
From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: City of Victoria OCP - Feedback for Public Hearing September 11, 2025
Date: September 9, 2025 3:48:10 PM

Submission for City of Victoria Official Community Plan Public Hearing on September 11, 2025

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed new Victoria 2050 Official Community Plan and
associated bylaws and policies.  I share the concerns raised by many residents, including: the 4 and 6
storey height prescription across the city, inadequate level of consultation, outdated population
projections for future housing needs, lack of consideration for Victoria's unique neighbourhoods,
inequitable growth and density distribution among the City's neighbourhoods, limited tools to create
affordable housing, lack of examples for effective use of existing building stock and multiplexes, loss of
heritage buildings and neighbourhood character, insufficient tenant protection, reduced tree canopy
targets, changes in delegation of authority, and lack of information about how to meet future City
infrastructure and social wellbeing (e.g. health care) needs. 

I would like to provide the following feedback and suggestions:

OCP Engagement Process
I participated in an open house and three Zoom meetings on the OCP.  

My experience with the OCP engagement process was that it met only the lowest level on the IAP2 public
participation spectrum: to inform.  Staff did an excellent job providing information on Council's directive
and the extensive policy framework. However, there was no opportunity to provide alternatives to the
specific land use approaches of 4 and 6 storeys, not even the province's legislated 3 to 6 dwelling units or
3 stories as a baseline.  I did not complete the survey because the questions favoured predetermined
outcomes.  The OCP engagement process was insufficient and did not follow the typical appropriate
three-phased planning process.

I suggest that the City submit the proposed OCP and bylaws and policies as draft documents to the
Province by December 31, 2025,  and request that the Province allow the City more time for further public
consultation to address the issues and public concerns raised before submitting a final plan.

Places and Spaces Planning Engagement Process
I also participated in the only afternoon Places & Spaces workshop for James Bay and the joint follow up
open house for James Bay, Oaklands and Jubilee area who were also offered one separate workshop. 
The workshop was interactive and community focused and felt more like consultation.  The follow up joint
open house presented high level findings and was shared with residents from two other neighbourhoods. 
I did complete the Places & Spaces survey as it asked more open ended questions.  

In my opinion a three hour workshop, a feedback open house for three communities and a survey do not
provide enough time and opportunity for a neighbourhood to provide meaningful input.  I am also
concerned that existing neighbourhood plans have been streamlined in the new OCP, especially when
local neighbourhood organizations were excluded from an official role in the engagement process.

I suggest that Council direct staff to conduct more consultation with the residents and neighbourhood
associations of James Bay, Oaklands and the Jubilee/Fort Street/Oak Bay area to obtain in depth input
and develop additional Guidelines related to relevant features in their communities.  

Working Harbour Plan
Victoria 2050 provides directions to update and coordinate diverse plans for the working harbour,
including the continued viability of harbour dependent industries, marine and airborne transportation and
the ecological health of natural assets.  Much of Victoria's harbour properties are adjacent to the James
Bay neighbourhood and residents are directly impacted by planes, helicopters, and cruise ships which
create overcrowding, traffic surges, noise and contribute to local air and marine environment pollution.  It



is crucial that the James Bay community be involved in a meaningful way in the development of a working
harbour plan.

I suggest that Council direct staff to include the James Bay Neighbourhood Association and residents as
essential stakeholders in the development of a future Comprehensive Plan for the Working Harbour.

Thank you for considering my feedback and suggestions.
Anke Bergner
60 San Jose Avenue
James Bay, Victoria BC







 
 

 
 

Lower transport costs for families � a critical equity consideration. 

Neighbourhoods hosting schools benefit from increased road safety with more people walking and 

cycling, fewer vehicle trips to and from schools, and fewer vehicle emissions polluting the air. 

The community benefits by increasing social ties with community and neighbourhood. 

 

Cycling to school matters for climate 

Road transportation remains the CRD�s number one source of carbon emissions. Trips to K-12 schools 

account for 7% of all outbound trips in the CRD, according to the 2022 CRD Origin-Destination Household 

Travel Survey Report, released in September 2023. Increasing cycling and other active transportation to 

schools will reduce transportation emissions in our region. 

We acknowledge and appreciate that the SD61 Climate Action Plan tackles road transportation emissions 

by taking as one of its five pillars �Sustainable Transportation�. We would like to help make the Plan more 

impactful with the following recommendations to make cycling a much more appealing, convenient and 

safe choice for students, staff, and parents. 

 

Our Recommendations 

1. Consider making your statement of commitment to sustainable modes of transportation more ambitious 

and powerful: 

Current statement: 

�We also aim to promote educational and engagement programs to encourage sustainable modes 

of transportation, such as walking, biking, carpooling, or taking transit to school and work. The 

District will review opportunities to participate in programs such as Bike to Work/School Week 

and sustainable commuting to school programs as well as improving data on current commuting 

methods, barriers, and opportunities to choose sustainable modes of transport.� 

We suggest adding: 

�The District will play a leading role in making walking and cycling to schools and worksites safer, 

more convenient, more appealing, and more secure for students, their parents, and staff.� 

2. Under the objective �Promote active and low-carbon commuting options�, add or revise the following 

actions: 

Encourage cycling and active trips to school with needed infrastructure: 

o Formally adopt the CRD�s All Ages and Abilities bikeway policy to help guide district 

construction & advocacy on bikeways. 

o Work with municipalities to accelerate the construction of a quick-build complete cycling 

network by 2027 that provides an All Ages and Abilities (AAA) bikeway to the main entrance 

of every school. Where needed, provide school land to enable students to arrive at school 

safely where roads are not designed to permit AAA infrastructure near schools. 



 
 

 
 

o Re-evaluate the distribution of School District budgeted funds, resources, and land allocation 

that facilitate different commuting modes (automobile, cycling, walking, transit) in response to 

the climate emergency and the need to shift to low- and zero-emission commuting. Examine if 

families with restricted commute options, including low-income households, those without 

vehicles and persons with disabilities, are equitably supported by District infrastructure 

investments. 

o Provide better, secure bike parking and end-of-trip facilities, including: 

Provide secure, covered parking for bicycles and other modes of active transport for 

students and staff. Consult the school community on placement and design. 

Provide end-of-trip facilities for staff and students, including lockers, change rooms and 

showers. Consult potential users on placement and design. 

Ensure entrances to schools and bike parking are suitable and wide enough for easy 

access for non-standard bicycles (e.g., cargo and bucket bicycles). 

Provide infrastructure for electric bike battery charging. 

o Provide bike repair facilities for minor repairs and adjustments, like flat tires. 

o Provide adequate space for short-term bicycle parking for parents and visitors. The amount of 

bicycle parking provided should be 10% greater than the current measured number of 

bicycles arriving on busy days. 

o Provide crossing guards at every elementary and middle school. 

o Advocate to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) to provide funding to top 

up the Annual Facility Grant funding from the Ministry of Education and Child Care (ECC) to 

support site upgrades for enhancing accessibility for vulnerable road users. 

o Advocate to the Ministry of Social Development and Poverty Reduction (SDPR) to increase 

ECC�s Annual Facility Grant for accessibility upgrades to enhance access for people with 

physical impairments. 

Lead the culture change to active transportation to school: 

o Advocate to MOTI for increased funding to run �Ready, Step, Roll� (RSR), and support the CRD 

to roll out the Ready, Step, Roll (RSR) initiative every year at every school in the District. 

o Host RSR events to coincide with Capital Bike�s tri-annual Go By Bike Week (GBBW) events. 

o At the beginning of the school year, at every school: Engage with students and their families 

around the economic, climate, and health benefits of travelling to school using public transit 

and active transportation. Engage and inspire students with a school assembly. Reinforce with 

parents and staff who do drive to schools the critical importance of their role in safeguarding 

vulnerable road users. 

o Advocate to MOTI for increased funding and to shift the funding model for 'Everyone Rides, 

Grades 4 and 5' (ERG45) to fund school districts directly, not external agencies, so that School 



 
 

 
 

Districts can hire Active Transportation coordinators to coordinate RSR and ERG45 at each 

school in the School District. 

o Provide training to grade 6-8 students to use public transportation, similar to the exemplary 

Kingston (Ontario) Model. 

o Eliminate student car parking at high schools, except for those students where a need is 

demonstrated. Repurpose recovered parking space for climate mitigation purposes. 

o Work with municipalities and parent groups towards the elimination of car drop-off zones 

around schools. 

o Work with employee groups to develop financial incentives and other strategies to shift staff 

commute mode towards active transport, cycling, and transit. 

o Assign personnel within the District to be responsible for implementing and supporting these 

culture change initiatives. Provide paid release time for staff members willing to lead and 

coordinate these initiatives in their schools. 

Be a strong advocate for improvements: 

o Establish a regular liaison within the District to coordinate with municipal staff on improving 

active transportation to schools, including creating a Safe Routes to Schools Plan, including 

AAA routes and safe walking connections to the entrance of each school. 

o Advocate for traffic calming measures, paired with speed limit reductions to 30 km/h or less, 

on all streets adjacent to all schools at all times. 

o Advocate to municipalities to create School Streets in front of all school front doors. 

o Advocate to municipalities that when public works or construction occurs near schools, that safe 

paths for vulnerable road users be prioritized. 

 

3. Set ambitious targets in line with the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and 

commit to clear pathways to implement them. Monitor and report on progress. As with the whole of the 

SD61 Climate Action Plan, to be effective, active transportation goals need to be described by 

measurable targets and concrete actions that have specific timeframes and reporting intervals. This will 

include: 

Monitoring and regular reporting on progress toward targets. 

Clear personnel accountability for targets, actions, monitoring and reporting. 

Evaluation of success of actions and recommitting where deficiencies arise. 

Measurable targets for, among others: 

o trips made cycling/walking or with transit to schools for students, staff, and visitors 

o number of schools connected to AAA cycle network 

o number of schools with secure, covered bike parking capacity 

o number of schools equipped with repair stations 

o parking space recovered to climate-mitigation purposes 



 
 

 
 

o number of schools participating in RSR 

o number of students completing ESG4/5 

o number of students completing transit/bus training 

o number of schools providing crossing guards 

o number of students and staff participating in GBBW 

o implementation of Safe Streets, reductions in speed limits, traffic calming measures, elimination 

of drop-off zones 

 

The Climate Emergency demands committed action now. Those changes happen when elected leaders 

create concrete plans and provide resources to make them happen. The School District�s Climate Action 

Plan can make schools safer and more accessible while also contributing to a dramatic reduction in road 

transportation emissions in the next few years, and ultimately shift the culture to where active 

transportation becomes the default option. Capital Bike has a team of expert staff and volunteers who are 

here to support cycling and active transportation initiatives. Please don�t hesitate to reach out. Thank you 

very much. 

 

Yours, 

Rebecca Freedman     

Co-Chair, Capital Bike 

 

Niki Sutherland 

Co-Chair, Capital Bike 

 

AM/PS 

 

Cc: SD61 Ad Hoc Climate Action Committee 













































From:
To: Public Hearings
Cc: Stephen Hammond (Councillor); Marg Gardiner (Councillor)
Subject: Feedback on Official Community Plan
Date: September 10, 2025 12:41:05 AM

Hi there,

I am emailing you with my feedback on Victoria 2050 Official Community Plan.

I want to acknowledge the incredible volume of work that was completed by the City staff who
developed the plan. I attended an open house in the spring, I spoke with staff sharing information
at community events. I emailed Mayor and Council in April and I have done read through the 718-
page document. 

The final product is different from what I had hoped for.

My primary concerns are:

1) Lack of protection for heritage buildings - The plan speaks to the value of heritage as
�a reflection of community values and identity�  however there appear to be very limited
areas where heritage alteration permits �may� be required [HCA 1 AND HCA 2] and it
appears that there are fewer heritage conservation areas in the new proposed OCP,
compared to  the current plan. There are no protections for heritage properties. It is my
understanding  that is currently the case as well, in that any council can choose to have a
new development where there is currently a heritage property.  I feel there is a missed
opportunity here to better protect heritage properties across the city - they are the
foundation of the character of Victoria. 

2) Lack of action to address adaptation (including as examples, more periods of very
heavy rain, heat domes and drought)v-  There are only 10 reference to adaptation in the
718-page plan. It speaks to public spaces supporting adaptation and states, �In addition to
providing explicit direction to prepare for and respond to climate impacts, the plan
integrates proactive climate adaptation planning into all elements of city building" but I could
not find any specifics in the plan. I  cannot find any requirements for new  buildings to
integrate engineering or even simple measures to help the city and its residents adapt to
climate change. If it is not explicitly addressed in this plan, at this time, then when? 

3) Lack of action to address serious public safety risks like tsunamis and earthquakes -
The plan  states, "Aligning with Policy (3) of RGS Objective 3.1, the OCP identifies areas of
seismic and tsunami hazards on the related map in Schedule D and �ensures" new
development in Victoria considers and mitigates seismic and other disaster risks through
comprehensive risk assessments and appropriate engineering measures� but all the plan
states is that new developments "should consider" avoiding features that may exacerbate
risks and hazards and enable access for emergency response in the case of a disaster. I
could not find any explicit requirements for public infrastructure or developers. I know the
City must be  investing in infrastructure to respond to earthquakes and tsunamis but what
are expectations for developers? What are the special considerations for building structures
on land where there is a risk of liquefaction or amplification? Are there no requirements or
limitations related to building in a tsunami hazard zone? 

4) Loss of unique community culture - While I can appreciate that Victoria must densify,
building four and six stories almost everywhere will diminish the neighbourly feel of the City,



as residential areas give away to large apartment blocks.  Given that Victoria has a very
limited land mass,  I do not understand why we would not advocate for a small number of
very, very tall buildings in the central downtown core surrounded by less densely populated
residential communities. The vision of a city dominated by four and six story apartment
blocks feels uninspiring. I did my best to read through the plan to try to understand why this
is a good idea, and I have not been able to find an answer. 

Thank you for providing an opportunity to be heard. 

Kind regards,
Celia Sollows APR







 
 

 
 

Our Proposed Improvements  

Our recommendations all refer to the Cycling Network Map (found in Schedule D: Maps, p. 170 of 

the Draft OCP).  

 

Improvement #1: Revise Map Legend to Reflect a Fully AAA Network  

Change:  �Existing Non-AAA Cycling Network�  

to:  �Existing Non-AAA Cycling Network (Improving to AAA)�  

Change: �Expanded Cycling Network�  

to:   �Expanded AAA Cycling Network�  

Rationale: Meeting the City�s goals for safety, inclusion, climate action, transportation mode shift, 

affordability, and well-being requires reducing barriers to active transportation. A truly inclusive 

network must be AAA throughout�not just in select areas. The existing language does not ensure 

this commitment. 

 

Improvement #2: Replace All Instances of �Cycling� with �Bike and Roll�  

Rationale: The term �Bike and Roll� better represents all active transportation users, including 

cyclists, wheelchair users, mobility scooters, kick scooters, skateboards, and other rolling devices. 

This language shift ensures infrastructure and planning reflect the full diversity of users.  

 

Improvement #3: Connect All Community and Local Villages in the Expanded Bike & Roll 

Network  

Rationale:  To support mode shift and active transportation, bike and roll routes must provide 

direct, safe connections to final destinations, including Victoria�s designated Community and 

Local Villages. While the proposed network expansion improves connectivity to village outskirts, 

routes should also link directly to village cores, just as roads do for cars. Routes to nclude villages: 

 



 
 

 
 

3A. Include the Full Length of Cook Street in the Expanded Network  

A survey of nearly 1,100 respondents identified Cook Street as the most preferred north-

south route. It connects two Community Villages as well as numerous services, amenities, 

and workplaces.  

3B. Include Cedar Hill-Fernwood-Moss in the Expanded Network  

This route directly connects six Local Villages. It offers a more direct alternative to the 

proposed Chambers-Linden route, which bypasses key villages and provides only indirect 

access.  

3C. Ensure All Remaining Community Villages Are Directly Connected  

Villages Needing Direct Access: James Bay Village, Quadra Village.  

Minor network extensions would enable direct access to James Bay Village and Quadra 

Village. This could be achieved by:  

Extending the Quadra Street bike lane  

Adding connections on Menzies and/or Toronto Street  

 Improvement # 3A, 3B  

         
Improvement # 3C 



 
 

 
 

    

 

By adopting these refinements, the City of Victoria will strengthen its commitment to safe, 

accessible, and connected mobility networks�supporting climate action, affordability, health, and 

transportation equity. We appreciate your leadership in shaping a transportation system that 

makes active mobility the foundation of a sustainable and livable Victoria.  

