consultation.pdf>Draft
<http://www.sidney.ca/Assets/Development+Services/Projects/OCP+Review/OCP_Draft_for_Consultation.pdf>OCP.
My letter published in the 
<https://www.vicnews.com/opinion/letter-sidney-leaving-plans-for-growth-up-to-developers/>Victoria 
News talks about the huge increase in 
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densification that the OCP contains for almost 
all of Sidney’s residential areas outside the core.

A major part of the draft OCP’s 
rationale/justification for this extreme step is 
outlined in section 1.5 (page 9).  It speaks 
about heavy, legally binding CRD obligations and 
that Sidney needs to absorb much of the Saanich 
peninsula’s projected increase in population.

Happily this is NOT the case.

·         Sidney’s target population growth 
obligations under the CRD’s Regional Growth 
Strategy have already been met and exceeded, surprising as this may seem.

·         Sidney was never obliged to absorb 
“much of the Saanich Peninsula’s future growth,” but instead less than 8%.

The attached letter from Gerry to the Town makes 
this clear.  It’s long because it carefully goes 
step by step through the supporting documents 
before it presents these conclusions (highlighted in yellow on the final page).

Please feel free to share this with whomever ( or line a birdcage )

  Elaine
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From: Anna Morton
To: OCP
Subject: FW: OCP Plan
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 8:41:45 AM

Good morning,
 
Forwarding to you as OCP feedback.
 
Thanks,
 
Anna
 

From: Brian & Kathy Driver 
Sent: Friday, April 8, 2022 7:21 PM
To: admin <admin@sidney.ca>
Subject: OCP Plan
 

Sidney, B.C. 
                                                                                                  April 10, 2022
Mayor & Council
Town of Sidney 
2440 Sidney Ave
Sidney, B.C. V8L 1V7

Dear Mayor & Council,
 
As elected representatives for the town residents of Sidney, we’d like to start off by thanking you for
your commitment to serve us so well with all your integrity and wisdom.  We are grateful.  There are
tough decisions to be made in regard to the future development of the Town of Sidney.  Many issues.
 Many views.  We don’t envy your position.
 
As residents in close proximity to the proposed development at the Cedarwood Motel site, we would
like to register our view and opposition to the size of the project planned.  The project as presented
will significantly reduce the character and charm of the Lochside Dr waterfront and seriously flood
the neighborhood with congestion on an already very busy route to and from downtown Sidney, as
well as to the neighborhood on Weiler Ave.   Plus it will add a tremendous amount of foot
traffic across the already busy street to the waterfront.
 
Increased densification proposed in the latest OCP is a concern to us as well.  We have yet to receive
a clear explanation for the need for this major incremental change.  In our view, the proposed
increased densification in the current OCP will change our Seaside community forever, and to what
avail?  It certainly will not result in an abundance of "affordable housing".
 
Densification and the issues of property variances have already been an election issue and it seems to
us that should this OCP go ahead without full consideration of the views of your town homeowners,
it will also become an election issue once again.
 
Sincerely and with Respect,
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Brian and Kathy Driver
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From: Sue Schaefer / Kim Milburn
To: OCP
Subject: Official Community Plan - Input
Date: Monday, April 11, 2022 12:31:49 PM

Dear Mayor and Council

We live at  within the planned expansion of the Marine Environmental
Development Permit Area (DPA).  
We have reviewed the Official Community Plan draft document and responses from the
Roberts Bay Residents Association along with the Saanich Peninsula Environmental Coalition
with regard to the policy objectives of marine upland environmental stewardship.  We were
originally attracted to our new home because of the surrounding natural environment, which
included the Shoal Harbour and Roberts Bay Bird Sanctuaries.  We take seriously the
stewardship of our property to protect nature, the tree canopy and to prevent erosion.

In reviewing adjacent municipal environmental development permit areas in Saanich and
North Saanich as well as the Environmental Law Center guidelines for Green Bylaws and
Environmental Development Permit requirements, a number of ‘Lessons Learned’ arise,
which I hope that Council will take into consideration during the implementation of an
expanded Upland Marine environmental sensitive area guideline:

That sources of marine pollution from adjacent commercial marina facilities
receive a focus to protect the bird sanctuaries from sewage, bilge, oil, fuel or anti-
fouling discharges and that absorption, diversion and other measures are specified
to manage these operations. 
That the DPA provide for specialized mapping to delineate the wildlife trees or
other natural features that should be protected and that these be delineated for
each property.

Alterations to a property outside of these parameters should be excluded
from the DPA guidelines or authorized with specified mitigations by a staff
issued permit along with a minor fee.

That Tree, Site coverage or Stormwater management bylaws first be defined for
the Marine Upland as well as for rain gardens or other storm absorption methods
or strengthened for wildlife trees before a broader DPA is specified.
That the Town employ a qualified environmental professional to assess and
evaluate development proposals or biologist reports and to define the
environmental protective criteria for homeowners within the DPA.

Homeowners should not be burdened with extensive studies because staff
are not confident in administering a DPA and require a QP to assume all
responsibilities.

Council should delegate to a staff QP the ability to issue a DP and specify the
scope or allowances to a resident for minor land modifications as part of a
building or tree cutting permit without requirements or reliance on biologist,
arborist or fisheries professionals hired by a homeowner.
Homeowners should have a means of appeal to Council or senior administration
when a dispute over mitigative strategies arises.
Council DPA decisions should be reserved for major redevelopment of a property
that alters the site coverage or other natural features that are to be protected.
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We hope that Council will evaluate other successfully implemented DPA bylaws and
learn from those that have been less than satisfactory in their implementation.  We will
follow the future Council deliberations in regard to the OCP implementations.  We look
forward to hearing whether some of these DPA suggestions would be incorporated into
your decision-making.

Regards,
David K. Milburn
Susan M. Schaefer
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TOWN OF SIDNEY 
 

ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
 

ARBUTUS ROOM – 2:00 pm 
 

Tuesday March 15, 2022 
Thursday March 17, 2022 
Tuesday March 22, 2022 

 
MINUTES 

 
Tuesday March 15, 2022 

 
PRESENT: 
 

Chair: Kelly Bull-Tomer 
  
Vice Chair: Clarence Bolt 
  
Members: Lucina Baryluk, John Crowhurst, Denny Gelinas, Richard Novek, 

Bernardine van der Meer, Andrew Tidman, Douglas Watt 
  
Council Liaison: Councillor Chad Rintoul  
  
Staff: Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 

Alison Verhagen, Senior Manager of Current Planning 
 Richard Roy, Municipal Planner 
 Ruth Howell, Administrative Assistant 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:00 pm. 
 
MOVED by D. Watt, seconded by R. Novek, that the Agenda be adopted as circulated. 

 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
2.  ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 

MOVED by D. Gelinas, seconded by R. Novek, that the Agenda be adopted as circulated. 

 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES: March 01, 2022 
 
MOVED by L. Baryluk, seconded by D. Watt, that the Minutes from March 01, 2022 be adopted 

as circulated. 

 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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2 

4.  REVIEW OF DRAFT OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN: Staff Report and Introduction by 
Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 

 
After a brief introduction of the draft OCP by C. Newcomb, K. Bull-Tomer suggested that each 
section be discussed with a Record of Decision noted at the end of each section. 
 
1. Plan Overview & Introduction 
 
 Many members felt that West Sidney is segregated from the rest of Sidney and would like to 

see more in the OCP about how to integrate West Sidney (both with pedestrian and traffic 
flow) to the rest of the town. Some felt that the intersection/overpass at Beacon/Pat Bay 
highway should be mentioned and form part of the policies in the OCP. 

 Some members felt that the West Side Local Area Plan should be integrated into the OCP. 
Should the OCP incorporate the approved LAP, thus driving the new OCP, or should the 
OCP policies drive a revised LAP, that is, update it? 

 In the “Sidney Today” section (page 8) there should be some reference to the industrial area 
of West Sidney as a driver of the economy.  