 

Sincerely,  

Patrick Schreck, Victoria Local Committee Chair, Capital Bike  

cc. William Doyle, Director, Engineering and Public Works  

 Ross Kenny, Assistant Director of Transportation  

 John Hicks, Manager of Transportation Planning 

 Karen Hoese, Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development  

 OCP Engagement 

 Doug Baer, Joel Satre, Advocacy Chairs, Capital Bike 

 Coleen Sparks, Executive Director, Capital Bike 

 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Cc: Jocelyn Jenkins
Subject: Letter for Public Hearing Sept 11th/25
Date: September 10, 2025 7:59:10 AM
Attachments:

Please find attach a letter that we kindly ask it be placed on the agenda for the public hearing
Thursday evening. 
Thank you
deane
 
����������������������������
Deane Strongitharm, MCIP, RPP
Strongitharm Consulting Ltd. / Cityspaces Consulting Ltd.
100 - 814 Broughton St, Victoria BC, V8W 1B3

www.cityspaces.ca

 
Note: effective June 1, 2025 our new office location is: 101-814 Broughton Street,
Victoria BC, V8W 1E4
 
 









From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Rockland neighbourhood OCP
Date: September 9, 2025 6:59:40 PM

I am dismayed at the City's cavalier disregard for the history and tone of the Rockland
area. The new OCP brings it all down to the Lowest Common Denominator of covering the
land with multi-unit dwellings of all sorts, at the expense of mature trees, historic
residences, elegant, beautifully maintained single-family homes and green spaces.

Victoria was once known as the City of Gardens, a delightful provincial town with grace
and character. Oh, yes, there were lots of jokes  - "The land of the newly wed and the
nearly dead"; "The place where old people go to visit their parents." Gentle humour, poked
with affection. It bespeaks a charming city, a homey place for anyone to enjoy. Far from
the madding crowd.

Do we really want to look like every big ugly city? Do we really need the artificial
environment created by blocks and blocks of flats, too little sunlight, no trees, no birds,
hence an overpopulation of insects? And no automobiles because there need not be any
parking space provided under the new OCP.

Must we be crammed together, stifling in one of the largest countries in the world,
prisoners of the 15 Minute City without cars or widespread public transit everywhere?

No spontaneous drives to the lakes for swim or a picnic, no evening cruise to park and
enjoy the sunset along Dallas Road, no trips to visit farm stands out in the country? No.
Only The 15 Minute City and a gravely reduced quality of life.

The new OCP is a bad plan all round. Aside from environmental damage, rebuilding the
infrastructure at a sufficient pace will be difficult, to say the least. Where will we get all the
water and electricity needed to support the speculated influx of new residents, or the
doctors and the hospitals, the schools, the teachers, the recreational facilities? Where will
all the funds come from? More and higher taxes?

It is extremely unlikely that this ill-conceived OCP will create affordable housing for all.
Think carefully before Victoria's unique setting and magnetic charm are destroyed.

Eleanor Eastick
1017 Verrinder Avenue
Rockland



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Victoria OCP
Date: September 9, 2025 4:16:35 PM

Hello,
 
I�m writing about the proposed OCP for Victoria. I�m a homeowner in Victoria and a professor at the
University of Victoria. One of the main issues facing the students I teach is housing cost. The only way
to reduce housing cost is to build more housing, which is why I support the OCP. I feel like there is a
lot of pushback against any changes from homeowners who are not harmed by the unrealistic
housing prices and even benefit as their home�s value increases. This is not fair to new members of
the community and reverberates into the rest of economy with higher costs for everything.
 
From the OCP, I strongly support increased zoning for density, reducing regulatory barriers to
construction, multimodal transportation infrastructure and increased mixed use zoning (i.e. villages).
 
Best wishes,
Gregory Owens



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: OCP Update Submission
Date: September 10, 2025 3:50:48 AM

My name is Jacklyn Jolicoeur, I live in James Bay, and  I oppose the OCP Update as
proposed. 

I will focus on the environment or land use form within the city of Victoria.  Success for
protecting and enhancing the environment requires concrete plans, actions, and
collaboration.  To be more specific I will focus on the urban forest within our city.
 
The OCP Update Summary claims that the proposed amendments to Zoning Bylaw 2018

 �

Within the Approach to Zoning Modernization document  there are open space parameters
specifying that a minimum of 30 percent of the lot would be required to be open lot space
defined to:

       Include permeable landscaping, open natural areas, at grade amenity spaces.
       Include a minimum contiguous tree planting area to support the objectives of the City's

Urban Forest Master Plan and forthcoming strategy for integrated rainwater management.
       Exclude driveways, surface parking and areas with underground parking beneath.  

CONTRARY TO THIS CLAIM
Tree Planting:   The city plants approximately 500 trees on public lands each year with the  
expectation that 4500 trees would be planted on private lands as part of the "Trees in Cities
UN Challenge".  This challenge and program has not been successful.  Had it been successful
the city and residents would have planted 25,000 trees since the start of the program in 2020. 
The tree tracker on the city's website reports 2,614 trees planted on both public and private
lands since 2020 -basically 10% of the target.

Tree Canopy Targets: The city�s Urban Forest Management Plan is dated 2013.  In 2019 the city
prioritized setting targets for tree canopy coverage and measuring urban forest ecosystem
services.  The OCP update documents include tree canopy targets on page 126. Yet, the Urban
Forest webpage on the city website states that setting these two targets remain a priority
action.  It is therefore not obvious that the required collaboration between city departments
has actually taken place.

Setting a tree canopy target of 40 percent citywide and 50% for Residential Infill Areas is very
aspirational.  There is no indication that these targets are based on achievable urban forestry
best practices.  Again, it is noteworthy that there is no indication that there has been
collaboration amongst the various city departments to support the stated canopy cover
targets.

Tree Canopy Measurements: The city of Victoria has disinformed the public about tree canopy
measurements.

Tree canopy measurements for the City of Victoria have been completed in 2013, 2019, and
2023.  Published results show 26%,28% and 30% coverage.  The change from 2013 to 2019 of
2% growth was touted by then mayor Lisa Helps as growth of the equivalent of 60 soccer fields
and then politized with the statement � we can continue to develop and grow as a city while
also protecting and growing the urban forest necessary for public enjoyment and to address
climate change and long-term resilience� 



The 2023 tree canopy story published on the City website claims that from 2013 to 2023 the
city�s tree canopy had grown by more than 100 soccer fields. 

The truth is the tree canopy coverage has grown due to the natural horizontal growth in the tree
canopy within the City of Victoria, it is not due to specific actions by the city.  This natural
growth for the size and age of trees has occurred mostly in Beacon Hill Park, and the Oaklands
neighborhood of the city.  Best urban forest management practice would include reporting
forest canopy measurements by neighborhood.  The city has not reported this information for
measurements completed in 2023.  This is likely because the forest canopy has now
decreased in some neighbourhoods due to development. 

WHAT IS MISSING HERE?
It is a well-known fact that 75% of the existing urban forest trees are located on private lands
where most development occurs within our city.  It takes many years to grow a tree that
provides tree canopy and measurable ecosystem services, so protection of our existing
mature trees needs to be prioritized on all development land.  The default practice of removing
trees within a building envelope needs to be replaced with incentives to developers to change
this default to tree retention.    

If the OCP claim to make space for trees and open space is to be brought to life, then there is
much to do such as preparing formal plans to increase tree planting on private lands that
would include incentives to promote tree planting, green rooftops and permeable surfaces. 

The city must undertake an updated urban forest management plan that integrates with the
updated OCP.  The city�s approach to zoning modernization is planned in multiple phases.
Phase 1 only includes residential uses, villages and centres.  Attention to the urban forest
cannot wait.    Without an updated urban forest management plan that includes priority
protection of existing mature trees and provides adequate open space for more trees, our
urban forest is at serious risk of declining.  The proposed OCP update should be revised and
amended to integrate with the updated urban forest management plan.  



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: OCP - Petition to urge Victoria City Council to save what we love about James Bay
Date: September 9, 2025 5:41:05 PM

Please find attached a petition that was done through Change.org along with the comments
made by many of the petition signers.

A total of 2,337 people have signed the petition since March 17, 2025:  2,189 signatures on
Change.org and 148 in person.  The signatures will be sent to Council under separate cover.

Please include the petition and the comments, along with this summary email, in the materials
for the public hearing on the OCP.

Thank you.





























From: Keith Milton 
Sent: September 5, 2025 8:55 AM
To: Official Community Plan Update <ocp@victoria.ca>
Subject: Cities Obey the Laws of Living Things
 

OCP Victoria.

Further to my previous email regarding the projected transformation of James Bay here is a very
recent article outlining the latest research on city planning that describes how cities �self-organize�
mathematically. It is suggestive of a holistic, consultative approach to urban issues that avoids the
short-termism of planning deadlines imposed by political imperatives.

Sincerely,

K.P.Milton



https://nautil.us/cities-obey-the-laws-of-living-things-1236057/?
utm_campaign=website&utm_medium=email&utm_source=nautilus-newsletter

Cities Obey the Laws of Living Things
Elena Kazamia Posted on September 5, 2025 Elena Kazamia is a science writer

from Greece. She has a master�s degree in conservation from University College

London and a Ph.D. in plant sciences from the University of Cambridge in the U.K.

Who would disagree with Dickens that London�s green spaces are the city�s

�lungs?� A city is an animal that sleeps, although some never do, like New York

City or Hong Kong. All cities are creatures of a sort. Some have multiple �faces�

they present to the world, most have a �beating heart� where the action unfolds,

and it is a rare city that lacks a dark �underbelly.�

The analogy of city as living organism is so established, in fact, that it has crossed

over into the realm of scientific inquiry. For at least a decade, researchers have

been attempting to decode what lessons for sustainable planning could emerge

from thinking of cities as living breathing beings.

Now a team of scientists from the Ecole Polytechnique Federale de Lausanne

(EPFL) has found that all cities�whether Tokyo, Lagos, or Zurich�operate

according to predictable principles that govern animal biology in the natural world.

In the process, they challenged a longstanding assumption: that bigger cities are

more sustainable than small ones.

�Bigger cities are often considered �better,�� says Gabriele Manoli, a study author

and head of EPFL�s Laboratory of Urban and Environmental Systems, in an email. 

�Yet, these laws depend on the definition of a city.� The findings, reported in the

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, could influence how urban

planners design the cities of the future.

Cities self-organize as they grow regardless of context and without central

planning.



Planners have long postulated that bigger is better because large urban areas

require fewer resources and energy per capita and generate more wealth. But this

was difficult to model because of the ad-hoc way city boundaries are often drawn.

Where does the true edge of a city lie? To resolve this problem, Manoli and his

colleagues �re-scaled� 100 cities around the globe, breaking them down into units

they called pixels that could be more equitably compared across variously sized

urban areas.

Then they crunched millions of data points from these different city units and

found a scaling law that connects population size to transport networks and

economic activity and CO2 emissions. The relationship between these variables

follows the same curve for all cities, large and small, they found, and echoes

Kleiber�s Law, a principle that emerges in biology when the sizes of animals are

viewed in relation to their metabolic rates.

In the 1930s, Max Kleiber found that the energy that animals required daily to

sustain their bodies (their metabolic rate) scaled in proportion to their size. Mice

have a lower metabolic rate than elephants, and tiny microscopic creatures require

less energy still. The law has proven a useful tool.

Veterinarians use Kleiber�s Law to determine how much medicine to give an

animal, while conservation scientists use it to assess the needs of different species.

By simply knowing an animal�s size, they can deduce its metabolic rate, and figure

out how much food and water it requires to survive. This helps in managing

ecosystems and wildlife reserves to ensure a habitat can support a specific animal

population.

For cities, population size is akin to an animal�s mass, economic activity to the

animal�s metabolic rate and roads to its circulatory system, the researchers propose.

The relationship is universal and independent of geographical, political, and

historical differences, they say: Cities self-organize as they grow, naturally

optimizing for energy flow and resource distribution, regardless of context and

without central planning.

The authors of the study hope that for cities, the relationship revealed in the study



may help urban planners with sustainable design. �Thanks to the vast amount of

data available, cities offer a fertile ground to test new theories inspired by biology

and ecology,� says Manoli.

Perhaps the new math will give planners a better handle on how to keep the beasts

that are our cities humming as they grow and evolve.



September 9, 2025 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 

2650 Richmond Rd 
Victoria, BC V8R 4S9 

 

Good day,  

I am Victoria proper, which 
contains and concerns our small 
allow up to  in the area  

historic community. Richmond Road is comprised of many single-
. Most of the single-family homes in fact contain secondary suites. 

There are also some low- While building new rentals is a 
necessary, and righteous  
Richmond Road and the surrounding homes and gardens. The project proposed at Richmond and Carrick 

much more palatable to the community that res

the surrounding roads and infrastructure. 

Victoria is renowned for its character homes, gardens, and warmth. We can have character single-family homes, and 

-story buildings are constructed, there is no going back.  Our community feel will be lost forever. Three 
-set back and three or four 

.  

mature trees l

reduce building setback
 

I implore you to preserve 

air quality. 

Needed housing can be provided by three-

healthy degree, to allow generous   

Sincerely, 

Lindsay Halldorson  



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: OCP Comment
Date: September 9, 2025 7:52:05 PM

Dear Victoria Council,

Just as the citizens of Victoria are not all �one person�, the city of Victoria is not �one city�. It is a collection of
neighbourhoods, each unique and individual, and just like individual people, they have different capacities and
needs. Neighbourhoods need to be treated in a way that recognizes what makes them special, or the sense of
community is lost. For that reason, I cannot support the suggested OCP changes to the James Bay neighbourhood. I
welcome new development and new people and look forward to a revived James Bay. But allowing six story
developments for the large portion of James Bay will overwhelm and decrease the charm and livability of this small
area. I believe some reduced locations with six story zoning is appropriate. More particularly, I am concerned with
allowing all rectangle box buildings to be built in James Bay, which is not in keeping with its unique character. A
recent article in the Times Colonist by Gene Miller suggesting houseplex style developments is a better fit for the
heritage of this area. Sadly, I also am not in favour of more �plaza� area, encouraging people to �linger�, as from my
experience the only people that linger are smokers and drug users. Please come and view any bench around James
Bay Plaza if you would like to view this yourself. We already have an expansive waterfront promenade, Irving
public park and Beacon Hill Park in the area and Capital Park Plaza is also close by - and usually deserted. There is
no reason to block off even more streets in James Bay making it even more difficult to access and leave for the
elderly and disabled, particularly.

Thank you for your time,

Nancy Morgan
James Bay, Victoria, BC



From: Peter Denby 
Sent: September 7, 2025 1:52 PM
To: Official Community Plan Update <ocp@victoria.ca>
Subject: Comment on Mobility Hubs and networks.
 
Good Day, 
Whilst I agree with all of the modes of transport listed in the OCP I do not think that one
should take precedence over another.  They are all important and should be developed  in
unison instead of  the priorities  shown in the diagram..
 I am concerned that the low priority given to cars will impinge on my freedom of movement.
I would like to be able to leave for a destination and return from it using a method of
transport and on a schedule that best suits me..Given my physical abilities and the desire to
visit a variety of  widely spaced locations carrying  bulky equipment  on the same trip the only
practical method is by car.  Yet you are making it more difficult for me to do that on the
mistaken belief that cars are bad for the environment.  However, it is not the car itself that is
the problem, it is the technology used to propel it.   Instead of introducing policies that restrict
the use of cars, develop ones that encourage the increased use of eco-friendly car
technologies.  
Let the marketplace decide on priorities not the philosophy of one group. 



Peter Denby    



Subject: Opposition to the Current Draft of the Official Community
Plan (OCP) Update

Dear Mayor Alto and Members of Council,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the current draft of Victoria�s Official
Community Plan (OCP) update. While I support the need for thoughtful and
sustainable growth, I believe this plan is fundamentally flawed in its approach. It
prioritizes rapid, high-density development at the expense of community character,
affordability, equity, and sound planning principles.

My primary concerns are as follows:

1. Excessive and Unwarranted Density: The proposal to blanket our
neighbourhoods with permissions for 4-6 storeys, and even higher in village centres,
is a drastic overreach. This one-size-fits-all rezoning will irrevocably alter the unique
character and scale of our established communities without a clear, evidence-
based need. Current population projections from BC Stats no longer justify such
aggressive targets, and evidence from other cities shows that flooding the market
with supply does not guarantee improved affordability.

2. Destruction of Neighbourhood Character and Heritage: Victoria is beloved
for its distinct neighbourhoods. This plan erases those differences, treating James
Bay, Fairfield, and Hillside-Quadra as if they were the same. It provides inadequate
protections for heritage buildings and mature tree canopies, allowing for widespread
demolition that will replace our city's history and green spaces with generic, high-
profit developments.







permeated with unaffordability Times ColonistVictoria News.

       Tenant protections offer only 2�6 months� compensation and a right to return
at 20% below market rent�only after 20+ years of tenancy. This is weaker
compared to policy in other municipalities like Burnaby Sustainable Victoria.

** Recommendation:** Introduce stronger mandates for affordable and non-market
housing�e.g., minimum non-market units per project�and robust tenant
protection frameworks, including full relocation cost coverage and guaranteed
access to equivalent housing upon redevelopment.

3. Heritage, Ecology, and Green Space Impacts

       In areas like James Bay�already dense and developed�the plan puts
additional pressure on heritage homes and mature green
spaces capitaldaily.ca.

       The shift to linear parkways and street plazas instead of substantial parks is
concerning, particularly when �trees become a prescriptive aesthetic� and
environmental ecosystems (e.g., Garry oak meadows) are
overlooked Sustainable Victoria and Reddit.

** Recommendation:** Strengthen heritage conservation provisions and ecological
protections, including preservation of existing mature trees, restoration of
ecosystems, and creation of meaningful green spaces�not just linear features.

4. One City One Plan Ignores Neighbourhood Diversity

       The unified �One City, One Plan� approach risks homogenizing diverse
neighbourhood needs. James Bay and other areas have contributed
significantly to density and are being overburdened further Times
Colonistcapitaldaily.ca.

** Recommendation:** Reintroduce mechanisms to reflect neighbourhood-specific
characteristics and needs. This could include overlay areas or local considerations
within the overarching OCP framework.

5. Upzoning Doesn�t Guarantee Affordability or Sustainability

       The draft enables four-storey builds citywide, six-storey in growth areas, and
up to 14�18 storeys in some town centres, but the result may be market-rate
housing alone Times Colonist+2Times Colonist+2.

       While zoning modernization and density bonuses are intended to promote



development and affordability, there�s too little requirement for�and
evidence of�delivering community
benefits www.canadianrealestatemagazine.ca.

** Recommendation:** Tie density bonuses to enforceable outcomes like
affordable housing units, family-friendly layouts, green infrastructure, and
community amenity contributions. Require inclusionary zoning or affordability
performance standards for bonus eligibility.

 

  Peter  J.  Nadler
 

 
1947 Brighton Ave., Victoria BC

Canada,  V8S 2E1
 

 

 
 

 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: OCP Public Hearing
Date: September 10, 2025 8:15:20 AM

Hello

I live at the corner of Cook and Yates. I'm a memberr of the Victoria Transit Riders Union,
and hang out with people from Homes for Living.

I see in the CLIMATE LEADERSHIP PLAN PROGRESS REPORT 2024 that the OCP
pushes out the goal of 25% of trips by transit from 2030 to 2050. This is very disapointing. I
think with the work the city has done on bus lanes and providing transit passes to teens had
done a lot of good and encouraged more people to use transit and should be expanded to meet
the goal by 2030 instead. Either push the province to expand the Get On Board program to
teens across the province, or to expand the cities program to seniors as well.

3.1.3. Advancing Rapid Transit  - Love this section, all of it. Great stuff. Please don't change
any of it to appease those in single occupancy cars.

I agree with HFL that the OCP seems to prioritize redeveloping dense areas into even more
dense areas instead of allowing the building of apartment buildings in areas that are laregly
single family lots currently. This increases the displacement of people in older and more
affordable rentals. 

Looking at the draft TENANT PROTECTION DURING REDEVELOPMENT BYLAW, the
compensation for displacement is very low. A few months of rent as a payout does not make
the current market rates accesible to many people.

Please listen to the advocacy groups like HFL who speak for the people who don't have time
to attend hearings because they are working 3 jobs to afford their rent and transit pass. The
OCP is going in thei right direction, just not far or fast enough.

Steven Barre





Which one is it?
 

Sincerely
Anna Cal
 
1059 Pentrelew place

 
 



From:   
Sent: September 10, 2025 6:48 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor)
<ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Caradonna (Councillor) <jcaradonna@victoria.ca>; Marg Gardiner
(Councillor) <mgardiner@victoria.ca>; Stephen Hammond (Councillor) <shammond@victoria.ca>;
Matt Dell (Councillor) <mdell@victoria.ca>; Krista Loughton (Councillor) <kloughton@victoria.ca>;
Susan Kim (Councillor) <skim@victoria.ca>; Dave Thompson (Councillor)
<dave.thompson@victoria.ca>
Cc: 
Subject: OCP comments for Public Hearing Sept 11 2025

 
 
As a resident of James Bay, and the City of Victoria for 35 yrs, I would like to express my
concerns with the proposed OCP. (I was dealing with medical issues, so hope I�m not
too late). Please hear me out:
 
1. With a neighbourhood already dense (aprox 13,000 residents), I am opposed to the
presented plan of allowing 6-8 stories here especially with no option for any public
consultation.
This unfairly places density in our quaint neighbourhood unfairly when compared to
other areas ie. Fernwood. 
Not to mention the impact via �shade� etc on well established trees & backyards of well



established heritage houses. Those trees will die; the value of those houses will
evaporate. 
And the character of our neighbourhood will be lost forever. (Do recall, our �tourists� rely
on the current beauty of this neighbourhood of James Bay.)

2. I am against �Commercializing� rezoning on Dallas Road by way of forcing
�commercial� components in any new builds. This is unacceptable on numerous fronts:
a) forcing any property owner to �add commercial�, b) further congesting our lovely
Dallas Road for NO purpose! And parking stalls are already full most everyday, esp near
the Breakwater as is; c) the commercial business �Ogden Point Breakwater Cafe� cannot
even stay �open� every day after cruise ship season is over, and restricts it�s days/hours,
as one example); d) Does that not make way for �developers only� to have the capital to
include that requirement on private property? What hope then do we have for owning &
constructing a private house/dwelling on Dallas Rd? Not fair at all.
 
3. The removal of �parking� on Menzies St (Niagara St south to Michigan St) is ridiculous.
Those few stalls support those businesses with customers, and allow us that cannot
walk a quick way to get our teeth cleaned (Focus On Dental), pick up flowers (Jane�s
Flowers), pick up much needed take-away food from many restaurants on that wee
stretch of road. Our quality of life.
-The negative impact on those small businesses will be exorbitant!
-You have again missed again the �accessibility� factor in your proposed planning! NOT
everyone in this �proposed hub� can walk, let alone use a walker! With all due respect,
you are not seeing the big picture of residents in James Bay unable to bike, �scooter�,
walk. 
AND I�m not talking about just the elderly. This reads as a blatant disregard for the
handicapped/disabled. I speak on behalf of my neighbours all over James Bay too. 
 
4.  With all due respect, I found your earlier �engagement� process via website very
skewed in favour of your OCP plan, thus did not complete. (Again, with all due respect, I
did not/do not classify that as �public engagement�).
 
5. The LACK of public input on any project moving forward is very concerning. I am NOT
on Social Media, little access to wifi/email. Your OCP seems to blame it on the
�Province�, but exceptions could well have been sought ie the delegation bylaw under
your control. 
 
6. BC transit is YEARS away, yes years FAR behind your OCP! Another �cart before the
horse�. It is already unable to accommodate blocks long walks to a bus stop that is



undoable when you can�t walk/are disabled. 
 
I am all for �change� if it takes into account ALL voices, ALL unique nieghbourhoods!
 
Thank you so much for your time,
Annie Winters
440 Simcoe St, Victoria bc
 



From:
To: Public Hearings; Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Proposed OCP
Date: September 10, 2025 8:38:02 AM

Re City of Victoria Proposed OCP:                                   
                                         2025 09 10
 
The OCP as proposed needs a serious rethink.  One City-One Plan as a starting
point is nonsense.  Even Toronto has chosen to respect its diverse
neighbourhoods and not treat the whole city as one.  If a vibrant community is
wanted, why treat all neighbourhoods as the same?
 
The concept that increasing density (and housing supply) will increase
affordability is an oversimplification.  Has it worked in Toronto? Vancouver? 
Supply economics apply to widgets in stores; housing issues including pricing
have much greater complexity and more factors to influence them.
New builds will be at market prices and the developers must be smacking their
lips in anticipation!  Shoal Point certainly added density but not affordability to
the neighbourhood.  The new build at Niagara and Menzies will increase
density while its affordability remains to be seen.  What it did do was remove
tree cover and green boulevards.  Affordable housing can only come from
government initiatives.  It will not come as a result of zoning!  With the
proposed OCP, a developer will take down an old house or two and put up 6
storeys of market housing.  The proposed plan hands developers a prime
neighbourhood close to amenities, that has ocean access (!), and ocean and
mountain views (!), where there will be no tedious applications for variances,
no pesky neighbours to consult, and no public hearings to endure.  Not even
expensive provisions for parking will be required! 
 
The following are factors that need to be considered:
 
People: tenants in James Bay have endured reno-victions.  Next it will be
demo-victions.  The support for their plight � and these will all be people in
what is currently lower cost housing � is very little.
 
Infrastructure � this is the oldest neighbourhood in Victoria!  The infrastructure
itself is old and its streets narrow.  Access and egress is a concern now.  Just
wait for increased density with more car share cars, visiting vehicles, delivery
vans, taxis, etc.



 
Green space � I thought we were concerned about climate.  James Bay is full of
trees, green space, gardens, and boulevard gardens.  Under the proposed plan,
these will all gradually disappear.  Nature and green space are a critical piece of
quality of life. 
 
Heritage � James Bay is Victoria�s oldest neighbourhood.  This same fight to
save a beautiful and vibrant neighbourhood from mind-numbingly same 3 and
4 storey apartment blocks was fought in the 1970s and here we go again. 
Heritage is a big tourism draw and there are many, many individuals and
businesses supported by tourism.  That too is likely to be destroyed.
 
One of the best things about James Bay is its great variety of housing,
something visitors always comment on.  There are elegant old restored houses
(many multifamily now), just plain old houses, new modern style houses, new
traditional style houses, many townhouses, small tasteful multifamily infill
developments, 1970s apartment blocks, and some high rises.  This variety helps
make a community vibrant.  What we should do is respect this, focus on how
each neighbourhood in the city is different and unique, and work to enhance
their best qualities.  There are far better and more respectful paths to increased
density than simply rezoning for 4-6 storeys.  Witness Gene Miller�s article, �In
Victoria, houseplexes a better option for the long term, maybe forever�, Times
Colonist September 7, 2025.
 
Four to six storeys everywhere will do absolutely none of this.  Victoria could
buck the trend and do better.  So much better. 
 
Sincerely,  Anne Wraggett
320 Niagara St., Victoria BC V8V 1G6
 



Subject: STOP MURDERING TREES
Date: September 10, 2025 9:28:40 PM

Dear Counsel,

I am dismayed and horrified to hear you are planning on murdering trees - even healthy ones. 
The natural world is already in crisis and now you are hastening   this crisis.

Just because you were somehow voted in and may need to �show� you are actually doing
something - may I point out that that �something� is supposed to be of actual BENEFIT to the
community.  That does not include raping and pillaging OUR natural environment!

A case in point is the case of trying to murder the tree in Centennial Square which has been
there since I was a child - why would any sane person come up with an idea like this?

Instead of killing nature, why do you not devote your energy into educating the public on the
dangers of wireless radiation as per 1,000�s of double blind, peer reviewed scientific articles
proving harm.  You might start with just one - Dr Martin Pall�s �Voltage Gated Calcium
Channels..�.  Then you might begin to force the telecoms to install fibre optics only.  While
you are at this, you could then force the telecoms to bring back the choice of being able �TO
DISABLE� wireless so the unsuspecting public is not forced to use carcinogenic frequencies
which have been well known for decades!

One day when you, too, have a brain tumour or someone in you family has another type of
sudden onset cancer, you might actually wish you had done something to help citizens instead
of harming us and the environment!

Sign me 
An angry citizen



Subject: Fwd: OPC Public hearing comments for Sept. 11, 2025
Date: September 10, 2025 6:50:39 PM

See below.

Begin forwarded message:

From: Britta 
Subject: OPC Public hearing comments
Date: September 10, 2025 at 5:14:10 PM PDT

Dear Mayor and Council:

I will not be able to attend the Public Hearing on September 11, 2025. I am a
long-time Victoria resident who has lived in Fernwood, Fairfield and now, James
Bay. My principal mode of transportation is by foot, though I also use transit and,
very occasionally, a personal vehicle. I walk to downtown several times a week;
this is where I shop, dine, meet friends and access many services. I am also a
member of two local walking clubs. I walk through neighbourhoods including
VicWest, Fernwood, North Park, Oaklands, Rockland, Burnside, Gonzales,
Jubilee and Hillside/Quadra on a regular basis. I know our city well.  

Please note my comments below and enter them in the public record.

1.  Background: 

a.  In general, I support greater densification, as long as plans take into account
the increased need for public services and public spaces, coherent transportation
planning, infrastructure upgrades and climate change mitigation.

b.  I have followed the OPC process over the past several years. Overall, public
engagement has been wanting, with participants often asked to make binary
choices. (e.g. do you prefer four story residential buildings or six storey
buildings?) and little opportunity for in-depth discussion. This is in contrast to the
robust engagement that accompanied the successful development of Capital Park,
a major major project.

2. Areas of concern:

a. Streamlining the permitting and development process could yield benefits but it
can also create conflicts and the loss of opportunities for genuine (not just
�nimby�) citizen engagement. 

b. The summary information promotes the ideas of open spaces, tree retention
and/ or replanting, housing diversity and choice, heritage preservation and
recognition of the unique nature of �what we love about our city� (which I



maintain means neighbourhoods.

c. In reality, the OCP�s tag line �One City. One Plan� may be a more accurate
indication of the city�s vision.

d. Many people may only read the summary and look at the proposed zoning
maps. Where the summary indicates there may be a uniform approach to zoning,
the impact on individual �unique� neighbourhoods shows that some areas will
bear more of the burden of change and densification. For example, most of James
Bay is in the Priority Growth area (meaning more and taller buildings). There are
also pockets along Dallas Road that may be not only subject to structures with
more mass but also commercial activity that would be at odds with the adjacent
residential uses and change the park-like aspect of the new Dallas Road cycling
and walking path. The proposed Priority Growth designation correlates with the
high proportion of renters and seniors in James Bay, possibly thinking these
residents won�t raise the same concerns as residents in other part of the city (I
acknowledge that correlation does not equal causation.)

Contrast the widespread Priority Growth designation for James Bay with the
much lower level of Priority Growth areas for Fairfield, Jubilee and Fernwood
and the near-zero level for Rocklands and Oaklands.  One City. One Plan?  Not
really.      

e.  The zoning map is available (though not presented with any implications). It is
more challenging to dig deeper into the documents. Upon doing so I noted the
following:    

Consideration of Variances
Some applicants may seek variances in response to unique site conditions, opportunities and
constraints. Variances would be considered through regular City processes and informed by the
updated General Urban Design Guidelines and other City policy.

This statement on variances has the potential to bring the city right back to
today�s status quo, where some applicants (e.g. developers) bring forward to
Council their cases for �unique site conditions, opportunities and constraints�. In
other words, those with significant resources (staff, legal teams, time, money,
access to Council members) and the potential for significant profits can ask to
circumvent the OCP - and under the proposed plan, individual residents and
neighbourhoods will have little recourse to put forward their concerns. Don�t
perpetuate the fiasco that we have seen with the super-high rise proposal for the
Kingston-Montreal lot, with the manipulation �public input� and suggestions of
developer/councillor connections.  

Recommendations:

a.  Go back to the drawing board, taking into account the current political and
economic conditions and the strong possibility of amalgamation with Saanich,
where plans would have to be totally revised and then consolidated.

b. Streamline, yes, but still allow for community input.



c. Distribute the possibility of large (4 to 6 story) buildings more equal across the
entire city.

d.  Either eliminate the possibility of variances, at least for the first five years of
the plan, or make it very clear that this process will used infrequently and only
with robust public input.

Thank you for your consideration.

Britta Gundersen-Bryden
James Bay   





Francisco. 
 
Deciding to increase the density is short sighted in terms of safety.  But if you must do
so, do it creatively.   Take the time to study what makes healthy communities!  And I can
assure you the answer won�t be chock a block six story buildings with a sprinkling of
heritage homes. 
 