 It would be beneficial to specifically reference which “other plans and guidelines” are being 
referred to in the document (i.e. – Downtown Local Area Plan? West Sidney Local Area 
Plan? etc.). 

 There was general consensus that the Transect diagram is confusing. Removing the map 
below the transect diagram would make the transect diagram more understandable. 

 
2. Vision and Goals 
 
Some members felt the Vision Statement was too wordy. 
 
3. Future Land Use 
 

 Providing minimum lot sizes in land use descriptions can lead to confusion regarding what 
can be built (perhaps use a general note to reference the zoning bylaw). Clear guidance for 
new builds and infill so that neighbourhood flow is maintained – not hodgepodge 
development. Guidance on the built form and density would improve clarity. 

 Several members felt that the Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Area was too broad, open-
ended and that no guidance is given on what will be considered appropriate criteria. 

 With respect to Harbour Road Marine Industrial, one member thought the definition was too 
restrictive in that it penalizes residential properties. 

 
4. Policies 
 
4.1 A Regionally Connected, Vibrant Downtown 
 
How are we going to add more public space to downtown? There should be more detail or ideas 
around this as the OCP should not only articulate aspirational goals but provide a road map on 
how to get there. Discussion around widening sidewalks, public plaza, closing off Beacon for 
periods of time with scheduled deliveries. 

 
4.1.2 - Quantification is required of what is meant by “a significant portion of units that are deep 
affordable and/or below market affordable housing.” The group was divided on whether to be 
more specific vs. leaving the policy loose and flexible. 
 
4.1.4 - Are we getting enough from developers where there is increased bonus density? Should 
be reviewing the amenity dollar amount and options regularly (last done in 2016). 
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There is no limitation on heights on Gateway site and perhaps the OCP should provide some 
clarity regarding same and the rezoning of Gateway, etc. Administrative approach to Gateway 
should be stated if it is exempt from OCP. 
 
4.1.11 - The group was generally leery of having residential in the downtown commercial area 
as it has been largely unsuccessful so far, is aesthetically unappealing (unless pushed back or 
grade separated) and it is near impossible to go back to commercial once an area has been 
used as residential.  Amount of commercial should be supported by a retail absorption analysis 
– how much retail is required for the Town? 
 
4.1.21 - We need parking in the downtown for visitors and residents who need to make trips 
downtown for appointments and errands. Although you are looking at Transportation Demand 
Management, don’t decrease the ability to park downtown too much or too rapidly. We need 
some balance here. 
 
5. ADJOURNMENT OF MEETING 
 
MOVED by D. Gelinas, seconded by D. Watt, that the meeting be adjourned at 4:00 pm. 

 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Thursday March 17, 2022 

 
PRESENT: 
 

Chair: Kelly Bull-Tomer 
  
Vice Chair: Clarence Bolt 
  
Members: Lucina Baryluk, John Crowhurst, Denny Gelinas, Bernardine van der Meer 
  
Council Liaison: Councillor Chad Rintoul  
  
Staff: Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 

Alison Verhagen, Senior Manager of Current Planning 
 Richard Roy, Municipal Planner 
 Ruth Howell, Administrative Assistant 
  
Regrets: Richard Novek, Andrew Tidman, Douglas Watt 

 
6. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:00 pm. 
 
MOVED by D. Gelinas, seconded by L. Baryluk, that the meeting be called to order.  

 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
7.  REVIEW OF DRAFT OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN cont’d 
 
The Tuesday March 15 discussion of the draft Official Community Plan finished at section 4.1. 
The discussion continued. 
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4.2 A Distinct Seaside Town Reflecting Local History, Culture and Context 
 
4.2.13 - This does not really fit in this section and should be moved to the Seaside & Marine 
section. 
 
4.2.29 - This is a little too general. Would like to see specific infrastructure (government wharf, 
fishing pier, Beacon wharf) mentioned. While the future of these assets may be a political 
decision for the council of the day, the OCP needs to provide some guidance as to the 
overarching plan. 
 
4.2.1 – 4.2.13 Reconciliation, Partnership, Education, Engagement 
 
 This section should focus on government-to-government relationships. It should be broader 

so that these policies aren’t limiting or excluding. NGOs and leadership councils come and 
go over time. The document needs to be respectful and sensitive to communication 
channels. 

 Concerns about the wording: “WSANEC Leadership Council” (not government) vs. 
WASANEC First Nations” (government? – better?) 

 One member felt that there was too much overlap in the reconciliation section. 4.2.10 
promises a lot but are we going to be able follow through? A suggestion was made that the 
Town sit down with the other two municipalities that border the First Nations land and go 
through the 94 recommendations in the Truth & Reconciliation document and target some 
specifically. 

 
4.3 Connected, Accessible and Liveable Neighbourhoods That Meet the Needs of the Whole 

Community 
 
There was a comment that there is a lot in this chapter; it might be better presented if 
Transportation was its own chapter and to tie the transportation and the housing policies 
together a bit more succinctly. 
 
4.3.1- 4.3.26 Partnerships and Housing 
 
 4.3.23 – Perhaps we could have some policy around strata councils not being allowed to 

restrict rentals in stratas to increase rental options in Sidney? While you may not be able to 
do this as a requirement of a development permit, consideration could be made when things 
come through for rezoning. 
 

 4.3.11 & 17 – Is cash in lieu a good idea? The amenity should be providing rental units or 
below market housing since we are always behind with cash in lieu and it is not enough 
cash and as a result it never gets used. At a minimum, the cash in lieu should be earmarked 
solely for rental/below market housing. 
 

 4.3.20 - Why are we limiting live-aboards in marinas? The language should be permissive, 
not restrictive. If we can mitigate upland impacts, isn’t this a good way to provide additional 
housing? Also, in a recession when there are less recreational boats using the marinas and 
housing affordability worsens, this is an alternate way of keeping the marinas busy and 
people housed. 
 

 One member thought there seems to be an anti-single-family bias in the draft OCP. No room 
for landscaping, no space, just chopped up lots. Liveability could be increased by requiring 
minimum open space requirements. 
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4.3.27-4.3.51 Transportation 
 
4.3.41 - The APC would like to see some language in the OCP addressing the functionality of 
Hwy 17/Beacon interchange for vehicles. A transportation plan along with the land use plan? 
Some members thought that the development in the NW corner of the intersection in West 
Sidney is premature (may limit?) insofar as it affects the ability to plan transportation 
infrastructure. 
 
4.3.52-4.3.53 Neighbourhood Commercial and Neighbourhood Commercial Policy Areas 
 
 The draft OCP needs more policy direction as to what the upper limit/cap would be on 

townhomes and multiplexes. 
 It would be less confusing if you switched around 4.3.52 and 4.3.53. 
 Also perhaps revise the wording of 4.3.52 in this manner – “Multi-Unit Residential 

designated areas near or within a 5-minute walk Neighbourhood Commercial” 
 
4.3.54-4.3.56 Parks 
 
4.3.55 - Are there areas in Sidney that are park-deprived? Which areas specifically are we 
targeting? 
 
4.3.57-4.3.60 Food Security 
 
 Why limit 4.3.57 to operating agreements with non-profit organizations? 
 
4.3.61-4.3.63 Services 
 
4.3.61 - One member thought we should make it easier to return/recycle as the facility is 
marginal at best. Perhaps a partnership with Amazon? Perhaps have sources of waste – 
packaging, e.g., - be responsible for their end life as well. This is done in many places. 
 
4.4 A Diverse and Balanced Community Supporting a Thriving Local Economy 
 
 There were many positive comments regarding this section. The objectives were laid out 

well and the improvement of the visual image is a good add-on. The working harbour 
notation is important and well placed. Members were happy to see the provisions related to 
bicycles and parking.  

 The wording regarding the employment section (4.4.1.15) might have its wording altered to 
“supporting emerging value-added Hi-tech industries.” 