Gene Miller has pointed out that you can build 3 story character homes with up to six
units and green space yards.  And that would maintain the community feeling. 
 
This plan is as short sighted as the 1960s suggestion to build a bridge from Vic West to
James Bay, over the Inner Harbour.  That plan got dumped.  And this plan should be
dumped as well.  
 
If you�ve read this far, reply - I read it.
 
Yours,
Barbara Pedrick
South Turner St.
James Bay resident since 1980. 
 
 
 
Sent from Barbara's 
iPhone

 

I respectfully  acknowledge that I live and work in the traditional territory of
the Lekwungen peoples. 

 













From:  
Sent: September 10, 2025 10:54 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>
Subject: New Official Community Plan September 11 th, 2025 / OCP Submission for Public Hearing

 

Dear Mayor and Councillors,
 
Please accept this letter stating my disapproval of the New Official
Community Plan.
 
It is not acceptable to me because it over-compensates the real estate
industry, especially the development community. It awards them with new
increased density in zoning at little or no cost to them. All the costs are
borne by the community. You are giving away our land and the social
wealth attached to it with little or no compensation to its citizens.
 
I know that you are already aware of the failings of the new �modern� OCP.
It does nothing to solve the unerring insanity of giving more and more to
private developers with little solution to our housing problem of



affordability.
 
And, I do not define affordability as one of our illustrious Councillors did in
the past. To paraphrase her comments during the Council hearings about
the Bellewood development when the price of the units started to soar
past its initial affordability argument, �Every thing is affordable that sells.�
Then, there was another Councillor whose happiness with the Bellewood
development proposal caused him to enthusiastically suggest that he
would be willing to lessen the developers's commitment down to 5 units
rather than the 10 affordable units as agreed with City Staff. The 10
affordable units would be built on another property not yet proposed. (The
lot is still undeveloped, by the way). Instead, a donation of $250,000.00
was paid to the City in lieu of the units. Even at that time, $250,000.00
would not have bought one condominium in Victoria.
 
What have we learned over the last 20 years of all those skyscrapers
downtown and the concomitant lack of affordability? Do the other
developments plaguing our City offer the same example of squandered
wealth given to the developers?
 
If you pass this new OCP, you will again learn what all of your constituents
already know. If you continue to do the same thing now, the same thing
this city has done over these decades, and what nearly every other City
has done during that time, will you actually achieve a different outcome? 
 
Will one set of statistics help you see this issue in the proper context?
According to the Globe and Mail, 58% of condominiums in Toronto, and
50% of condominiums in Vancouver are owned by investors. 
 
How to define investors is the next best question. According to Statistics
Canada, in the last Census, 35% of all single-family units in Canada (that�s
houses, duplexes, townhouses and condominiums) are owned by
individuals who already own their own principal residence. Is that a good
definition of investor? On top of that, there is the consolidation of
ownership of rental units in fewer and fewer corporations. Do these two



marketplace realities suggest to you that investors control the
�marketplace� of housing? 
 
In this new improved modern OCP, will investors continue to control
housing with their wealth? Will investors set prices for the developers?
Will the market price become what the wealthy can pay? Or, by some
miracle, will the market price all-of-a-sudden become what the average
citizen can afford? Only, if you believe in miracles.
 
With the new �modern� OCP will development be easier and cheaper with
less and less improvement in affordability? Will one big, beautiful OCP,
one colossal OCP, change the outcome? Will developers forego the
savings on costs to return it to the buyers with lower prices? Only if you
believe in miracles. Will the investors and corporations stop buying
because of a new sense of social concern? Only if you believe in miracles.
Will developers stop wasting Councillors� time and just build what they
can, where they can, without asking for more concessions? Only if you
believe in miracles.
 
With the new �Modern� OCP,  developers will continue to ask for more. The
game, the rules, the outcomes will not change. And, what are the
outcomes? Must housing prices continue to increase? Must
homelessness continue to increase? Must food banks grow and grow?
Must children continue to go school hungry? Must mental health continue
to worsen as the cost-of-living increases? Must our streets become
unmanageable?
 
In closing, I would like to suggest to you, that if you believe in miracles,
then vote for the new, �modern� OCP to improve the �marketplace� of
housing. I would like to reassure you that one thing is certain: the land
prices will increase, development will happen and its consequences will
worsen as the wealth and income gap grows when more people slip into
poverty.
 
But, if you believe in changing the reality to affordable housing, then, vote



against this OCP. Use your control over zoning to ensure that every
increase in living space in our City comes with a concomitant increase in
affordable living space with a better environment for all. Don�t sell the City
short. Don�t give away our wealth for empty promises. You control our
wealth, our social environment through zoning. Control zoning and you
control the outcomes of development. Do not continue to worsen an
already bad situation by continuing to do the same thing that got us here.
 
Yours sincerely,
 
Don Cal
1059 Pentrelew Place



 
 

 

 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Please accept this as my submission on the City's OCP renewal. I'm writing in my
capacity as a seasoned economic development practitioner who's worked in and for
Victoria since 2012. While it would be inappropriate in my role at the South Island
Prosperity Partnership (a non-profit organization that is supported by, collaborating with,
and was co-founded by the City of Victoria), to attempt to sway opinion on the plan itself,
I'm writing today to highlight the importance of considering our regional economy and
the role that it plays or could play in helping us realize the aspirations put forth in the
OCP. As you all know, the City of Victoria and our central business district downtown are
the heart of our metropolitan-region economy. 
 
Updating the OCP couldn't come at a more important time. As leaders, we need to
change course based on new realities, challenges and opportunities. There are too many
of these to list out in an email, so I'll leave the rest to be published in the next two weeks













I respectfully acknowledge that I work on the territories of the L k n (Songhees), Xwsepsum (Esquimalt),
S ÁUTW (Tsawout), W JO E P (Tsartlip), WSI EM (Tseycum), BO E EN (Pauquachin), MÁLEXE  (Malahat),
SC�I NEW (Beecher Bay), T�Sou-ke and Pacheedaht Nations. I commit to upholding the principles of UNDRIP and
responding to the TRC Calls to Action



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Official Community Plan
Date: September 9, 2025 5:17:42 PM
Attachments: Household and Population Projections clean.xlsx

OCP slide.pptx

Dear Mayor and Council,
 
I am writing to oppose the OCP in its current form.
 
I live in James Bay.  I love James Bay because of its diversity of housing and the resulting
diversity of residents at all income levels.  The few remaining streets containing heritage
houses, many of which have been converted into multi-family dwellings, are part of what
makes the built form of James Bay work. 
 
I fear that James Bay, and perhaps the whole of Victoria, will become a place for only the
very well off or the very poor unless more focus is placed on protecting existing
affordable housing and meaningful requirements or incentives for new developments to
include affordable housing (notably absent from the OCP).  
 
There is a large population of seniors living in James Bay, many of them renters, who if
displaced due to redevelopment will not be able to find housing that they can afford
given current rents. Because of the existing density and the large population of seniors,
James Bay is also more vulnerable to extreme heat, which means that more attention
needs to be placed on maintaining the existing tree canopy in James Bay. The draft OCP
does not protect trees, and does not do enough to protect and incent affordable
housing. While tenant protection will be improved by moving the existing Tenant
Assistance Policy into a bylaw, the bylaw does not go far enough to actually protect
tenants who will be displaced as a result of development.  Better tenant protection is
possible, and the City of Burnaby has shown the way.
 
James Bay is already the densest neighbourhood in Victoria and should not be
designated a priority growth area, which puts tenants, our remaining heritage streets,
and the tree canopy at risk.  
 
The level of growth provided for in the OCP (34,600 new housing units by 2050) is too
high and is based on outdated population projections.  Please see attached data from
BC Stats.  The 2024 data was downloaded last summer, and the 2025 data was
downloaded this summer.  The attached slide summarizes the impact on the number of
housing units needed.



 
BC Stats� population forecast has been reduced by 16,517 due to immigration policy
changes. Last year, BC Stats projected 134,770 population by 2046; this year they are
projecting 118,253.  Last year, BC Stats projected 70,442 households by 2046 and this
year they are projecting 65,281 by 2046. 
 
Only 10,241 new units will be required by 2046 for population growth. 
 
In addition, please consider that there are currently 3,600 unsold units in Victoria, that
the City has been approving an average of 845 units per year, and that this Council has
approved 8,200 units over the past 3 years.
 
All this should allow for a reduction in the OCP density requirements, and reduce the
impact on James Bay, already the densest neighbourhood in Victoria. 
 
City staff have posted a Q&A on the OCP update page about population projections. 
They acknowledge the revised BC Stats population projections from February 2025 and
note that the new projections are lower than the projections that made up the City�s low
growth scenario.  City staff then go on to say that the �City could consider updating the
high and medium growth scenarios based on these changes, but it would take time�.� 
This does not seem like a satisfactory response to me.

I think the point of a plan is to actually plan where growth goes. That is the City�s role,
and is not the role of developers/the market. 

Priority growth areas have been drawn without regard for what is already there; instead,
they have been drawn just based on distance from a �community village� or �town
centre.�  For James Bay that means that Medana, Clarence, South Turner and
Government Streets, all much-loved streets with heritage houses, would be designated
for up to 6-storey buildings.

We do not have a housing crisis, we have an affordable housing crisis.  The market is
what got us into this mess, and to expect the market to get us out of this mess is
foolhardy.  The BCGEU has done a report on the limitations of a market approach to the
affordable housing crisis in BC (https://www.affordablebc.ca/market-limitations) which
states:

The picture presented by this new housing landscape is not promising. As a result
of higher interest rates, development will likely remain slow in spite of recent
measures. The upzonings contemplated in Bills 44 and 47 will increase property



values across large areas of the province, transferring even greater wealth to
existing property owners while increasing the cost of public land acquisitions as
well as land costs for private and non-profit developers alike. In line with
evidence from other jurisdictions, we can expect a modest amount of
development spurred by mass upzonings, but what market supply is completed
will have little net effect on housing affordability, at best slightly moderating
continued price increases at the higher end of the rental market. Projects
completed under the federal ACLP or BC Builds program will offer little relief due
to very limited affordability requirements which will expire after only ten years.
Development that does occur will likely continue to focus on renter majority
areas, and we can expect a continued loss of affordable units to redevelopment
along with a mounting human cost to displacement without mandated tenant
protections. Finally, despite progress on inclusionary zoning, this approach alone
will not produce anywhere near enough units to keep pace with continued losses
of affordable units projected in the province. (p. 25; emphasis added)

Please press pause on this OCP, or at least exempt James Bay from being a priority
growth area.  The existing zoning in James Bay already provides for growth.

Thank you for your consideration.

Deb Hull

 

 
 
 
 



Subject: Written comments for Sept 11th OCP public hearing
Date: September 10, 2025 4:28:24 PM

To City Councillors and Mayor of Victoria:

My husband and I moved to Victoria 4 years ago and before we moved we spent time looking
at neighborhoods and towns on the Island.  We settled on James Bay because of its natural
beauty, community feel, lovely homes and gardens. 

 

We live on a very tiny street - more like a laneway and we were saddened to see the revised
community plan which will allow 6 storey builds on our street.  We have no sidewalks and no
room to add sidewalks, no public parking and only one lane for traffic. One car needs to back
up if it meets another car on our street. Does this sound like a location where a multi unit 6
story building will fit in ?  I cannot even imagine what it would feel like to have a 6 story
building overhanging our little community. 

 

Our street - Heather Street - is a mix of character homes and new builds that blend together.
The horse and buggies bring tourists down the street to get a feel for the oldest neighborhood
in the city. We actually live in a new build where the developer decided to demolish a
Victorian bungalow and replace it with a modern 2 story duplex. So I am not anti-development
or anti-new just against large monstrosities in areas where they do not fit in. In fact,
housing was doubled in a manner that fit our neighborhood and street. 

 

One could argue that "allowing" 6 storey builds does not mean it will necessarily happen but
we all know that developers are out to maximize space and profit and this results in over-
densification in communities like ours. Please don't give developers the upper hand that
sacrifices character and local neighborhoods. 

 

We have little enough parking and new builds often don't include parking. I appreciate other
modes of transportation (we are avid cyclists) but the reality is that young families often want
to have a vehicle to accommodate trips to the grocery store, after school activities and
healthcare appointments. 

 

The reality is we are missing single family homes for young families. A more strategic idea
might be to focus on renovating older larger homes into duplexes where additions are added
that maintain the character of the home. 



 

Many communities around the world like James Bay are PRESERVED and PROTECTED and
VALUED for their character.  They bring tourist dollars into the community which would be
removed if we become just a neighborhood of condos and apartment buildings. The "Old
town" sections of many cities around the world are huge tourist attractions and they bring
revenue and are protected for future generations.   

 

Sometimes there is a need to balance fiscal concerns with the bigger picture and protect what
many feel is a highlight of their time in Victoria - visiting the neighborhood of James Bay. Is it
worth destroying the oldest and most beautiful Victoria neighborhood ? Development has
already crept in and is now the rationale for why there should be more. I would argue that
the James Bay community has paid the price and taken its fair share of new development
already.   

 

I would like to propose that it is possible to create new housing in the city without sacrificing
the character and liveability of neighborhoods.  We have other areas of the city where 6 storey
buildings would fit in very nicely and those communities have room for expansion.

 

Do our city councillors want to look back in 10-20 years and see horrific development with
only memories of the character and charm that was James Bay ? 

 

I request that the "up to 6 storey" building recommendation across James Bay be removed
from the OCP. 

 

I am available to discuss my input at any time at: 

 

Please honour and do right by the city that you were elected to protect.  

Thank you for your consideration.

Debbie Knifton



Subject: Writing in favor of the New Victoria OCP
Date: September 10, 2025 6:57:13 PM

As a lifelong resident of Victoria, I think this is a great plan that will help make our city more
vibrant, livable, and most importantly, affordable (in the long run). I wish it went further but
it's a good start. All I ask is that you please don't water it down. 

Finlay Mooney



Subject: re James Bay OCP "Big Deal
Date: September 10, 2025 7:11:24 PM

Please submit my written comment at the Meeting September 11, 2025 - Thank you
Sincerely
Helen 

'As a resident of James Bay, living, working  in & loving James Bay for over 30
years.    I am concerned that the proposed changes could undermine the
neighborhood's unique heritage and character. The primary points of
contention include:
"One City, One Plan" Approach: The new OCP is taking a city-wide approach,
which I feel disregards the unique character and needs of individual
neighborhoods like James Bay. I argue  this approach could lead to a loss of
the historical charm that makes the area special.

Heritage Protection:  I, other Residents and local groups, such as the James
Bay Coalition, express deep concern the plan does not have explicit
protections for heritage buildings and existing trees.  I worry  --- new, taller
developments�up to four to six storeys�will lead to the demolition of older,
more affordable housing stock and the removal of trees, which are critical to
the neighborhood's character and green spaces.

The proposed Official Community Plan (OCP) includes plans for more
commercial offerings in "community villages" and along certain corridors,
honestly these already exist.

Take a walk through James Bay � with locals or tourists!!!

The community of James Bay, in particular, is currently well-served by a vibrant
network of local coffee shops and restaurants. These are businesses that local
entrepreneurs have invested heavily in, and they have been long-standing
supporters of our community. All of these establishments are within easy
walking distance and are accessible to everyone. Dallas Road and James Bay
don't need more "fast food" eyesores. Tourists and locals alike enjoy the
uniqueness of this special area, which is precisely what we should be
protecting.

The blend of historic preservation, community services, and a compact layout
underscores the neighborhood's strength in resisting over-development and
maintaining its distinct heritage.'



Subject: �NO� to the OCP and Zoning Bylaw Proposal
Date: September 10, 2025 4:24:19 PM

Sept. 10, 2025
To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Re: �NO� to the OCP and Zoning Bylaw As They Stand

Greetings,

I am writing to urge you to vote �NO� to the current OCP Review and the accompanying
Zoning Bylaw Proposal.

I implore you to really LISTEN to other writers and speakers at the Public Hearing, who oppose
this plan and who have more time and detailed knowledge than I do.  Here are a few reasons I
think you should vote �NO�:

1.      The �One City, One Plan� concept is fundamentally wrong
       This concept ignores the facts that neighborhoods are inherently different

and their residents want different things for their future. 
       A �One City, One Plan� approach might make things easier for the Council

and developers but it not good for building good unique neighborhoods.
       In terms of my own neighborhood, James Bay is already 40% more dense

than other areas, plus it has unique circumstances like a limited number of
access routes, numerous events that involve road closures and major
challenges in the event of emergencies and natural disasters.  Fewer people
would make this less of a problem, obviously.  James Bay should not be painted
with the same brush as other neighborhoods.
 