 
4.5 Biodiverse, Connected Ecosystem Informed by Traditional, Local, and Scientific 

Knowledge 
 
4.5.1 - Even though Lochside is on public land, it is important that it be included as an 
environmentally important area to make it clear Town will adhere to best practices. If not 
through ESA, then in some other way. 
 
4.5.3-4.5.12 Partnerships 
 
4.5.1 - The APC is wondering if the OCP could provide a link to all of the maps/tools that are 
used by the Town such as the DP map, GAS map, ESA map and Form/Character map. Can 
these be made available for ease of understanding? There was a comment that it would be 
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good to show public land as well as private in the environmentally sensitive development permit 
area map. 
 
4.5.7 - The APC thought it was important to take stock periodically with a state of the 
environment report. 
 
4.5.23-4.5.27 Preservation 
 
4.5.23 - There were quite a few concerns regarding the optics and fairness of ending the ESA 
north of Rothesay Avenue when there are protected Douglas Fir trees south of Rothesay Ave in 
the area which has now been designated multi-unit (presumably so that the vision of the 
walkway can be realized via the much less onerous multi-unit residential DP process). It seems 
unfair to subject private property owners to the rigorous marine foreshore 
guidelines/requirements (QEP, no patios bigger than 10% in the area between natural boundary 
and a line 10 m inland, no hard construction methods, etc.) and to just drop all of those 
requirements to properties below Rothesay Ave so that a public walkway can be built at some 
point in the future, presumably with all of the elements discouraged in the ESA just north 
(concrete, seawall, piers, hardscape, fill, etc.) 
 
The APC is wondering if the OCP could provide a link to all the maps/tools that are used by the 
Town such as the DP map, GAS map, ESA map and Form/Character map. Can these be made 
available for ease of understanding? Or layered somehow in the OCP? 
 
4.5.24 - Preservation. The APC applauded the municipality for its robust approach to tree 
planting on public lands since on the smaller lots there is no opportunity. Some members of the 
APC thought the 15% tree canopy coverage goal should be increased. 
 
4.5.28 – A request was made that, if WSANEC place names are going to be used, a 
pronunciation guide in easy English be included on signs. 
 
8.  MEETING ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED by B. van der Meer seconded by D. Gelinas, that the meeting be adjourned at 4:00 pm. 
 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
Thursday March 17, 2022 
 
PRESENT: 
 

Chair: Kelly Bull-Tomer (via Zoom) 
  
Vice Chair: Clarence Bolt 
  
Members: Lucina Baryluk, John Crowhurst, Denny Gelinas, Richard Novek, Andrew Tidman, 

Bernardine van der Meer 
  
Council Liaison: Councillor Chad Rintoul  
  
Staff: Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long-Range Planning 
 Richard Roy, Municipal Planner 
 Ruth Howell, Administrative Assistant 
  
Regrets: Douglas Watt 
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9. CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:00 pm. 
 
MOVED by B. van der Meer, seconded by R. Novek, that the meeting be called to order.  

 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Records of Decision from March 15 and March 17 were circulated previously. Members are to 
respond to K. Bull-Tomer directly with comments.  
 
10.  REVIEW OF DRAFT OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN cont’d 
 
4.6 A Healthy Resilient Community That Takes Action to Address Climate Change 
 
Context and Objectives 
 

 One member felt that the objectives should encourage construction practices and use of 
materials that will help work towards a zero-waste economy. 

 Another member felt that very few of these objectives are SMART goals i.e., time bound, 
measurable, etc. While the OCP provides overarching policy, he felt that it lacked 
commitment and metrics on how to follow-up and would like to see the accountability built-in 
and direction to council to review OCP for its annual strategic plan at a minimum. 

 
4.6.1-4.6.7 Healthy Community 
 

 4.6.4 - When Zoning is reviewed, a standard should be set for mandatory open space on 
property (perhaps covered in the design guidelines). 

 
4.6.8-4.6.16 Leadership in Climate Action 
 

 4.6.11 - Would like to see something stronger than “endeavor” to meet the targets, 
recognizing that a substantial portion of these targets are dependent on the actions of other 
agencies and levels of government (maybe this should be plainly mentioned in the OCP?) 
 

 4.6.9 & 4.6.12 - Would like to see the Town aim high with respect to construction of a new 
Town Hall – develop a higher standard than LEED construction and using the STEP 
CODES. 
 

 4.6.16. - Although perhaps detailed in the Climate Action document, there should be a 
reference to green infrastructure in this document as well. 
 

 4.6.17 & 4.6.18 - While one member felt that there should be more specificity about what we 
are intending with respect to existing buildings, others felt that since the programs are 
changing so rapidly, it would be good to keep this more general. 
 

 4.6.23 - Can we add another bullet point re: “encourage retrofitting existing buildings …” as 
there are lots of opportunities being offered by BC Hydro, Government, Fortis, and other 
municipalities (like Saanich) are contributing $$ towards conversion and retrofitting. 
 

 4.6.27 - Can we change “back yard composting” to “organic waste recycling” to reflect the 
issues with rodents and other pests that can be problematic with urban back yard composts.  
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 This section should also have some mention of liquid waste management (it currently does 
not) and water conservation. 

 
4.6.28-4.6.35 Sea Level Rise 
 

 One member thought this section was too general and that there should be an outline of a 
specific direction or overarching policy in this section. Are we going to berm the town? Or? It 
would be good to provide some idea of how the town will be addressing this issue 
incrementally. Even though the Town does not have the resources to address the entirely of 
this issue on its own, perhaps it can mention that it continues to be in consultation with the 
CRD and that studies have been done (such as the mapping project) which will be reviewed 
and implemented, etc. 
 

 4.6.29 – The group thought that the “case by case” basis for building below the FCL needs 
to be taken away and a definitive bylaw put in place so that the results are consistent 
throughout and not dependent on which engineer has been hired. 

 
4.6.36-4.6.41 Emergency Preparedness 
 

 4.6.36 - One member felt the emergency preparedness section was a little weak and the 
items could be strengthened with more specific goals. For example, “support initiatives that 
strengthen community emergency planning” – what initiatives are we talking about? 
 

 Other APC members felt that we have robust emergency support services in Sidney and felt 
that consultation with PEMO and the other municipalities would be helpful 

 

 There are no policies on water conservation. Should we add some? 
 
5. Implementation 
 
5.1-5.10 Implementation Policies 
 
5.1.4 - Would like to see this policy strengthened as it is crucial to have developers inform and 
advise the community. 
 
6. Development Permit Areas 
 
The APC struggled with the DP area section. There is a readability issue and it is hard to follow. 
Could it be restructured so the designation precedes the actual DP area?  Perhaps bullet 
points? Colour coding? Graphics would help. 
 
6.4. - Clarity needed regarding which signs are exempt. Somewhat confusing.  
Exemptions: “minor alterations which do not change the intent” – some concern regarding 
discretionary leeway here and would like to see some stronger wording. 

 
6.5 Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
 

 1 & 2 Can we just say: “building footprint should be designed to minimize the impact on 
existing trees”? 

 One member would like the document to be consistent with the “must” “should” “shall” and 
“may” verbiage used throughout. 
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 “Native species” is problematic as a word and inasmuch as many indigenous plants are not 
hearty and/or thriving here anymore. Perhaps replace with “hardy species” or “drought 
resistant”? 

 
Riparian Guidelines 
 

 We only have two areas – Reay and Mermaid Creek areas – perhaps they could be 
specifically mentioned? 

 All of the directions and instructions regarding electronic submissions, etc., seem too 
specific and misplaced here. 

 
6.7 Sustainability 
 
Form & Character 

 There is a big contradiction between minimizing articulation for energy performance vs. high 
design guidelines. Perhaps the Town’s practice of balancing the various criteria and 
competing policies should be mentioned and named on map? 