2.      Public Consultation has been lacking and misinterpreted, and the outcomes seem
pre-determined.

       The initial Survey was poorly written and extremely biased to give pro-
development answers.  See the Rockland Neighborhood Associations
newsletter and letter to mayor and council.  It is no wonder many people like
myself refused to participate in it.

       Some council members seem to think that a small percentage of people
making the effort to express their displeasure at the OCP means that everyone
else is in favor of it!

       Actual public presentation events and gathering of feedback has been
limited, given the huge impact of a new OCP.  The events were more about
Presenting, with little emphasis on Listening.

       Just because people voted for this mayor and council does NOT mean they
automatically support this new OCP.   What is really needed is for the mayor
and council to listen to feedback, make changes, and go to a referendum or
some other method of gathering accurate feedback from the residents before
accepting a final plan.

       Having only one Public Hearing, (with several speakers on other topics
scheduled before it begins, no less!) indicates there is little interest in hearing
from the public, or in considering new ideas.

 



3.      You cannot provide housing for everyone AND maintain the features that make
Victoria such a desirable place to live.

       The goal of a 4% Vacancy Rate is not a reasonable guideline.  See Trevor
Moat�s article in the Times Colonist, March 12, 2025.  You cannot build enough
units to house everyone who ever want to live here.

       The city could keep building forever and not achieve that vacancy rate,
destroying itself in the process.  That�s called Cancer!

       If we successfully build to maintain a 4% vacancy rate, we will be
building quantity forever at the expense of community, affordability, and
quality of life, today and tomorrow.

 
4.      Affordable Housing is not properly addressed or guaranteed

       It is a fallacy to think that building more housing everyone will be able to
afford to buy a home here.

       Instead, planning should include a large element of housing types like co-
ops and non-profit purpose-built rental units, Land Trusts, etc.   These can give
people security and input in their living situations.

       What we do NOT need is more old apartment buildings taken over by
REITS.  You should also be working to prevent that.

 
5.      The Population Estimates it is based on are outdated and the Zoning should be
revised accordingly

       This has been pointed out in a number of articles in the Times Colonist
lately and will be further described better by other contributors.

       What It means to me is that the �Residential Infill 4 Storeys� zones should
be reduced to 3 Storeys, and the �Priority Growth Residential 6 Storeys� zones
should be reduced to 4 storeys.  This would make for much more liveable
neighborhoods.

       The previous �Missing Middle� program apparently allowed for enough
housing to meet Provincially mandated targets.  Why add more density than
the Province or Population Estimates require?

 
 
6.      There IS time to rework this proposal
I understand the Province has set a Dec. 31 deadline.  However, it is important to send
this back to the Planning Dept. NOW to get it right BEFORE it is passed.   If the Planning
Dept. is as professional and capable as they and some councilors say they are, this
should be possible.  If it�s not I�m sure the Province can see what�s being done and
won�t intervene until the process is properly completed.
 

We are all very fortunate to live in the city.   Thank you for all your efforts on our behalf. 

Please do the right thing and leave a favorable and lasting legacy by saying NO to the
proposed OCP and Zoning Bylaw.

 

Thank you,

 

John Eckfeldt



#2 � 62 Pilot St., James Bay

Victoria, BC  V8V 2A4







Subject: OCP Sept 11
Date: September 10, 2025 11:26:36 PM

There are some good things in plan.
What is concerning is the city really working for citizens casting shade on Douglas Treaties saying descendants
don�t think the treaties are valid.  After the ruling in Richmond recently with private land been awarded to
Indigenous band it seems that the global organization like UN are running their agenda to end or undermine system
of land ownership in BC.  We don�t like it and don�t want it, we are all children of the planet and have a right to be
here.  Of course the government and companies treated the indigenous badly, they treated most of our ancestors
badly in our countries of origin.  This oppression and abuse of citizens by government needs to end. Please don�t
perpetuate it!
We are being asked to accept the climate emergency to give up cars as if their use will change the climate.  Many
have taken a close look at these claims and again just see it as global manipulation to control peoples movement and
reduce rights and freedoms.  What a sham is the concern over � projected sea level rise�. Even though we are in a
state of emergency the sea level rise has been consistent over 100 years.  Again more misinformation to manipulate
peoples movement and to make sacrifices for the supposed greater good.  The models used to support this ruse are
faulty and misleading say many climate scientists. What a falsehood to say �95% of scientists say climate change is
due to human activity, they do not!  Some industrial activity not individuals heating homes and driving cars may add
to problems.  If the climate is changing it is more likely a natural cycle.  Riding bikes won�t stop it! But the
ideologues at city hall and on city staff are invested in the UN agenda.  The earth is on a cooling trend say many
scientists.  You are losing people on this BS. 
We�ve seen this city council over spend how much $30,000,000.00 on bike lanes adhering to the global
sustainability goals of the UN thereby putting tax payers on the hook for this debt.  It�s hard not to be cynical about
your intentions when you are more devoted to allegiance to global goals over wants and needs of the citizens.  What
with the provincial bills recently passed we know they can just ram through there plans without public input. The
sugar coated 15 minute cities sales pitch seem good except when they restrict our movements and choice that we are
going to give up for climate crisis.  I do not approve of this OCP too many false premises and manipulations by
global agencies.  If you push this through and carry on pleasing developers, and global governance and make this
city unaffordable, restricting movement thinking everyone is going to be happy on bikes you are out of touch with
reality.  If you undermine property ownership you all on the 2025 council will be seen as global agents, traitors to
the citizens of Victoria.  We ask that the City of Victoria staff and council reconsider their ideological adherence to
questionable UN agendas.  We don�t like it and do not want this sugar coated poison pill of 2050 UN driven
deceptive OCP.

Thank you
Joy Stott
Victoria

Sent from my iPad



 

I would like to record my opposition to the proposed changes within the New OCP.  This process has been rushed,
and from the onset this process has lacked any true effort to consult in an unbiased manner with the public.   And
even where the public has come forward to voice their opinion, the City has remained focused on their original ideas
and largely ignored community input.  Case in point is the Places and Spaces events that were held in James Bay.  
The idea of 4-6 storey rezoning throughout James Bay was widely rejected at the Places and Spaces workshops,
whereas the concept of  heritage neighbourhood protections and a gentle densification through smaller missing
middle, heritage conversion, and townhouse developments that could enhance and blend into the neighbourhood
were widely supported, yet here we are with larger swaths of James Bay highlighted as primary growth areas of up
to 6 stories and any concerns on protecting what little remains of the heritage within our neighbourhood ignored. 
Clearly the constructive comments our neighbourhood provided have largely been ignored.

Victoria is making questionable population projections within a  closed bubble that fails to accept and acknowledge
that Victoria proper is just one small piece of a larger Greater Victoria community.   Before a new OCP is enacted, 
the City of Victoria and our Council should be focused on the elephant in the room, Amalgamation, and work
constructively with our neighbouring municipalities to work out and present a cohesive Greater Victoria vision for
all to work and aspire towards -- anything else misses the bigger picture.  Only then can it be considered a One City,
One Plan idea.  Victoria does not exist in a bubble.

Throwing all neighbourhoods open to a minimum of 4 storey rezoning with 6 storeys in select areas will only make
issues of home affordability worse as developers will now be competing against residents in housing and land
purchases.  A specific case in point involves the  131-135-139 Menzies properties that were sold a few years ago for
$1.2M over what these same parcel of 3 properties had sold for only 1 year earlier, and at cost far in excess  (>$1M)
over the assessed value of these 3 properties.   How can prospective home buyers compete with aggressive offers
from profit driven developers?   These new policies will have a chilling, harmful effect on home affordability for the
average family.  Yet this is exactly the direction that the City is putting forward in the new OCP.   Again a common
theme, let�s focus on the wishes of developers over the needs of our residents. 

Developers are banking on a continued appreciation in "Market� rental.  New "Market Rent" builds  will displace
current tenants and add to existing affordable housing rental issues for many long term tenants.  Increasing Market
Rent supply, does nothing to help with affordability � the �trickle down effect" is a mirage at best.   Perhaps even
worse, the OCP contains minimal support for displaced tenants.   We do not have a housing crisis in Victoria, the
reality is that we have a housing affordability crisis and there is little in the OCP to encourage or support affordable
housing initiatives.   The City needs to develop creative City driven initiatives, investments, and partnerships in Co-
op rental and Co-op structured, not strata,  owner/occupied townhouse developments where rentals and home
ownership can be kept affordable and not be driven by market forces.  

Approval this spring/summer of the 131-139 Menzie Market Rental apartment has also cost the City and Council
any credibility in their argument that the new OCP is about laying out common rules and guidelines that all
developers must follow throughout all neighbourhoods.  131-139 Menzies is a development that required 11
variances and represents a building that is not supported within either the current or the proposed OCP.  Instead it
ignores and breaks all rules and guidelines set out in these documents.  All 19 studios are smaller than the minimum
size council specified by the city earlier this year.  The front, side, and rear setbacks are significantly smaller than
the stated requirements for a building of this size.  Contrary to the City�s claim, only 2 of the 3 properties involved
in this development are located within the  current James Bay Village Zone.  The retail area is a mere fraction of the
stated Village Zone retail area requirement, and nowhere in Victoria has a building adjacent to a residential
neighbourhood, 43 suites, been approved without any parking.    This building is effectively the poster child for the
new OCP.   And even worse, due to the excessive size and setbacks granted to this building, this building will



effectively limit the size of future developments on adjacent properties.  Guess it�s all about first come first serve,
and ultimately has nothing to do with respecting the rules and guidance the City has specified in the current or the
new OCP.   

Quite simply this is a misdirected plan that has been driven by the development industry and has largely ignored
community direction.  Furthermore, on the Eve of a new Civic Election cycle, Council lacks any true Public
Mandate to justify pushing through such a radical change to the direction of housing within our community.  The
Province simply requires the adoption of a missing middle housing plan that we have already embraced.  The
direction taken in the new OCP presents a far more aggressive plan than what is required by the Province.  And the
data used on projective population growth to support this plan is sketchy at best.

Please reject this plan and instead re-imagine a new OCP  that incorporates and takes direction from the residents of
our community, and at the very least attempts  to develop a cohesive plan that works for the entire Greater Victoria
Community.

Respectfully,
Kevin Youck
135 Medana Street
Victoria, BC



Subject: Feedback - Proposed Changes to the Official Community Plan - Sep 11, 2025 Public Hearing
Date: September 10, 2025 4:52:14 PM

Hello, thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback.

I was born and raised in Victoria and now live in the Rockland neighbourhood. I
consider myself very fortunate to have spent a career in government service (now
retired) and to make choices that allowed me to live in this beautiful historic area in
my own single family home. This home is intended to be a nest egg for our
children.

In my youth, I lived in apartment buildings, and a number of years back lived in a
10 unit townhouse development because it�s what I could afford but I love having
my own home on a small lot close to everything in a beautiful neighbourhood. At
this stage of my life I have no desire to live in a multi-unit building having worked
very hard to get to where I am. I love the neighbourhood I live in and pay high
taxes to live here. If my neighbourhood becomes a very densely populated area, is
the city going to reduce my taxes since you are in effect taking away the character
and enjoyment of this area and impacting my quality of life?

I certainly understand that there are many people who can�t afford a single family
home, or indeed can�t afford to live in Victoria. I know many people who want to live
outside of Victoria and in neighbouring municipalities or further up island for a
variety of reasons. Many, in addition to financial considerations, are concerned
about the amount of crime (real and perceived) and the level of homelessness in
our city which is a complex issue to solve. For a variety of reasons, in my opinion,
the downtown Victoria core has lost a lot of its charm over the last 5 or so years.
Businesses are leaving, people aren�t feeling safe etc.

Given the amount of building going on right now in the core, and the challenges in
the downtown, one has to ask if there really is a huge demand of people wanting to
live in downtown Victoria?? Is the infrastructure there to support this? The units
being built right now won�t be inexpensive to rent/buy and certainly won�t address
the homelessness issue. Who will fill all these units? Will they become airbnb�s in
disguise?

I, like most people understand the bigger picture of housing challenges in Victoria,
and indeed in Canada in general as the population increases and that not everyone
wants to live in a rural community and at the same time not necessarily in an
overcrowded city either. The dream of buying a home is out of reach for many
young people so I understand the need for options.

What I�ve read in the proposed updates to the ten year plan makes me think that
Victoria is going to become like the west-end in Vancouver with a very dense area
of apartment buildings/condos etc. It comes across as though developers are



rubbing their hands together with being given the �keys to the castle� and wanting to
build multi-unit buildings everywhere. Seems to be many cases of developers
making proposals with incentives to then turn around and say they can�t deliver
everything they promised and then they aren�t being held accountable. ( promises of
certain % of units below market rent for example ).

Some people want/like the big city west end Vancouver type lifestyle and for many
it�s what they can afford (and transportation options) that drives their
decision/necessity to live in a dense area. For me, if I wanted to live in a densely
housed community I would pack up and move to one. 

I believe the Province and the city haven�t recognized the huge cultural shift and the
�change management� required to bring citizens along with the strategy..  Has
Victoria, Saanich, Oak Bay and other municipalities done any joint planning on
housing density and transportation? It seems like Oak Bay for example has some
special exemption or status - doesn�t seem to be much building going on there. 

The other issue is the city�s proposal to drastically reduce parking spaces. I am
fortunate enough to be able to walk into downtown but obviously not everyone is
close enough or healthy enough to do that. Not everyone has a close bus service
option, and not everyone is able to or feels safe riding a bike even with bike lanes.

The changes being proposed to the Official Community Plan (and the parking
strategy) will have a profound impact on the culture, character and quality of life for
everyone in Victoria.

I don�t know what the overall solution is, but it feels like the city revised the plan so
they could tick a box meeting the Province�s requirements without actually taking
the time to really think about and do extensive consultations on what kind of city we
want to be in the future and how it impacts every demographic and the uniqueness
of every neighbourhood, not just for younger people but for everyone.

Kathleen









sustainability of neighborhoods. To proceed otherwise is to risk undermining both the quality
of life of Victoria�s residents and public faith in the role of city council.

Regards,
Michael Oomen
South Jubilee Resident 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Feedback: OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN DRAFT
Date: September 10, 2025 9:00:11 AM

To Mayor and Council:

Since Victoria is on an island, transportation costs make food, in particular, and other goods
more expensive. It also suffers from increasing drought. For these reasons (among many
others), I do not see the scale of growth planned for the city as being sustainable.

Regards,
Nancy Gow (a resident of Victoria)



From:
To: Official Community Plan Update; LUPRI@gov.bc.ca; Public Hearings
Subject: Submission Regarding the Official Community Plan (OCP) Update
Date: September 10, 2025 9:58:10 AM

Subject: Opposition to the Current Draft of the Official Community
Plan (OCP) Update

Dear Mayor Alto and Members of Council,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the current draft of Victoria�s
Official Community Plan (OCP) update. While I support the need for thoughtful
and sustainable growth, I believe this plan is fundamentally flawed in its approach.
It prioritizes rapid, high-density development at the expense of community
character, affordability, equity, and sound planning principles.

My primary concerns are as follows:

1. Excessive and Unwarranted Density: The proposal to blanket our
neighbourhoods with permissions for 4-6 storeys, and even higher in village
centres, is a drastic overreach. This one-size-fits-all rezoning will irrevocably alter
the unique character and scale of our established communities without a clear,
evidence-based need. Current population projections from BC Stats no longer
justify such aggressive targets, and evidence from other cities shows that flooding
the market with supply does not guarantee improved affordability.

2. Destruction of Neighbourhood Character and Heritage: Victoria is beloved
for its distinct neighbourhoods. This plan erases those differences, treating James
Bay, Fairfield, and Hillside-Quadra as if they were the same. It provides inadequate
protections for heritage buildings and mature tree canopies, allowing for widespread
demolition that will replace our city's history and green spaces with generic, high-
profit developments.

3. Failure to Prioritize True Affordability: The plan relies on a trickle-down
economic theory that has proven ineffective in Vancouver and Toronto. By focusing
overwhelmingly on market-rate housing, it fails to address the core of the crisis:
affordability. We are losing our existing stock of affordable rental units to
demolition faster than new non-market units are being built. The OCP must make
non-market, below-market, and family-oriented housing its absolute top priority,
with mandated requirements, not vague incentives.

4. Inadequate Protections for Existing Residents: The plan will accelerate the





Thank you for considering my submission.

Sincerely,

Peter J. Nadler

Footnotes:

1. Public Engagement Was Inadequate and Compressed

       The process has been intensely rushed. Council had only 34 days�from
February 27 when the draft was circulated, to April 3 when it voted to
advance the OCP�hardly enough time for informed public review Victoria
News.

       Engagement lasted just six months, compared to years-long processes for
past OCPs and local area plans. James Bay residents, for example, only
received a two-hour workshop despite having a local area plan dating to the
1990s Times Colonistcapitaldaily.ca.

** Recommendation:** Extend the public comment period and conduct
meaningful, neighbourhood-level consultations. Reintroduce Local Area Plans
(LAPs) to respect historic community input.

2. Affordability and Tenant Protections Are Insufficient

       Public feedback and advocacy emphasized affordability, yet the OCP fails to
secure meaningful non-market housing. Most development risk remains
permeated with unaffordability Times ColonistVictoria News.

       Tenant protections offer only 2�6 months� compensation and a right to return
at 20% below market rent�only after 20+ years of tenancy. This is weaker
compared to policy in other municipalities like Burnaby Sustainable Victoria.

** Recommendation:** Introduce stronger mandates for affordable and non-market
housing�e.g., minimum non-market units per project�and robust tenant
protection frameworks, including full relocation cost coverage and guaranteed
access to equivalent housing upon redevelopment.

3. Heritage, Ecology, and Green Space Impacts



       In areas like James Bay�already dense and developed�the plan puts
additional pressure on heritage homes and mature green spaces
capitaldaily.ca.

       The shift to linear parkways and street plazas instead of substantial parks is
concerning, particularly when �trees become a prescriptive aesthetic� and
environmental ecosystems (e.g., Garry oak meadows) are overlooked
Sustainable Victoria and Reddit.

** Recommendation:** Strengthen heritage conservation provisions and ecological
protections, including preservation of existing mature trees, restoration of
ecosystems, and creation of meaningful green spaces�not just linear features.

4. One City One Plan Ignores Neighbourhood Diversity

       The unified �One City, One Plan� approach risks homogenizing diverse
neighbourhood needs. James Bay and other areas have contributed
significantly to density and are being overburdened further Times
Colonistcapitaldaily.ca.

** Recommendation:** Reintroduce mechanisms to reflect neighbourhood-specific
characteristics and needs. This could include overlay areas or local considerations
within the overarching OCP framework.

5. Upzoning Doesn�t Guarantee Affordability or Sustainability

       The draft enables four-storey builds citywide, six-storey in growth areas, and
up to 14�18 storeys in some town centres, but the result may be market-rate
housing alone Times Colonist+2Times Colonist+2.

       While zoning modernization and density bonuses are intended to promote
development and affordability, there�s too little requirement for�and
evidence of�delivering community benefits
www.canadianrealestatemagazine.ca.

** Recommendation:** Tie density bonuses to enforceable outcomes like
affordable housing units, family-friendly layouts, green infrastructure, and
community amenity contributions. Require inclusionary zoning or affordability
performance standards for bonus eligibility.

  Peter  J.  Nadler



 

 

1947 Brighton Ave., Victoria BC

Canada,  V8S 2E1



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: DO NOT SUPPORT OCP
Date: September 10, 2025 2:15:27 PM

I am a homeowner in Rockland and would like to express that I DO NOT support the Official
Community Plan under consideration.

While I recognize the need for increased density in the City of Victoria, I believe the plan goes
too far in allowing 4- to 6-story units on every lot in the city.
This density does NOT fit with the character of Victoria. 

Victoria's streetscape will be changed forever with this type of zoning.

I have concerns about the lack of heritage conservation - what about the history and beauty of
these homes? It can never be replaced once removed.
I am concerned about the lack of protection for our urban forest - our street is home to many
Gary Oaks, which will not be protected under the new plan. 
I am also concerned about the lack of neighbourhood consultation in terms of new
development projects.

Everything that makes Victoria the best city in the world and a popular tourist destination is at
risk with this new plan.

I urge City Council to reject this plan.

Susan Evans
1015 Verrinder Avenue
Victoria, BC





losing the character and ambience of neighbourhoods. This is a creative approach to
densification, achieving more intense use of existing buildings, without increasing hard
surfaces, and without losing the character of our communities.

 
Loss of tree cover and permeable green space.
 
I am dismayed by the examples set by two current redevelopments near me (the very dense
redevelopment of the Village Green townhouses on Niagara and Menzies Streets, and the five-
storey condo development on Rithet Street). These projects removed mature trees, to be
replaced by much smaller trees with far less room to grow.
 
Rather than increasing hard non-permeable surfaces like roofs across the city, the OCP should
be exploring the opposite approach � maintaining trees and open space, and using existing
building stock as intensively as possible. This is essential for adapting to the impacts of
climate change.
 
The Rithet Street project will not result in affordable homes. They are being sold as �condo
residences with ocean views and city vibes�. The architect�s image shows almost no greenery.
 
Conclusion.
In the quest to meet housing targets, the OCP is risking losing the qualities of building
diversity, trees and open space which make Victoria a livable city. James Bay should not be
designated a priority area for a broad-brush approach to densification.  Please do not �throw
the baby out with the bathwater�! The 2025 OCP needs a rethink.
 

*******
Sarah Weaver
407 - 500 Rithet St.
Victoria, BC V8V 1E3





From:

Subject: FW: OCP
Date: September 11, 2025 8:10:39 AM

Heather McIntyre, She/her

Protocol and Correspondence Coordinator
Communications and Engagement, City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6

The City of Victoria is located on the homelands
of the Songhees Nation and the Xwsepsum Nation.

-----Original Message-----
From: Tom Palfrey
Sent: September 10, 2025 3:15 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council 
Subject: Re: OCP

Please do not implement a plan that will see the destruction of my community through building oversized buildings
in locations that compromise the character and nature of my James Bay Neighborhood and provide ghettoes for the
wealthy.
We do not have the infrastructure, services, nor physical capacity and we already bear a disproportionate number of
multiple dwellings compared to other communities.
I suggest you lobby or take legal action against the provincial government to withdraw laws compelling you to do
so. Thank you.

Tom Palfrey
203 Government St.
Victoria, BC
V8V 2K8

Sent from my iPad



From:
To: Public Hearings
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Oaklands planning
Date: September 10, 2025 1:55:05 PM

Hello:

While I appreciate the work that has gone into the vision you have for Oaklands, a neighbourhood I
have lived in for almost four decades, I am really perplexed by what I see as solutions to what were
non-existing problems.  

I am a cycllist.  I biked to work for twenty years.  I do not understand the concrete, green paint,
bollards, and stencils everywhere, cutting off many useful routes when in swathes of the city there
were NO issues with biking, or excess car traffic. To pick just one road near my house,  my children
and I biked happily and safely for decades along Haultain before someone saw a non-existent need
and put stencils every 30 feets [Yes, I can see this is a bike path, thank you for reminding me over, and
over, and over] and speed bumps that give me altitude sickness.  

I can understand downtown, somewhat, although I have been to Amsterdam and this is not
Amsterdam.  But I concede biking in downtown Victoria wasn't safe, from a traffic point of view.  I
would bike home to get my car if going there, so something needed to be done for cyclists to safely
access the city core.  But to be frank, with the crime downtown now, I don't bike in any case because
my bike will just get stolen.  Or, I might get stabbed so someone, someone who actually maybe needs
all those bike stencils to navigate, can help themselves.   But I understand recidivistic crime is not part
of your jurisdiction.  [Might I respectfully suggest more of the city budget be allocated to working with
the authorities who can solve the complex housing and crime problem, before downtown dies.] I was
downtown recently with an old friend visiting from Salmon Arm when she curled her lip and said, "Oh. 
Wow.  Downtown Victoria is so dirty." I hadn't seen it.  I was habituated.  

What I see happening in my hood feels very much like it must be a top down, make-work driven
project, because it's not coming from the broader community. Rather, much of the work done, and to
come, seems to push against community vision, like the Woonerf project. I say let the people who live
on the streets decide how many bike stencils they actually require to sleep soundly in their beds at
night, or whether or not sidewalks are a benefit or an imposition. 

If it ain't broke, don't fix it. Where is the money coming from?  Exactly WHO is sleeping with the CEO
of a road construction company? Or perhaps a paint manufacturer? Or are we talking a tax payer
funded ménage à trois, here? Whoever it is, my dear[s], these sorts of affairs of the heart don't last. 
Concrete does.

I urge moderation.  I urge listening to the locals. We like our boulevard gardens. We like the almost
rural feel of sidewalk-less Kings Road.  

Thanks to Backlash, the world has an embodied canckled nightmare and his evil henchmen swaggering
large and shredding democracy.  Doug Ford in Ontaria is talking ripping out the bike lanes. 
Resentment is real. Backlash is a force.  
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provisions took effect weeks later in early March 2025. [Density Bonus Financial 
Analyses for City of Victoria]

2. Ministry of Housing and Municipal Affairs, Building and Safety Standards Branch, Space 
and Cost Impact Report, January 31, 2025. Cost impacts are based on Q1 2025 
Vancouver unit rates. Victoria�s costs are expected to be higher, given the Capital 
Region�s Design Group 1 classification for its sites with poor soils. The report estimates 
seismic-related cost increases of 15-20% (15-16% excluding adaptability) for these sites 
that are prevalent in the City of Victoria. Even at 10%, the increase represents a 
significant barrier to project viability. The report scope was limited and did not capture 
knock-on effects on design, livability, or saleability, which further impact project viability: 
the real total impact could be greater. [Space and Cost Impact Report]



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: I OPPOSE THE PROPOSED OCP UPDATE AND URGE DELAY
Date: September 11, 2025 11:10:18 AM
Attachments: I OPPOSE THE PROPOSED OCP AND URGE DELAY.docx

Dear Mayor Alto, Councilors and City Staff,

The proposed Victoria 2025-2050 will destroy Victoria as we know it.
Please delay the OCP update and in the interim maintain the existing
OCP and zoning.

City Council insists that Staff can�t handle more work (isn�t that what our�
tax dollars pay for?), and that the Provincial government mandates
December�s end as the deadline for receiving updated OCPs (thereby
collapsing a 2-year consultation process into 6 months). Surely City
Council can count on provincial leeway after �smash[ing] every housing
approvals record in all housing categories since records were kept on the
topic,� to quote Councilor Caradonna (see endnote); and by quietly
substituting 4-6 storeys for BC�s 3-4 units in residential areas. Victoria�s
location, weather, gardens, heritage assets, and varied attractions will
inevitably continue to draw new residents. But the rushed, top-down and
poorly conceived �One City, One Plan� threatens to turn Victoria into a
2nd-rate Vancouver and convert the City�s unique villages into the
homogenous suburbs found all over North America.

Compiled by housing experts in Vancouver from 1961-2021 Census data,
a recent Memo to Prime Minister Carney on advancing housing
affordability demonstrates that simply increasing the supply of housing
through densification has not made housing, particularly rentals, more
affordable; just the opposite. Victoria�s Council and Staff have been
hoodwinked by their reliance on developer/real-estate sponsored Urban
Development Institute (UDI) to guide their housing decisions�another
example of the now discredited trickle-down economics. The 142,000
residents that the proposed OCP update estimates for Victoria by 2050 is
overstated and outdated (TC OpEd, 9 Sept 2025): the BC Government
estimates 118,253 for 2048, a whopping 24,000 fewer people. City Council
claims it�s trying to help students, families, seniors, low-income residents,
and those with memory issues. Yet lured by amenity cost charges to help
fund increased infrastructure created by pressure from investors and
developers for increased densification, Council allows developers to
demolish �rather than renovate in sections�affordable housing stock
from the 1960s-70s. In the process, long-time residents paying affordable
rents are demovicted, communities are destabilized, and speculative
development is on the rise.

Even the new TAP offers inadequate compensation (compared to Burnaby
or Ladysmith) and research shows that ten affordable units are sacrificed



for every new one built. Victoria is now the third most expensive city in
Canada for rentals, and that will only get worse with the OCP�s purported
one-size-fits-all policies�just as it has in Vancouver. Furthermore,
already dense neighbourhoods, among them James Bay, are required to
contribute the same percentage of new housing as others less dense.
That�s inequitable, a punishment for owners of heritage and historic
homes that reach out to house others while helping to retain their
neighbourhood�s charm; it�s punitive for residents on heritage blocks
who�ve sought approval to become HCAs only to have their applications
paused for who knows how long. It�s deeply unfair to a community that
tourists love, one that puts up with cruise ship emissions, crowds and
noise; helijets, horse-carriages, pedicabs, protests at the Legislature,
frequent foot and bike races. Two weeks ago an unannounced bike race
could have turned life-threatening in an emergency because of the traffic
congestion it created.

Equally unsafe and punitive are further threats to already access/egress-
limited James Bay: e.g., the proposed transference of the transit bus hub
from wide-open Government St to the heavily residential triangle at
Belleville, Blanshard and Douglas. And don�t get me started about
proposed reductions of tree canopy coverage from 40% city-wide to only
25% in denser residential areas, the result of massive rezoning that
permits smaller yards and inadequate setbacks. Or about single egress
stairways in multifamily residential buildings, a law decried by firemen and
fire chiefs: can Council really approve such legislation for the sake of more
units evem of they compromise residents and their neighbours? And how
will Island Health keep up with the OCP�s densification schedule when 1 in
5 BC residents is currently without a doctor? We need more protections
for our residents and workers, our heritage and historic properties, our
mature trees, and our public servants. Not more upscale market-rate units
like Jay Bay on Rithet St.

Despite your hard work, this Council�s legacy may turn out to be a splash-
park in Centennial Square; a reputation for not consulting with panels of
local experts on complex subjects; for increasingly anti-democratic
�Council-knows-best� disenfranchisement of neighbourhood
associations from local land-use oversight (esp. CALUCs) and of
taxpayers from true �engagement� in favour of �education� on what�s
�best� for us; for producing an OCP survey so biased that fewer signed
than the 2,337 individuals who, in less time, signed a citizen-generated
online petition against the OCP update. Equally troubling is the belief that
non-participants and those who don�t explicitly oppose a proposal
somehow support it. This is verbal gerrymandering, a political
manipulation to insure that a minority trumps the majority. Most wage-
slaves don�t have the time or energy to participate in my community.



City Council candidates reassured voters that James Bay, whose density is
40% higher than other neighbourhoods, would experience slower growth
until other neighbourhoods could catch up. �Relax,� I�ve been told, �The
OCP�s trajectory will be gradual.� But in the past three years, there�ve
been three major redevelopment schemes within a block of my home.
With CALUCs and current site-specific zoning regulations, our
neighbourhood has been able to temper developers� push to build overly
large, market-rate complexes on small lots. If the updated OCP passes,
our community will be compromised irreparably. The Dallas Rd Perimeter
is particularly vexing as the proposed �Local Villages� are unnecessary:
what about seasonal food carts, signage indicating coffee shops within a
block or two of the water? Commercializing Dallas Road waterfront to
permit buildings of up to 6 storeys will destroy one of the few public �wild�
spaces remaining in Victoria, a seascape treasured as much by residents
of Victoria as by the tourists who help foot our bills. That desecration, part
of the OCP update�s promise to irreversibly change the community
character of James Bay itself, will further tarnish your legacy.

Even the name �James Bay� seems to be disappearing. In Attachment B of
the draft OCP, the maps �Proposed Areas for DCA 2--Downtown� (p.4/9)
and �Proposed Areas for HCA 1--Commercial Heritage� (p.7/9) call James
Bay�s entire northern section "Inner Harbour,� including the Legislative
Precinct. Similarly, the map �Proposed Areas for DPA 3--Victoria Harbour�
doesn�t mention James Bay by name even as it carves out a huge chunk of
the neighbourhood�s western and northern sections. (The existing OCP at
least labels the area �James Bay and Outer Harbour� [Appendix A, Map 64:
DPA 11, pp.274-275; https://www.victoria.ca/media/file/ocp-appendix.])
Equally distressing, the map �Proposed Areas for HCA 2--Residential
Heritage� includes James Bay's three existing Heritage Conservation areas
(Battery, Avalon, and Lewis Streets), but offers no others going forward? Is
James Bay, the ideal 15-minute village, simply disappearing into the
Downtown Core�described as �The area [that] embraces the Working
Harbour, celebrates diverse cultural heritage and showcases Victoria�s
role as the Provincial Capital� (Attachment A, p.55/178)? Like the �Our
Downtown� banners on Belleville St to Quebec St in James Bay (and
VicWest), this colonial-mentality mapping and signage erases previous
place names and residents.