 
6.8 Form and Character 
 
Comfort & Enjoyment 
1-21: - The group was very pleased with the focus on context. 
 
27: With respect to building scale and stepping back, APC thought it would be good for the OCP 
to make note of the importance of this guideline for the south side of Beacon Avenue given that 
this is the most difficult issue when working with developers and yet the most important aspect 
of retaining Sidney’s “seaside charm.” Perhaps something more regulatory and proscriptive in a 
zoning bylaw is coming, but it would be great to see more teeth in the OCP document. 
 
6.9 General Residential 
 
23: wondered about the use of the word “grass crete” – perhaps something more generic or 
understandable could be used instead. 
. 
6.10 Intensive Neighborhood Residential 
 

 One member felt that detached secondary dwellings section does not belong here and you 
can’t do a duplex on a lot less than 400 square meters. 

 The “Duplex” section should also have design guidelines 1-10 for detached secondary 
dwellings included. 

 
6.11 Multi-Unit Residential 
 

 Favorable comments regarding the section equating the height of the building to the width of 
the street. 

 6. Can we also mention stepping building heights down where you transition to lower 
density? 

 
C. Bolt left the meeting at 4:06 pm. 
 
Townhouses 

 Is there a possibility of getting more clarification/detail on what is meant by “generous 
shared outdoor amenity space”? 
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6.12 General Commercial / Mixed Use 
 

 Similar comments as before – need to mention stepping back upper stories. 
 
6.13 Downtown Commercial 
 

 General concern that “street wall façade” idea would lead to cookie cutter, less charm. The 
little nooks and crannies between buildings and businesses gives Sidney a unique appeal. 

 How high is a storey? Perhaps some clarification here that the guidelines are encouraging 
designers to make the ground floor more amenable to various uses for adaptive reuse 

 One member felt that the “design intent” should have an element of providing washrooms for 
the public to use. 

 19: should we put this section regarding the separation of 9 m between upper stories in the 
West Sidney section as well? 

 One member wondered why we are suggesting/requiring shading/weather protection 
canopies when we are trying to keep sunlight on the street and ground floor. 

 
6.14 Neighbourhood Commercial 
 

 While recognizing that a Zoning Bylaw would likely provide answers, APC was struggling 
with specifics as to what will this look like. How many storeys? etc. More detail and 
specificity, or at least some, would be appropriate. 

 
6.15 West Sidney Village 
 

 While understanding the character of the West Sidney Village, one member still could not 
understand the layout of having the multi-unit or single-family residential right near the 
highway. He felt the village portion should be nearest the highway. 

 
6.16 General Industrial 
 

 Should we add anything about pre-fab buildings? 

 Should we require a landscape buffer to screen storage and other unsightly elements on 
those sites? 

 While we need to stay flexible in the Industrial area, should there be criteria on what kind of 
building materials we want to see? Or what types of structures may be exempt from a DP so 
it is not overly complicated for the employment generators. 

 
Schedules A-D: Maps 
 

 Would be great to have a tool that would allow an owner to see all of the various layers that 
applied to a certain property or area. Can we include the DP area map? Perhaps colour 
coded? 

 
Appendix C: Glossary 
 

 Seems mobility-related heavy. 

 Missing some key definitions or often used words such as: adaptable, accessible, secondary 
dwellings. 

 

  

Page 299 of 318



Town of Sidney Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 
March 15 / 17 / 22, 2022 

 

11 

11.  MEETING ADJOURNMENT 
 
K. Bull-Tomer will circulate Record of Discussion for comment to APC members. 
 
MOVED by R. Novek, seconded by A. Tidman, that the meeting be adjourned at 4:45 pm. 
 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 

 
__________________________ 

CHAIRPERSON 
Kelly Bull-Tomer 
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TOWN OF SIDNEY 

 
 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
MEETING MINUTES of March 18, 2022 at 2:30 p.m. 

 
Meeting held via Videoconferencing 

 

 
PRESENT: 
 
Acting Chairperson: Councilor Peter Wainwright 
  
Members: David Calveley, Denny Gelinas, Bernardine van der Meer , Gae VanSiri, Todd 

Weibe 
  
Staff: Randy Humble, Chief Administrative Officer  

Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 
Recording Secretary Kelly Albucz, Development & Administrative Coordinator 
  
Absent: Mayor Cliff McNeil-Smith, Hannah Nawroth 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER: 

 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:30 p.m. 

 

2. Territorial Acknowledgement. 
 

The Chair respectfully acknowledged that this evening’s meeting is being held on the traditional 
territory of the W̱SÁNEĆ   First Nation; the Tsawout, Tsartlip, Pauquachin, and Tseycum. 
 

3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA: 
 
Moved by: G. VanSiri 
Seconded: B. van der Meer 

 
That the Agenda be adopted as circulated. 

 
MOTION CARRIED  

 
4. ADOPTION OF MINUTES: 

 
Moved by: D. Calverley 
Seconded: D. Gelinas 

 
That the Minutes of November 4, 2022 be adopted as circulated. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 
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5. Review of Draft Official Community Plan 

 

Staff report dated March 15, 2022 – Overview of First Draft of the Official Community Plan. 
 
C. Newcomb gave the following update: 

 Presented to Council February 28, 2022 

 Proposed community engagement period March 3 – April 11, 2022 

 Completed 2 open houses March 16 and 17, 2022 

 Four (4) more drop-in open houses planner for March 26 and 29, 2022 

 Letters sent March 14, 2022 to property owners whose land use designations are 
changing, as well as to adjacent property owners -1,328 letters sent 

 Town Talk mailed with OCP information as well as made available online and at 
Development Services front counter 

 Referred to APC for review – OCP Advisory Committee to review APC comments 
 

The Committee were able to identify the following items to consider: 

 Suggested a section on how to use OCP document 

 Need for an Executive Summary 

 Create an index and add icons to reference supporting documents/reports 

 Better definition of “primary goals” and the sub-sets that relate to those primary goals 
applied/formatted uniformly throughout the document 

 A section listing the changes in policy and focus such as: 
o Climate adaptation/sea level rise 
o Urban forest strategy 
o Expansion of environmental protection aspects 
o Reconciliation (new) 
o Food security (new) 

 Suggested change to Land Use Designation Table for section title of “Recreational” to 
the more common term  “Open Space” and would be a more generic designation. 

 Condense number of policy changes by stating as higher level objectives with potential 
ways of achieving them 

 Reference timeline of previous OCP documents and how they evolved and brought the 
current document to where it is 

 Identify global changes that have had impacts to policy changes 

 Add preface to the beginning of the OCP to inform the public of how to use it as it 
would apply to their situation(s). 

 

Chair stated that Council will always have the ability to make changes as demanded by current 

circumstances. C. Newcomb advised the Local Government Act states the Zoning Bylaw must be 

consistent with the OCP which will be amended/updated once the OCP bylaw has been adopted. 

 

G. VanSiri noted that communities felt the greatest disappointment over prescriptive documents 

changed at will, thus losing faith in the authority that document held. 

 
C. Newcomb summarized what changes are to be addressed: 

i. Document structure to be made consistent/uniform 
ii. Thematic attributes to be enhanced 
iii. Editorial review to ensure policies are on the same level as one another  
iv. In addition to APC input of each policy 
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6. NEXT STEPS 
 
C. Newcomb advised the Committee of the following next steps: 

 Staff report on public input and summary to be made available mid-April 2022 

 Request summary/record of decision from APC meetings to be presented by APC 
Chair K. Bull-Tomer at following OCP RAC meeting. 

 Summary of Public Participation Sessions 

 Review of goals of OCP 
 

B. van der Meer was requested to liaise with APC Chair K. Bull-Tomer to request presentation of 
a summary of the OCP Review findings at a following OCP RAC meeting.  
 
 

7. ADJOURNMENT: 
 
 

Moved by: D. Gelinas 
Seconded: D. Calveley 

 
That the meeting be adjourned. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:14 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
 

CHAIRPERSON 
P. Wainwright 
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TOWN OF SIDNEY 

 
 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
MEETING MINUTES of APRIL 6, 2022 

ARBUTUS ROOM 
 

Also held via Videoconferencing and recorded 
 

 
PRESENT: 
 
Chairperson: Mayor Cliff McNeil-Smith 
  
Members: David Calveley, Denny Gelinas, Hannah Nawroth, Bernardine van der Meer, 

Gae VanSiri, Todd Weibe 
  
Council Liaison: Councillor Peter Wainwright 
  
Staff: Randy Humble, Chief Administrative Officer  

Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 
Recording Secretary: Kelly Albucz, Development & Administrative Coordinator 
  
  
Presenter: Advisory Planning Commission Chair Kelly Bull-Tomer 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 

 
2. TERRITORIAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

 
The Mayor respectfully acknowledged that this meeting is being held on the traditional 
territory of the W̱SÁNEĆ First Nations; the Tsawout, Tsartlip, Pauquachin, and Tseycum. 

 
3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 
Chair added the following items: 
 

7. Community Engagement Update – C. Newcomb 
8. Next Steps  

 
Moved by: B. van der Meer 
Seconded: D. Calveley 

 
That the Agenda be adopted as amended. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
4. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 

 
Member G. Van Siri made the following amendment to include the following comment on page 
2, sixth bullet: 
 

“Suggested change to Land Use Designation Table for section title of “Recreational” to 
the more common term “Open Space” and would be a more generic designation.” 
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ADOPTION OF MINUTES cont. 
 

Moved by: D. Calveley 
Seconded: B. van der Meer 

 
 That the Minutes of March 18, 2022 be adopted as amended. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

 
5. REVIEW OF ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS OF DRAFT OCP 

 

Advisory Planning Commission (APC) Chair, K. Bull-Tomer spoke to the review of the draft 
Official Community Plan performed by the APC at three (3) consecutive meetings; March 15, 17, 
and 22. 2022 highlighting the following sections: 
 
Plan Overview & Introduction 

 Better formatting and word choices throughout the document as contained in the record 
of decision. 

 Incorporate West Sidney into the OCP more inclusively as part of Sidney 
Future Land Use 

 More guidance, detail and clarity within the OCP in areas such as: 
o Future Land Use section clear guidance regarding built form and character. 
o Neighbourhood Commercial Policy not enough parameters to define criteria. 

A Regionally Connected, Vibrant Downtown 

 Clarity added as to how additional public space is to be added in the downtown core in 
the future. 

 APC members was divided as to whether it should be more detailed or left more broad 
in scope 

 Mention of plans for Gateway site should be added or administrative notation. 

 Ground floor residential in downtown commercial area not supported as difficult to return 
to commercial once purposed as residential. Proposed retail absorption analysis. 

Reconciliation, Partnership, Education, Engagement 

 Use of “W̱SÁNEĆ Leadership Council” as opposed to actual First Nations Band names 
would allow for focus as government to government into the future. 

A Distinct Seaside Town Reflecting Local History, Culture and Context 

 Mention of specific Town assets such as the government wharf, fishing pier, Beacon 
Wharf are conspicuously absent in the OCP as well as what may happen to those assets. 

Connected, Accessible and Livable Neighborhoods That Meet the Needs of the Whole 
Community 

 Amenity fee contributions, should be reviewed regularly as last reviewed in 2016. 

 Remove restrictive language and make it more inclusive regarding live-a boards in 
Marinas, so long as upland impacts are mitigated, which could have a two-fold purpose 
of alleviating housing shortages as well as expanding business for the marinas. 

 Transportation plan with policy language that would address functionality of Highway 17 
and Beacon interchange. 

 Inclusion of policy that would allow for strata councils to allow for rentals which may not 
be in the purview of an OCP, but could address housing shortages. 

 Cash in Lieu amenity contributions never seem to be sufficient enough, however, existing 
funds held as Cash in Lieu could be earmarked for low cost rental or below market 
housing. 

Biodiverse, Connected Ecosystem Informed by Traditional, Local, and Scientific Knowledge 

 Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) north of Rothesay and south along the waterfront 
should be reviewed for content towards impacts to property owners within the ESA. 

 Digital Maps should have hyperlinks to all of the interrelated sections within the OCP. 
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A Healthy Resilient Community That Takes Action to Address Climate Change 

 Objectives that encourage construction practices that encourage a zero waste economy.  

 Stronger language used rather than “endeavour” and make reference to green 
infrastructure.  

 Language encouraging retrofitting existing buildings as there are incentives being offered 
by external agencies such as BC Hydro, and Fortis. 

 Sea-level rise; how will the Town address this issue. Will there be plans to address it 
incrementally in consultation with CRD and adjacent municipalities. 

 OCP language that would support definitive building bylaws put in place for construction 
below FCL levels to ensure consistent results. 

 Lack of policy regarding water conservation and to consider adding some. 
Implementation 

 Strengthen policy around developers informing and consulting with the community. 
Development Permit Area  

 Section is difficult to follow; needs restructuring for readability 

 ESA wording simplified to say building footprint designed to minimalize impacts to 
existing trees. 

 Riparian guidelines regarding electronic submissions too specific in this section. 

 Sustainability and Form and Character appears to be a contradiction between 
sustainability and having high design guidelines. Information regarding competing 
policies should be mentioned and how to navigate between the requirements. 

 Form & Character section should have emphasis made on Sidney’s south side, 
specifically Beacon Avenue, involving building scale and stepping back designs in order 
to retain Sidney’s seaside character. 

 Multi-unit residential section wasn’t sure what “breaking up large buildings” definition of 
what constitutes “large” as well as including language around stepping down building 
design when transitioning from higher density to lower density neighborhoods.  

 Detail/clarification around meaning of “generous shared outdoor amenity space”. 

 Downtown Commercial give guidance around “set back significantly”; set out the 
parameters around this. 

 General Industrial could add information regarding prefab buildings and consider adding 
wording around landscaping buffer uses for properties that abut Hwy 17. 

Schedule & Appendix A - C 

 Include a pronunciation guide not just a link for commonly used SENĆOŦEN names 
within the Town as well as language information signs installed as well. 
 

6. DISCUSSION 
 
Chair thanked K. Bull-Tomer for the depth of the response from the APC and her overview 
presented to the OCP committee. Chair advised that there will be more information forthcoming 
from the Public Engagement phase concluding April 11, 2022 and will be summarized by staff 
and reported to this committee at a future meeting. Any recommendations to Council should be 
reserved until all of the information has been presented to the committee. 
 
K. Bull-Tomer and B. van der Meer stated that the APC only commented on the document as it 
was presented to them, and felt that any higher level concerns would be addressed by the OCP 
committee. The intent was to look at language and functionality/use of the document.  
 
D. Gelinas pointed to the APC records of decision to inform the OCP Advisory Committee on how 
the components of the OCP and zoning bylaw are used or are problematic with their decisions. 
 
Councilor P. Wainwright stated that some of the comments are of a very general nature, and not 
core to the APC function, whereas other comments are very specific to the core functions of the 
APC which are reflected in the record of decisions. He would like to know if the APC saw some 
of the issues addressed in the proposed OCP document that APC had in the past with their 
determinations for development applications. 
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K. Bull-Tomer will ask the APC members if there are issues that have not been addressed in the 
draft OCP. 
 
Chief Administrative Officer R. Humble stated that an OCP that contains too much detail or is too 
prescriptive will create challenges if the Town receives a redevelopment proposal that doesn’t fit 
a very detailed OCP, creating the need for an OCP amendment as well as a rezoning 
amendment. The OCP needs to provide the right balance between the two documents. 
 