I hope you are listening before it�s too late to repair the damage...

Sincerely,
Dr. Adele J. Haft
660 Battery St, James Bay

Endnote: According to Councilor Caradonna, Council approved nearly
every (re)development proposal in Victoria, after more than doubling
B.C.'s first year housing target of 659-units with 1,477 net new units



completed between October 1, 2023 and October 1, 2024; and after
surpassing the 2028 target of nearly 5000 homes by approving more than
8000 homes by 29 April 2025.



From: anne spencer 
Sent: September 10, 2025 10:11 PM
To: Official Community Plan Update <ocp@victoria.ca>
Subject: Gonzales resident's response to OCP
 
Mayor and  Council
I am writing to add my support to the Gonzales  Neighbourhood Association's submission to
the Public Hearing on the proposed OCP. I agree with their objections to the plan and also
have personal reasons for opposing it.There has already been a major development close to my
own house - the Aryze apartment complex adjoining Hollywood park- and a major
development is in the offing for the lot next to my own place, including four family dwellings
on a lot where there used to be a single bungalow. These will add to congestion on the street
and decrease the enjoyment/sunlight etc. of adjacent residents. Extra sewer expansion etc. will



also be required. This on a street known for its problems of possible liquefaction in an
earthquake because of the instability of the land formerly having a stream running where the
road is now built.
I am sure you will hear of other reasons why the plan is not acceptable to many residents in
this and in other areas and I wish my objections to complement those. 
Anne Spencer
Gonzales



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Submission to Victoria City Council Regarding Proposed OCP Changes to Douglas, Belleville, and Blanshard

Streets
Date: September 11, 2025 11:32:35 AM

Mayor and Council

 I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed changes in the Official Community Plan that would close Douglas
Street northbound at Belleville and redirect bus traffic through Blanshard.

Under the plan, BC Transit would be permitted to park up to 13 buses outside Crystal Gardens and the new
signature Telus Ocean building�directly across from the Convention Centre, one of Victoria�s major economic
drivers. In addition, approximately 500 buses per day would be rerouted to loop south along the single-lane
Blanshard to Superior and back down Douglas.

This area is not simply a transit corridor. It is a mixed-use neighbourhood that includes:
   �   High-rise residential towers, including senior living accommodations, where hundreds of residents would be
directly exposed to increased air and noise pollution.
   �   Thunderbird Park, a site of profound cultural and heritage significance.

The proposed reconfiguration raises several urgent concerns:
        1.      Traffic capacity and congestion:
      �   The single-lane �road improvement� on Blanshard between Belleville and Courtney is already visibly unable
to handle existing volumes.
      �   Adding diverted Douglas Street traffic and hundreds of additional buses will create gridlock comparable to
Wharf Street during peak congestion.
        2.      Air quality and noise impacts:
      �   The cumulative effect of 500 daily buses idling and circulating will subject nearby residents�including
seniors�to unsafe levels of diesel exhaust, particulate matter, and continuous noise pollution.
      �   This directly undermines the City�s goals for livability, public health, and climate leadership.
        3.      Public safety risks:
      �   In the event of an emergency, gridlocked streets in this critical downtown-to-James Bay corridor could
endanger residents, workers, and visitors. Emergency access and evacuation routes must not be compromised.
        4.      Economic and cultural considerations:
      �   Locating a bus loop beside two of Victoria�s signature tourism and convention venues (the Convention Centre
and Telus Ocean) sends the wrong message about how we showcase our city.
      �   Surrounding cultural assets�including Thunderbird Park�deserve protection from industrial-scale transit
operations.

Victoria has an opportunity to prioritize smart, sustainable transportation planning that reduces emissions, improves
livability, and supports economic vibrancy. The proposed Douglas closure and bus loop, however, move in the
opposite direction.

I urge Council to reconsider and remove this plan from the OCP in favour of transit solutions that respect residents,
cultural heritage, and the City�s long-term vision.

Respectfully submitted,
Brenda Colbourne
1102-777 Belleville St
Victoria, BC
V8W 0G1



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Input re: OCP plan
Date: September 11, 2025 11:57:42 AM

Dear Mayor Alto, Councillors and Staff,

We are writing this as recently transplanted residents to Oakland Rise Woonerf in
Victoria from Calgary, Alberta. We have lived here for over one year and have enjoyed the
warm welcome and vibrancy of the community immensely. We were attracted to the
lovely environment here including the lovely boulevard gardens, the tree canopy of Garry
oaks, the hand made benches (conducive for people to socialize and congregate at)
street murals, the parkette spaces and lovely boulevard gardens so lovingly maintained
and thriving to create pollinator corridors to enhance the local eco systems.

We were also impressed with the amount of community involvement available to us,
that has included many opportunities to volunteer and participate in events such as:
Fernwood Art Stroll, Tiny Garden Tour (in support of Victoria Hospice), Oaklands Street
Fair with local vendors and musicians, backyard concerts and the Oaklands Sunset
Market. We also regularly attend weekly neighbour gatherings on Mondays to discuss
community concerns and goings on in the neighbourhood.

Our main concern as new Victoria residents is we do not wish to see our neighbourhood,
Oakland Rise Woonerf (as well as Oaklands and other Victoria neighbourhoods too)
succumb to the pitfalls of blanker rezoning that we personally witnessed in our
neighbourhood in Calgary (Marda Loop/ Altadore) that we feel has directly resulted in the
detriment and deterioration of the quality of life in the community. We saw over a
relatively short period of time entire blocks of single family homes taken out (including
trees and backyards) and replaced with multi storied apartment/condo buildings. This
irrevocably changed the neighbourhood from a safe, inclusive environment with green
spaces, gardens and trees to a concrete, urbanized and traffic filled sprawl- where much
of the charm, nature and beauty was suddenly erased.

Needless to say, we moved here precisely due to the effects of the blanket rezoning
policies by the city of Calgary, that we feel negatively impacted the development of our
Calgary neighbourhood and made us want to leave.

A few key issues specifically re: Oaklands Rise Woonerf. Is the concern of potentially
adding sidewalks on Kings Road which we are strongly opposed to as it works to defeats
the idea of what  a Woonerf actually is (a shared pathway that is inclusive to pedestrians,



cyclists and motorists as well as gardens, green spaces and gathering places.) We feel
that adding sidewalks would reduce car parking which in turn could easily have a
"domino effect" to reduce the "hard won" boulevard gardens, green spaces and hand
made benches for gathering areas. The Oakland Rise Woonerf community has worked
very hard to implement and maintain these changes over the past 9 years and it would
be shame to undermine all that has been accomplished so far.

The other key issue is to question: Does it makes sense to have blanket rezoning that
opens higher density development in seismic hazard zones?

We also want to express concerns re : the OCP plan. In particular, the language of the
OCP needs attention given to how outcomes can be achieved in context to the situation
INSTEAD of procedural requirements begging compliance.

Thank you for your consideration, 
Sincerely Mae and Willa Morrisette
1262 Kings Road Victoria BC 

 



From:
To: Public Hearings; Victoria Mayor and Council
Cc: Christine.Boyle.MLA@leg.bc.ca
Subject: Support for New OCP
Date: September 11, 2025 9:56:25 AM

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

I live a few blocks outside Victoria in Esquimalt and have worked in Victoria for the past 10
years. My main concerns relate to housing affordability and transportation options.

I believe Victoria should strive to be a city where anyone who wishes to live here can do so at
a reasonable cost. While I support the new OCP as a step in the right direction, I am writing to
share my concerns and suggestions for improvement.

I commend staff and Council for moving to allow up to four stories in all neighborhoods, as
well as for advancing an ambitious plan to redesign residential streets so they work for
everyone, not just cars.

However, I am concerned about how complicated the new changes are. I worry that Council
may be repeating mistakes made with the MMHI and RDAH policies�well-intentioned
initiatives that ultimately did not succeed in significantly increasing housing supply. I am also
disappointed that Council did not reflect community survey feedback showing stronger
support for six stories, rather than four. Allowing greater height would enable more homes to
be built, leading to a more affordable and equitable city for all residents.

I encourage Council to simplify some of the rules in the plan, move it forward quickly, and
commit to an annual review process to ensure the policy is meeting its intended goals.

Sincerely,
Cliff Childs
Esquimalt Resident



Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I honestly debated whether it was worth writing this.  
 
The history of this council has been one that has been consistently paternalistic and dismissive 
of public input. It has also at times not listened to the knowledgeable, educated staff that 
advises it  
 
 On the other hand, it would appear that rather than making those  difficult decisions, such as 
the Crystal pool, they abrogated their responsibility and passive aggressively put it to the public 
to decide, so they didn�t have to take direct responsibility or accountability for the end result or 
the resulting expense and increase in taxes.  
 
 It has  reached a point where many of your citizens firmly believe there is no point in expressing 
their thoughts or opinions as they will simply be discarded or overridden by a council that thinks 
it  is superior to its population and knows what is best for us all. 
 
The new OCP appears to hand the keys of the city to the developers, with �no holds barred� 
Last time I checked developers in large part are not altruistic but primarily guided by  immediate 
profit, not overall  visions of a vibrant city. As the current population numbers have been 
drastically down graded, one wonders whether this push to warehouse people is short sighted, 
and a reassessment is needed.  
 
As a resident of the very targeted �Transit Hub� South Jubilee Neighbourhood I have the 
impression that the pleasant tree lined little residential jewel we now have will disappear over 
time. It is easy to dismiss the single family home as an anomaly in a growing city. Be careful of 
throwing the baby out with the bath water. While it is recognized or not, most young families 
aspire to having their own homes, living in vibrant neighbourhoods, not being warehoused in a 
box for their entire lives. South Jubilee currently gives some hope of that dream as homes are 
not as expensive as Oak Bay or Fairfield, and it has all the amenities one could ask for. Twelve 
to eighteen story buildings do not build neighbourhoods, nor lead to vibrant community 
interaction.  
 
If the transit hub theory holds true, four to six stories make more sense outside of the downtown 
core, unless the vision is that South Jubilee will be part of �Down town� in 30 years. 
 Change is inevitable, but well thought out change with good regulation can lead to better long 
term results for the health and well being of the population of our lovely city.  
 
My fear is that we will have an unplanned, unregulated wild west of development, and end up 
with an ugly mish mash of a city, with little to recommend it, other than its natural setting and a 
few historical spots of interest.  
 
Home owners are feeling powerless, unheard and threatened in the face of these proposed 
changes. Not a great feeling in a city that I love. 



 
 
 
 
 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: September 11 Rezoning meeting
Date: September 11, 2025 10:59:48 AM

Dear Mayor and Council,

Having recently returned to Oak Bay after living in Vancouver, I am concerned
that proposed increases in density are moving ahead without proper planning
for infrastructure such as roads, parking, and community services.

I support more housing, but the proposed density is too high and too fast. If
pursued without balance, we risk losing the character, safety, and livability that
make Oak Bay and Victoria so special.

From my experience in Kitsilano, rapid density created empty, unaffordable
homes, darker streets with towers sitting vacant, and an increase in crime. This
is not the future we want for our community.

I urge Council to reconsider the current density proposals and instead pursue a
balanced, thoughtful approach that protects neighbourhood charm while
ensuring infrastructure keeps pace.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Christina K

Oak Bay Ave resident ( Victoria taxpayer) 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Cc: Dave Thompson (Councillor); Matt Dell (Councillor); Marg Gardiner (Councillor); Jeremy Caradonna (Councillor);

Krista Loughton (Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor); Stephen Hammond (Councillor); Susan Kim
(Councillor); Marianne Alto (Mayor)

Subject: Support for Victoria OCP
Date: September 11, 2025 9:42:59 AM

 
I am writing to you to tell you that I support a progressive Official Community Plan (OCP) for the City
of Victoria � one that looks to the future, and not just the past. 
 
I have lived in Victoria continuously since moving here at age 17 in 1985 � (celebrating 40 years!). 
After completing a degree at UVIC, I was fortunate to work and live as  renter in multiple
neighborhoods, including Fernwood, Fairfield, and downtown.  My wife and I started a home-based
business which is now operating out of commercial space in the heart of downtown at Douglas and
View.  We have been renters and owners in Fernwood, Fairfield, Cook Street Village, and now James
Bay.
 
Both of our children were born in our homes in Fernwood and Fairfield.  They attended public school
and University here; they played Little League at Beacon Hill, got their first jobs as umpires and
Victoria News delivery, and played in community musical groups.  They attended elementary, middle
and high school in Victoria, and both attended UVIC, with our youngest finishing her degree this year. 
 
For 4 decades my wife and family have had the incredible opportunity to live in this amazing city, and
watch it grow and evolve.  While it has its challenges, it is still the place we all want to be.  My
children often say �This city has everything; why would anyone want to live somewhere else?�  We
tell them � �You need to move away, see the world, and then come back.�  Unfortunately, they both
are wondering how that will be possible, and whether the city will be a place they want to live in, and
that they can raise future Victorians.
 
The Official Community Plan is a forward looking, progressive plan.  It prioritizes the well-being of
current residents, as well as a sustainable and active community for future generations.  It recognizes
the need to accommodate car travel and home ownership, without prioritizing cars and expansive
homes over the people who will liver here tomorrow and in the years to come.  It looks to create
vibrant neighborhoods where people can meet, recreate and do business, while being connected to
the larger municipality through active transportation corridors, improved public transportation, and
even better parking opportunities for people of all ages and abilities. 
 
The plan understands and acknowledges the climate crisis we�re living in, and commits the City to do
its part to reduce our impact on the planet, improve the quality of our environment locally, and
support efforts of sustainability locally and individually.
 
The plan will not solve all the social disorder issues that Victoria is facing, along with virtually every
other municipality in North America.  Those issues are beyond the reach of any one single



municipality.  But it does include efforts to collaborate with the other levels of government that need
to be engaged in solving the issues.  And it provides options for both supporting our vulnerable
populations, and creating a safer space for our residents today and in the future.  It envisions and will
support smaller community hubs that will bring people together, which will allow us to see each
other directly, and help prevent some from falling victim to the challenges around us all.
 
And while it can�t solve the social challenges we face entirely, that is not a reason to throw this baby
out.  Doing nothing different will not help.  This Community Plan is ambitious, and visionary.
 
This Council has the opportunity to make real change and move us forward.  Rather than step back
from the challenge, or cower in the face of a small but loud opposition to change, you should proudly
move forward, and hold your heads high as you support and implement this plan.  You will be doing
this for our current residents, and more importantly, for my kids, their families, and all the people who
will get to be as proud of living in Victoria as we have all had the great fortune to do.
 
Thank you for putting this plan forward.  We voted for this ambitious vision, and we will be proud of
you for implementing it. 
 
 Thank you,
  
David Hill (he/him)
#5 � 60 Dallas Road V8V 1A2

 



From: dorothy rayner
Sent: September 11, 2025 6:02 AM
To: Official Community Plan Update <ocp@victoria.ca>
Subject: Proposed OCP
 
Good morning,

I am a resident of South Jubilee and recently watched the Public Hearing 
Information Session webinar of August 20, 2025 outlining the Official 
Community Plan of the City of Victoria.  After viewing the session, I 
would like to give you some feedback.



I am a 30 year resident of a 6 floor building located on Richmond and 
Fort Streets which is the tallest residential building in the area with 
the exception of the two towers built on the hill off Belmont.  Six 
floors seems to me to be a good maximum height for any additional 
residential buildings in the triangular area of South Jubilee.  Allowing 
buildings of 18 floors to be built at the Oak Bay Junction or 12 floor 
buildings along Oak Bay Avenue would destroy the current feel of the 
area making it more like the downtown core.

The Redfern area has always seemed to me a good area to be redeveloped 
as a unit, replacing the older houses with new townhouses which would 
increase the density slightly and upgraded the current buildings.

One other comment I would like to address is the total square footage of 
the units that are being built in the area.  A better goal would be to 
have units built that are 1,000 or 1,200 square feet rather than the 
tiny 500 - 600 sq ft or smaller.  The larger size is more live-able for 
families.

I also think that making changes such as proposed by the City with input 
from only 1,500 residents is an error.  It would be more reasonable to 
send out surveys to all residents and make changes based on the majority 
of the residents.

If the suggestions such as mine were to be implemented, rather than the 
more grandiose City plans, we would have a gradual, controlled 
development of the area.