Staff C. Newcomb stated that it seems that some residents are seeking/have a desire to have a 
document that is very specific about what changes will be happening in their community in the 
future. However the OCP attempts to provide general guidance on making a decision not what 
decision to make. Future Councils will look to this document for guidance. He further stated that 
the OCP attempts to plan for how to address the future and not what the exact future will be. An 
OCP should provide an appropriate level of guidance for future decision makers. 
 
There was further discussion by the committee who noted the following: 

 Policy targets should be indicated within the document. 

 Six main goals were identified, however difficult to determine what the Town goals are. 

 Metrics provided on how the goals and policies will be achieved/followed up on. 

 Would like to see the Town become “leaders” in some of the environmental goals. 
 

7. COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT UPDATE  
 
Staff C. Newcomb reported the following progress with the OCP Community Engagement Phase: 

 February 28, 2022 Council heard presentations from staff and consultant and approved 
moving forward with the public consultation phase to take place over a six (6) week 
period. 

 Survey posted to Town website has had 273 responses to date over a five (5) week 
period.  

 Open Houses:  
o March 16, 2022 – in person, with three (3) one-hour sessions, a total of seventy-

eight (78) attended. 
o March 17, 2022 – virtual session not as well attended (13) but with good level of 

feed-back as a result. 
o Pop-up Café sessions which took place in community specific locations: 

 Rathdown Park Playground – March 26, 2022, 
 Canora Road at Weiler Avenue – March 26, 2022, 
 Tulista Park – March 29, 2022, and  
 Beacon Avenue at Second Street – March 29, 2022 

There were 122 residents who attended these sessions. 

 There have been seventy-five (75) direct emails received by C. Newcomb and are in 
process of being responded to. 

 External agencies have also responded to emailed requests for comments. 

 Additional communications via social media posts, large format signs updated with “Draft 
Available Now”, sandwich board signs and PNR ads to supplement public 
awareness/responses. 

 
Chair thanked C. Newcomb, APC Chair K. Bull-Tomer, and committee members for their input 
that will be forwarded to Council.  
 

8. NEXT STEPS 
 

 Councilor P. Wainwright suggested that recommendations to Council/Consultant 
involving “restructuring” of the existing draft OCP document should be formulated and 
submitted as soon as possible. 

 Staff report to be submitted to Council once summary of Community Engagement and 
next OCP RAC meeting input has occurred. 
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9. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 

Moved by: G. VanSiri 
Seconded: B. van der Meer 

 
That the meeting be adjourned. 

 
MOTION CARRIED  

 
Meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
 

CHAIRPERSON 
Mayor C. McNeil-Smith 
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TOWN OF SIDNEY 

 
 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
MEETING MINUTES of April 21, 2022 

 
2:00 p.m. in the Arbutus Room 

Also held via Videoconferencing and recorded 
 
 
PRESENT: 
 
Chairperson: Mayor Cliff McNeil-Smith 
  
Members: David Calveley, Denny Gelinas, Bernardine van der Meer , Gae VanSiri,  

Todd Weibe 
  
Council Liaison: Councillor Peter Wainwright 
  
Staff: Randy Humble, Chief Administrative Officer 

Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 
Recording Secretary Kelly Albucz, Development & Administrative Coordinator 
  
Absent: Hannah Nawroth 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 
 

2. TERRITORIAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
The Mayor respectfully acknowledged that this meeting is being held on the traditional 
territory of the W̱SÁNEĆ First Nation; the Tsawout, Tsartlip, Pauquachin, and Tseycum. 

 
3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 
Moved by: G. VanSiri 
Seconded: B. van der Meer 

 
That the Agenda be adopted as circulated. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 

4. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
 
Correction on Page 3, item 6. Discussion, third paragraph to be deleted and second paragraph to 
show “K. Bull-Tomer and B. van der Meer”. 
 
Moved by: B. van der Meer 
Seconded: D. Gelinas 

 
That the Minutes of April 6, 2022 be adopted as amended. 

MOTION CARRIED 
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5. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC FEEDBACK ON DRAFT OCP 
 
C. Newcomb shared a PowerPoint presentation summarizing the staff report of April 14, 2022 and 
made the following comments: 

• Good response rate (350) for online survey; exceeded target of 200 responses. 
• Generally positive feedback for broader topics had majority support.  
• Most specific ideas/proposals also well received/supported. 
• More mixed results on proposal for a height cap in downtown, but generally supported. 
• 5 themes identified: 

o Natural assets/ESA, 
o New multi-unit res designations, 
o Built form/density, 
o Parking  
o Document structure, as well as three (3) site specific areas. 

• General support for expanded ESA’s and guidelines with a desire for further identification 
of other areas that are designated natural assets, and to further develop policies. 

• Multi-Unit Residential Designations 
o 60% support overall; with more mixed responses than other topics. 
o However, many assumed all development in these areas would be four (4) storeys. 
o Sense that neighbourhoods would be overwhelmed by density. 
o No changes planned for revised draft.  

• Built Form/Density 
o Community would like to see more information on what exactly will be built, but this 

is difficult with a high-level document like an OCP. 
o Lot area minimums need to be clarified in revised draft. 
o Looking for balance between OCP bylaw & Zoning bylaw. 

• Document Structure 
o Some comments were likely a result of document structure as the current structure 

didn’t make it easy for the public to access the information it contained. 
o Goals based approached was used in order to create a more holistic approach, 

however, people have very specific issues they wanted addressed which a goals 
oriented structure isn’t conducive to satisfy this need. 

o Currently exploring options for restructuring the document without changing the 
policy approach. 

Three specific areas: 
• 9522 Lochside Drive – Cedarwood Motel  

o General concern over redevelopment; these concerns can be partially addressed 
by improvements to built form/density policies.  

• 2325 Harbour Road 
o Draft OCP proposes the change to the land use designation due to existing land use 

conflicts with the marine-industrial uses in the surrounding area. 
o Intent was to address issues around protecting nesting habitat for Herons, nearby 

residential uses. 
o Community seems concerned that heavy industrial uses would be allowed by the 

proposed change; however, staff would not recommend this. The intent is to create 
a buffer between existing marine-industrial activities and residential properties in the 
area by creating the potential for a small mixed-use building with some marine-
related office/retail space. 

o Council will need to determine what would be the best fit for this property. 
 

 
Three specific areas cont. 
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• 2125 Beacon Avenue West – Gateway/Sidney Crossing Site 
o Downtown Commercial land use designation was proposed, however, Transport 

Canada and the Victoria Airport Authority (VAA) generally determine land uses. 
o VAA has recommended a specific land use designation; staff will work to bring 

forward a designation that works best for the site. 
 
Next Steps: 

C. Newcomb will prepare a report for a future Council meeting with a summary of community, APC 
and OCP Advisory Committee feedback. 

  
6. DISCUSSION 

 
The Chair suggested that discussion be focused on the identified themes in the staff report, 
however, not limited to these alone, as general comments are welcome as well. 
 
Some members had questions clarifying or commenting on certain specific topics, as follows: 
 
G. VanSiri requested clarification on the 2125 Beacon Avenue West site and whether a new 
designation would be brought forward in the revised draft. C. Newcomb responded that staff are 
looking at some options to bring forward that meet the Town’s objectives to make the site more 
walkable and connected to the broader community. 
 
D. Gelinas highlighted a few items commented on by the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) 
and noted that he hoped these would be addressed in the draft. He also requested clarification on 
the new Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA’s), the level of density that might be expected in the 
new Multi-Unit Residential areas, and some community concerns around possible development in 
the Harbour Road area. C. Newcomb responded that staff had done a very rough estimate of 400 
new townhouse units if all the new Multi-Unit Residential areas were fully built out. 
 
In response to a question, R. Humble also clarified the role of the Town in relation to possible future 
development on airport land. C. Newcomb added that one of the Town’s goals is to ensure that we 
have an effective way to comment on any development on airport land. 
 
Councilor Wainwright remarked on the strong response from the community supporting climate 
action in the OCP but noted that this was not included as a theme. C. Newcomb clarified that staff 
hadn’t highlighted climate action as a theme in the staff report because the staff report only focused 
on areas to be improved, whereas the community response seemed fairly satisfied with the draft 
OCP’s approach to climate action. Councilor Wainwright also raised the topic of how and what the 
Committee should be commenting on related to feedback from the community and APC. 

 
D. Calveley felt that community feedback reflects that the project has successfully met Council’s 
goal of effectively engaging the community on the OCP project. He also discussed community 
feedback on the vision statement and noted that the survey question on the vision generated many 
responses (85 of 140) that were unrelated to the actual vision statement. He felt one comment in 
particular captured the essence for a revised vision statement: “Sidney will continue to strive to be 
a community in which residents are proud to live in and that retains the characteristics that first 
attracted them to live here” 
 
Committee member D. Calveley also discussed the desired level of specificity for the OCP, noting 
that the public seems to want an OCP that is very specific and difficult to change. 
 
 
G. VanSiri noted that seeing how the draft OCP has developed out of the current OCP in terms of 
policy and what has changed or stayed the same would be helpful.  She also discussed the survey 
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responses and how the responses on the land use mapping questions had less support than other 
questions. 
 
Councilor Wainwright highlighted that the responses to these questions were not surprising as 
community members with opposition to specific sites are also motivated to oppose the general land 
use map as well. G. VanSiri responded that it would be nice to see some additional 
discussion/options around the multi-unit residential designations. C. Newcomb added that the 
locations for these uses were developed with solid land use and transportation principles and are 
anticipated to have minimal impact on existing “single-family” residential neighbourhoods.  
 
B. van der Meer would like additional time to assess the community’s comments. She also agreed 
that the vision statement could use some improvement and reordering. In addition, policies in the 
draft OCP could be reorganized along lines of importance and level of generality. 
 
G. VanSiri supported the comment by the Roberts Bay Residents group that funding for the 
acquisition of new Environmentally Sensitive Areas be included as part of the policy funding new 
park lands in Sidney. 
 
T. Weibe noted that we should consider how the OCP will be used by the general public and also 
highlighted an error in the land use map that should be corrected. C. Newcomb confirmed that 
would be addressed in the updated draft. 
 
Discussion then turned to the themes presented in C. Newcomb’s staff report: 
 
Theme 1: Desire for increased identification and protection of natural assets and areas: 

D. Gelinas highlighted the proposed extension to the waterfront walkway and whether it made 
sense in terms of balancing the desire to see the walkway extended with the environmental 
preservation objectives of the community. He thought it was something that should be pursued but 
raised it for discussion. 
 
Councilor Wainwright raised the issue of including the Tsehum Harbour area as part of the 
Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) in order to protect bird habitat, noting however that it may 
be problematic due to jurisdictional issues and it being a “working” harbor. He also noted and 
supported suggestions from the community for Sidney to collaborate with the District of North 
Saanich in order to better coordinate and support the bird sanctuary in Tsehum Harbour. 
 
Councilor Wainwright continued, noting some recommendations from staff of the Ministry of Lands, 
Water and Resource Stewardship (MLWRS) that he felt should be considered carefully in revising 
the draft OCP: 

• Strengthen the wording in section stating: in order to protect existing trees and promote the 
growth of new trees,… change “limit subdivision potential” to “prohibit subdivision” 

• That the ESA’s should encompass all the foreshore, not just Roberts Bay and the adjacent 
areas. 

• Recommended the addition of a Bald Eagle and Great Blue Heron Development Permit 
Area to protect nests and surrounding habitat. 

• Suggestion to comment on the waterfront walkway area being excluded from the ESA or 
describe challenges of its inclusion in the ESA. 

 
In response to a question from the Chair, C. Newcomb explained the rationale for Rothesay Avenue 
as the end point of the waterfront walkway and starting point of the ESA to the north.  
 
B. van der Meer requested clarification that it was MLWRS that suggested that the entire foreshore 
be included as a designated ESA. D. Calveley noted that there are many complex challenges with 
a blanket approach to this issue, citing the working harbour as a specific challenge. C. Newcomb 
explained the rationale for the policy approach in the draft OCP regarding this topic (that much of 
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the waterfront is already under the stewardship of the Town and protected as a result, and that 
other areas like Harbour Road would be very challenging to designate as an ESA) appreciating 
that MLWRS staff make these recommendations in good faith but do not have access to many of 
the local complexities of a given topic. 
 
Councilor Wainwright noted as an example that Port Sidney Marina has disrupted much of the 
habitat south of Rothesay Avenue and there are few opportunities to restore the area. He also 
suggested including a policy that ESA designations will continue to be monitored/adjusted as new 
information on natural assets and areas is brought forward. 
 
The Chair noted the time and that another meeting would be required to discuss the remaining 
topic areas, suggesting that one be held in a week’s time. 
 
C. Newcomb added that staff will assess all of the input received from the OCP Review Advisory 
Committee, APC, and Public Feedback information into a report to a future Council meeting. 
 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Moved by: G. VanSiri 
Seconded: B. van der Meer 

 
That the meeting be adjourned. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
Meeting adjourned at  3:33 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
 

CHAIRPERSON 
Mayor Cliff McNeil-Smith 
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TOWN OF SIDNEY 

 
 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN REVIEW ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
MEETING MINUTES of April 28, 2022 

 
2:00 p.m. in the Arbutus Room 

Also held via Videoconferencing and recorded 
 
 
PRESENT: 
 
Chairperson: Mayor Cliff McNeil-Smith 
  
Members: David Calveley, Denny Gelinas, Bernardine van der Meer , Gae VanSiri,  

 
  
Council Liaison: Councillor Peter Wainwright 
  
Staff: Randy Humble, Chief Administrative Officer 

Corey Newcomb, Senior Manager of Long Range Planning 
Recording Secretary Kelly Albucz, Development & Administrative Coordinator 
  
Absent: Todd Weibe, Hannah Nawroth 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
The Chair called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 
 

2. TERRITORIAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
The Mayor respectfully acknowledged that this meeting is being held on the traditional 
territory of the W̱SÁNEĆ First Nation; the Tsawout, Tsartlip, Pauquachin, and Tseycum. 

 
3. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

 
Moved by: D. Gelinas 
Seconded: B. van der Meer 

 
That the Agenda be adopted as circulated. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 

4. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
 
Moved by: G. VanSiri 
Seconded: B. van der Meer 

 
That the Minutes of April 21, 2022 be adopted as circulated. 

MOTION CARRIED 
 

 
 

Page 314 of 318



OCP Review Advisory Committee Meeting  |  April 28, 2022  |  Page 2 

S:\Departments\VitalRecords\COMMITTEES & COMMISSIONS\OCP Review Advisory Committee\Minutes\OCP RAC 2022 04 28 - Minutes draft.docx 

 
5. CONTINUED REVIEW OF SUMMARY OF PUBLIC FEEDBACK ON DRAFT OCP 

 
Chair gave a brief summary of the previous meeting discussions, and stated all information 
gathered from this committee along with feedback from the Advisory Planning Commission and 
community engagement opportunities will be compiled by staff in a report to be presented at the 
Special Council meeting on May 5, 2022 for consideration. 
 

6. DISCUSSION 
 
The committee continued their discussion of the themes and topics presented in the staff report 
titled “Summary of Public Feedback on Draft OCP” dated April 14, 2022, as follows: 
 
The committee made the following comments regarding the topic of Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESA): 
 
B. van der Meer noted that within the public feedback there was a recommendation/support to 
include all of the foreshore areas in Sidney in the ESA. She suggested that there be a note made 
regarding lands controlled by the Town if ever converted back to private usage lands, that they then 
be made part of the ESA. B. van der Meer pointed out that there didn’t appear to be any support 
for increased density in the Mermaid Creek area, however, there was support to allow it to return 
back to its natural state. She also noted that there were almost equal support/opposition to the 
extension of the walkway, and there was no support of increasing the density on Third Street to 
achieve the extension of the walkway. This information calls into question the proposal for 
increased density in these two areas. 
 
G. VanSiri and D. Calveley agreed with B. van der Meer’s comments, and would like to see public 
feedback concerns recognized around the proposed density changes to achieve the extension of 
the walkway, in the OCP. 
 
D. Gelinas asked for clarification on the zoning for the area around Rothesay and Mermaid Creek 
area that would support two family dwellings. Suggested that owners need to understand/ have 
clarification as to what the new designation of “Multi-Unit Residential” would mean. 
 
Councillor Wainwright felt that including a policy that would ensure a lower form of density in 
those areas would be appropriate as concern is over the higher density four storey scale and not 
two storey townhomes. 
 
Theme 2: New “Multi-Unit Residential” designations around Neighbourhood Commercial: 
 
G. VanSiri spoke to the public’s concern that if there was to be an increase of density that there is 
a need to increase parks and/or open spaces. She also noted there was a relatively high level of 
“strongly opposed” rating for Multi-Unit Residential proposals. Green space acquisition doesn’t 
appear to be linked to development and felt there is a need to more strongly state the need to 
supply park/greenspaces within the OCP. She also stated that the OCP planning team take a closer 
look at the proposed locations and intensities of the recommendations for multi-unit residential as 
there is comparatively low support ratings for those particular proposals.  
 
G. VanSiri noted Stats Canada 2021 data on the number of single detached housing in Canada is 
53%, in BC 42%, and 2016 stats; Greater Victoria Region 39% and within Sidney 35%. These 
figures would indicate that Sidney has supported urban densification and that the town take a 
slower, more targeted approach as to type and location of densification. She also felt that by 
breaking out the proposed “Multi-Unit Land Use” designation into at least two categories of 
“modest” or “neighbourhood multi-unit” permitting only an RM5 zoning designation and “intense” or 
“urban multi-unit” which would accommodate the RM6 and RM7 zoning designations. This could 
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address those concerns of those opposing increases to density in their areas. G. VanSiri stated 
that on this basis, she suggested that the committee recommend that the draft OCP be revised to 
propose options that address the concerns expressed about the style and intensity of the process 
of densification in Sidney. 
 
D. Calveley and B. van der Meer supported the recommendations made by G. VanSiri. 
 
Theme 3: Desire for more specificity around built form and density: 
 
B. van der Meer also noted that public comments around lack of specifics within the proposed OCP 
was of concern, and asked for staff clarification as why specifics were excluded. C. Newcomb 
stated that historically Sidney has taken a permissive land use approach. Everything in Sidney is 
essentially infill and requires a more general approach to development. Other municipalities with 
more specific guidelines have recognized that this has resulted in extended timelines for 
development applications, and are relaxing regulations to allow for more flexibility to development. 
CAO R. Humble added that Sidney’s OCP is more normative with other municipalities throughout 
B.C. A higher level of detail may also see an increase in OCP amendments/public hearings from 
developers.  
 
B. van der Meer suggested that Sidney’s OCP could contain specificity but still have broader 
language. 
 
D. Calveley noted that the current OCP (Bylaw No. 1920) doesn’t provide sufficient specificity to 
meet the community’s expectations, and added that there was clear direction from the public to 
include more detail in the draft OCP. The history of some previous council development approvals 
has raised concerns over “broader” language. 
 
C. Newcomb stated that it would be helpful to know what sections of the current OCP were 
insufficient based on development approvals in the past so those concerns can be addressed. 
 
D. Calveley pointed to the Firehall Development building’s height that was permitted. B. van der 
Meer added that the building’s full block coverage at the fifth and six storeys that contravened the 
existing OCP language for buildings of that height which were only to be permitted mid-block. C. 
Newcomb suggested that stronger regulation within the Zoning Bylaw might have addressed this, 
with higher level guidance in the OCP. 
 
The committee discussed at length issues of density and the need for more details in the OCP 
around how density is to happen in the future. P. Wainwright stated that the Housing Needs 
Assessment have already identified an existing housing deficit. 
 
G. VanSiri stated that if people understood that “multi-unit residential” was to be 2 storeys, that 
there would be more support for it. Should “neighbourhood commercial” be shown to be limited to 
2 storeys, there may be more acceptance. Chair stated that specifics would be beneficial for these 
types of designations and that build form and density needs to fit neighbourhoods. G. VanSiri 
thought there was the suggestion to limit “neighbourhood commercial” to street corner locations. 
 
Theme 4: the need for more parking: 
 
D. Calveley suggested that once staff have revised the draft that more policy and guidance will be 
provided. Transportation modes are changing rapidly and is difficult to plan for the unknown. 
 
B. van der Meer noted numerous comments around insufficient parking for visitors, shoppers, and 
commercial needs. Suggestions were made around the necessity of providing parking spaces for 
each residential unit. There is still a possibility of converting existing designated parking lands into 
other use in the future. 
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Theme 5: Document structure: 
 
Chair confirmed the document structure will be reviewed by Council. 
 
D. Gelinas appreciated the difficulties in trying to capture of what a community is, and how people 
live in it. It would be helpful to include some strategies around how to use the OCP as a roadmap 
to move forward with. 
 
B. van der Meer asked if the Downtown Local Area Plan (LAP) would be incorporated in the OCP 
as well as the Downtown Streetscape Standards. C. Newcomb advised the Downtown LAP will be 
repealed as it will be incorporated into the new OCP, however, the Streetscape Standards was only 
intended as a reference document with high level design guidance. C. Newcomb also stated that 
many components of the Westside LAP have yet to be implemented and it is desirable to keep it 
as a standalone document to retain the detail it provides. 
 
Site Specific Issues: 
 
D. Gelinas expressed concern over not including some direction in regards to the Gateway/Sidney 
Crossing site as residents will continue to be concerned over the development of this land in the 
future.  
 
C. Newcomb advised that there is no proposed development currently for the airport lands, thereby 
making it difficult to give specific guidelines to quell public concerns for future development. VAA 
will consult the town once ready to move forward with any kind of development as per the VAA 
MOU. 
 
D. Calveley commented on Harbour Road industrial designation which could be better identified as 
a new classification of possibly “marine transition” designation or something that would better define 
the land use within the OCP. He also liked the community notices sent out. They give people a 
better understanding of the intended use, and an opportunity to respond to any proposed 
development. 
 
B. van der Meer noted only one supporting comment was found for the Harbour Road site, which 
to her would indicate that a change is not supported. She also expressed that the comments around 
the Cedarwood Motel site indicate that it should be kept to two (2) or three (3) storeys. Chair advised 
the proposal will be brought before Council who will need to decide. 
 
Other Discussion: 
 
B. van der Meer noted that in the areas denoted as “A, B and C” on Beacon Avenue the majority 
of comments supported three storeys along Beacon Avenue, and strong comments that the 
maximum should be four (4) storeys, and many comments that supported “step-backs” from third 
storey to fourth storey to allow for more light at street level.  
 
B. van der Meer and G VanSiri agreed there is also a continued concern regarding density vs. 
greenspaces created specifically around townhouses in residential areas, there needs to be 
specific language added to ensure that green spaces are being sought/added. 
 
D. Calveley noted the need to re-work the Vision statement and requested staff review the wording 
used by the consultant for the Economic Development Committee as he felt it was very well written. 
 
B van der Meer suggested that some guiding principles be considered as they have been used by 
other municipalities. 
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C. Newcomb stated that public comments wished for more detail, so will endeavor to find the middle 
ground. 
 
Chair congratulated and thanked the committee for their work. 
 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Moved by: D. Calveley 
Seconded: G. VanSiri 

 
That the meeting be adjourned. 

 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
Meeting adjourned at  3:32 p.m. 

 
 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
 

CHAIRPERSON 
Mayor Cliff McNeil-Smith 
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