Warm regards,

Dorothy Rayner
604-1745 Leighton Road
Victoria, BC



September 11, 2025 

Dennis Reid  

1539 Davies Street 

Opposed � not willing to have a 6-story building on residential block as it is out of keeping with the 
rest of the block and would impact - and make worse � the existing parking issues. 

As the remainder of Oak Bay Avenue is up to 4-storeys only, plans to build a 18-storey building at 
Oak Bay Junction would be out of keeping with the neighbourhood, as would the proposal for 12-
storey buildings along the remainder of Oak Bay Avenue. 

 





From:
To: Councillors; Public Hearings
Subject: Victoria OCP - Public Hearing Sept. 11, 2025
Date: September 11, 2025 11:09:54 AM

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed OCP and bylaw changes.  My comments relate
primarily to James Bay where our family have been long term residents; I support the concerns of
residents who live in other areas.   

Erosion of Democratic Process and Effective Citizen Input
I participated in OCP open houses and the Places and Spaces workshop for James Bay.  I am concerned
that the OCP, if implemented, will not provide for ongoing citizen and community input by those who are
most impacted by the proposed changes.  In my opinion, provision for ongoing involvement is much more
consistent with a healthy democratic society.  Concerns as to issues such as time lines can be readily
accommodated. 

Negative Impacts of Densification as Proposed
I do not support the 4 and 6 story prescribed height and density.  New buildings can have a
disproportionate impact if they are taller than their neighbours.  The impacts of loss of light, food raising
possibilities and privacy can be significant. I believe there are opportunities to re-design existing housing
stock and build smaller multiplexes that will meet the City's housing needs, especially as the projected
population numbers appear out of date.  There is a deep need for effective subsidized housing.  

Degradation of Quality of Human Life and Biodiversity
I am opposed to additional commercial zoning along Dallas Road.  It is likely to increase traffic and noise,
and will put additional pressures on the declining natural areas adjoining the ocean.  Holland/Finlayson
Point contain rare plant and insect species that meet international Key Biodiversity Area (KBA) criteria.
There are sufficient commercial areas in James Bay and other parts of Victoria.

Lack of Sustainability
There are already many pressures on James Bay, including cruise ship mass tourism, high density and
transportation challenges that are not sustainable and are not being effectively addressed.  

Thank you

Darrel Woods
60 San Jose Avenue
James Bay, Victoria BC V8V 2C2
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September 11, 2025 
 
Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC  V8W 1P6 
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 

Re: September 11, 2025 Public Hearing - Victoria 2050 Official Community Plan 

The Friends of Bowker Creek Society (FOBCS) is a volunteer-led watershed stewardship group 
dedicated to restoring the health of Bowker Creek and its tributaries. For more than two 
decades we have worked with governments, schools, and community members to restore 
habitat, monitor and improve water quality, develop greenways, and foster community 
education and outreach.  We are also a founding member of the Bowker Creek Initiative (BCI), a 
multi-jurisdictional partnership that includes the City of Victoria, District of Saanich, District of 
Oak Bay, Capital Regional District and community associations. 
 
Our Chum Salmon recovery project has attracted wide public support, and we are reminded 
daily that actions upstream�including changes to land use�directly affect conditions 
downstream and in the receiving waters of the Salish Sea.  
 
We acknowledge and appreciate the efforts of City staff who led development of the Victoria 
2050 Official Community Plan (OCP) and thank Council for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Positive Elements of the Draft OCP 
We are encouraged by several elements of the draft OCP that directly support watershed health 
and restoration: 
 Integrated Rainwater Management and Natural Assets 

The OCP�s recognition of creeks, wetlands, rain gardens, bioswales, permeable surfaces, and 
urban forestry as core infrastructure is very positive. By treating natural assets as vital to 
ecological and hydrological functions, the City aligns with best practices in resilient urban 
design. 

 Flooding and Climate Adaptation 
We support the OCP�s references to watershed-scale rainwater management and enhancing 
the hydrological functions of streams and coastlines to reduce flooding and build resilience 
to climate impacts. 

 Creek Daylighting Opportunities 
We appreciate that the OCP identifies daylighting opportunities. We note that the BCI and 
City have already undertaken much conceptual and technical work for daylighting Bowker 
Creek, providing the City with a clear pathway for implementation. 
 



 

Friends of Bowker Creek Society |  

- 2 - 

 Blue-Green Network 
We support the OCP�s mapping of Bowker Creek as part of the Blue-Green Network, 
envisioned as �a system of waterways, open spaces and natural assets that support 
biodiversity, healthy ecosystems and diverse wildlife habitats� while complementing 
engineered infrastructure. 

 Linear Parkways and Greenways 
Recognition and development of Linear Parkways is essential to maintain liveability and 
habitat connectivity as the region continues to grow. We note that the Bowker Creek 
Greenway was first identified more than 20 years ago in the City�s 2003 Greenways Plan.  It 
would also be helpful if linkages to adjacent municipalities were explicitly recognized. 

 
Concerns and Recommendations 
While the OCP contains strong policy direction, there are gaps that risk undermining watershed 
health if not addressed: 

 Town Centres and Urban Villages in the Watershed 
We note that three of the five proposed Town Centres and two Urban Villages fall within the 
Bowker Creek watershed. In addition, adjacent municipalities�Saanich and Oak Bay�have 
their own growth frameworks, which differ significantly from Victoria�s.  Attachment 1 
illustrates how the watershed spans three municipalities with differing land use directions. 
This highlights the importance of inter-municipal coordination. 
 
When viewed together, the cumulative impact of growth across municipal boundaries has 
the potential to further degrade watershed health over time.  We recommend that the OCP 
adopt watershed-specific objectives and targets, comparable to tree canopy targets, and 
explicitly commit to working with Saanich and Oak Bay to align OCP implementation across 
jurisdictions. 

 Hillside Town Centre 
We attended the excellent Oaklands and Jubilee Ideas Workshop in May 2025, yet note that 
many of the creek- and greenway-related concepts developed during the session are not 
reflected in the Hillside or Jubilee Town Centre sections. While the OCP includes design 
guidance for the �Tyee Greenway� precinct, there is no equivalent for the Bowker Creek 
Green/Blueway/Linear Parkway. We urge the City to integrate Bowker-specific design 
guidance into Hillside and Jubilee neighbourhood redevelopment planning. 

 Implementation and Adaptive Management 
The OCP appropriately emphasizes adaptive management with indicators and five-year 
reviews. We recommend adding Bowker-specific watershed health indicators, such as: 
- Water quality (stormwater pollutants, temperature, sediment loads) 
- Stream baseflow and infiltration rates 
- Habitat connectivity and salmon recovery progress 
- Flood risk and resilience metrics 

We also encourage the City to commit to daylighting demonstration projects and to ensure 
flood risk assessments explicitly account for Bowker Creek. 
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 Reconciliation with Indigenous Peoples  
The OCP highlights Truth and Reconciliation, including the importance of Indigenous 
knowledge in land and water stewardship.  Restoring Bowker Creek is consistent with these 
values, and we recommend that the City recognize the watershed health as an opportunity 
to advance its reconciliation efforts. 

 Economic resilience 
The OCP also identifies blue-green innovation and ecosystem services as part of Victoria�s 
economic resilience. Investment in Bowker Creek restoration can provide measurable co-
benefits, including avoided flood damage costs, improved property values, recreational 
benefits, and enhanced biodiversity. 

 
In closing, the Friends of Bowker Creek Society acknowledges the City of Victoria for its 
leadership and longstanding partnership through the Bowker Creek Initiative. The OCP�s 
emphasis on climate adaptation, natural assets, and the Blue-Green Network provides a good 
foundation for ongoing watershed restoration. 
 
At the same time, land use intensification in the watershed�especially in Town Centres and 
Urban Villages�must be balanced with binding watershed targets and coordinated inter-
municipal implementation with Saanich and Oak Bay. Only then can we ensure that growth 
strengthens, rather than undermines, stream health and climate resilience. 
 
We look forward to continuing our partnership with the City of Victoria, Saanich, Oak Bay, and 
the CRD to advance Bowker Creek restoration and resilience. Thank you for considering our 
feedback. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
FRIENDS OF BOWKER CREEK SOCIETY 

Ian Graeme       Rachael Scarth 
Co-Chair       Co-Chair 
 
 
Attachment 1: Aggregate OCP Land Use Frameworks with Bowker Creek Watershed Overlay 
 
cc:  Mayor and Council, District of Saanich 
 Mayor and Council, District of Oak Bay 
 Bowker Creek Initiative 



Friends of Bowker Creek Society September 2025 

�Aggregate� OCP Land Use Frameworks with Bowker Creek Watershed overlay 
 

 
 
Notes: 
 Above figure based on Saanich OCP (approved 2024), Victoria OCP (draft 2025), Oak Bay OCP (proposed 

September 2025) 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Official community plan
Date: September 11, 2025 11:58:31 AM

Official Community Plan Update � Families, Green Space & Parking Needs

Dear Mayor and Council,

I am writing as a downtown resident (East North Park) raising a family here since
2008. After 17 years downtown, I want to share a perspective that is often missing
in OCP discussions: the needs of families who are committed to staying here,
despite significant challenges.

Zoning & Assessments

Our block is zoned for higher density despite already being built up with multi-storey
housing, churches, and seniors� residences. None of us plan to redevelop, yet our
property taxes keep rising based on �best use� assessments. This is difficult for
long-term residents who are already priced out of moving. We need clarity in the
OCP on how zoning will affect residents who are not redeveloping.

Green Space & Family Safety

For families without yards, safe outdoor space is essential. West of Quadra, there
are no child-friendly parks. City Hall�s plaza is often dominated by open drug use
and unpredictable behaviour, which leaves children without safe places to play. The
toll on families� mental health has been significant.

We know that harm reduction must also include reducing the long-term stress on
children growing up here. Creating safe, drug-free outdoor spaces downtown is
prevention work for the next generation. Families need visible support, and
neighbourhood children need spaces that protect their well-being. ACE scores are
real, and the harm caused by near-constant exposure to trauma and drug use is
well-documented and evidence-based.

We shouldn�t have to drive out of the core just to access safe parks. Many families
downtown don�t own cars, making this gap even more exclusionary. Please prioritize
making the Blanshard Street property a safe, drug-free green space for kids.

Centennial Square & Pocket Parks

If the Centennial Square upgrades are paused, redirecting a portion of those funds
into smaller, faster projects would send a strong signal that Council is committed to
livability. A pop-up pocket park on the vacant Blanshard lot could be a quick win.
Even a modest, family-oriented park with clear, enforced rules would provide �eyes
on the street,� foster community, and help downtown feel safe again.

The success of open days at Royal Athletic Park shows what is possible: families





4. Include children, teenagers, and workers explicitly in the OCP, so it reflects
the people who live and work here today.

Downtown Victoria should be a place where families can thrive�not just pass
through. Please use the OCP update to make space for us: in zoning policy, in
green space planning, and in parking strategies that reflect real lives.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Nichol
Downtown Resident, North Park







Garden Oaks Fine Accommodation
Design Projects & Community Relations
gardenoaks.ca

Co-lead, Oaklands Rise Woonerf

oaklandsrise.ca  
 � One Planet Living Saanich Group

Secretary, Greater Fernwood Art Stroll
fernwoodartstroll.ca

* This message is intended for addressees only and may contain views of the author that are not representative of affiliations shown. Communications
are subject to relevant information, privacy and records management legislation. If the purpose of this email message is not within your purview,

kindly delete it as a non-record. If mis-directed, please advise the author immediately. 







From:
To: Public Hearings; Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Support for the OCP
Date: September 11, 2025 11:59:21 AM

Hello,
I am writing to express support for certain aspects of the OCP.
In particular I am pleased to see the decision to allow four story buildings throughout the city.
Increased density is essential to reduce the cost of living, make neighbourhoods more
walkable, and improve the sustainability of our city. 

I am also pleased to see a continuation towards increasing the quality of active transportation
infrastructure. Biking (and other active transport) has so many co-benefits such as cleaner air,
quieter neighbourhoods, healthier people, mitigating climate change, being more affordable,
and causing fewer injuries and deaths. Cars are the biggest cause of death and injury for
Canadian children. By reducing car dependency we make our community safer and healthier
for everyone.

Victoria's existing active transportation is a point of pride for me. When people visit from out
of town they are always impressed by it and enjoy it deeply. I am thankful every day for the
ability to get around with relative ease and safety by bike, especially compared to most other
North American cities. There is always improvement to be made of course, and I commend
any effort to do so. Thank you! 

Please do not be concerned with the vocal minority (NIMBYs) that push back against anything
that benefits others such as density and active transportation. They are not a representation of
the overall community, and they do not have the best interests of our community at heart.
Thanks,
Justin Steinburg



From: JBNA  
Sent: September 11, 2025 9:57 AM
To: Public Hearings <PublicHearings@victoria.ca>
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>
Subject: Fwd: Fw: OCP Background Files from JBNA

 

 James Bay Neighbourhood Association         www.jbna.org  
                                                                                                                                 
2025 September 11  
 
Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 
 
Re: James Bay OCP Presentation and Supporting Materials 
 
Dear Mayor Alto and Members of City Council: 
 
I am submitting this letter and several other documents to you on behalf of the JBNA in hopes you will
review their contents and take to heart the points raised before casting your OCP vote.  
 
I was unable to complete and submit these documents in time for the hearing, as our survey closed less
than a week before the public hearing, and there was much analysis and discussion required.  
 
Along with this letter, you will find the following documents attached:  





Official Community Plan 

James Bay Neighbourhood Association
OCP Survey Presentation to City Council

Trevor Moat
JBNA President
2025 September 11

JBNA OCP Survey Presentation - 2025 September 11 1



About th  Sur y

� Conducted over 14 days, August 22 to September 5
� Promoted via Facebook (JBNA, James Bay Local), James Bay Beacon, 

and directly via JBNA membership and volunteer networks
� Eight open-ended non-numerical questions highlighting OCP topics
� No personal data requested or retained
� 265 responses received from 159 James Bay postal codes
� Unfiltered/unedited AI-generated analysis drawn from responses to 

exact survey questions so as to minimize subjective bias

JBNA OCP Survey Presentation - 2025 September 11 2





Que t on : Urban Form a d L nd

What building types do James Bay residents want?

Preferred Building Types & Designs
� 1. Low-rise buildings (2�4 stories) � ~63 mentions

� The most common preference.
� Seen as human-scale and fitting the character of James Bay.
� Many specifically said 3�4 stories is enough.

� 2. Heritage / context-sensitive designs � ~48 mentions
� Strong desire for new builds to match the heritage character.
� Emphasis on architectural consistency with existing houses and historic buildings.
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Que tion 1: Ur an o  and Land U

What building types do James Bay residents want?

� Mid-rise (5�6 stories) � ~18 mentions
� Some openness to mid-rise, often in specific areas (e.g., along arterials).
� Typically tied to increasing housing supply.

� Infill / gentle density � ~12 mentions
� Support for duplexes, triplexes, townhomes, and conversions.
� Seen as a way to add housing while maintaining scale.

� High-rise (6+ stories) � ~8 mentions
� A minority support tall buildings, often linked to housing need or urban efficiency.

� No growth / no new buildings � ~1 mention
� One response calling for a halt to any new development.
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Que t on : Hou ing

What housing needs are most important to James Bay residents? 
1. Diverse housing options:

� Seniors housing (downsizing options, assisted living).
� Family housing (townhomes, duplexes, multi-bedroom rentals).
� Supportive and affordable housing for vulnerable residents.

2. Gentle density: preference for townhomes, low-rise apartments, heritage 
conversions over high-rises.
3. Rental housing supply: strong support for maintaining and expanding secure, 
long-term rental stock.
4. Non-market/co-op housing: many residents called for more cooperative, 
community-based, and non-profit options.
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Que tion : Hou ing
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Que t on 3: T an port tion an Mo il y

What transportation changes are needed in James Bay?

1. Transit Improvements (115 mentions)
� Better bus service reliability and frequency.
� Maintain key routes that connect James Bay to the rest of Victoria.
� Some calls for regional rail / LRT / tram to reduce car dependence.

2. Cycling Infrastructure (51 mentions)
� Expand the bike lane network.
� Safer connections between James Bay, downtown, and the waterfront.
� Interest in protected bike lanes.
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Que tion : Tran po tation and Mobility

What transportation changes are needed in James Bay?

3. Walking & Pedestrian Safety (23 mentions)
� More and safer crosswalks and sidewalks.
� Accessibility upgrades for seniors and mobility aids.
� Safer walking routes, especially near schools and busy streets.

4. Traffic & Road Management (22 mentions)
� Concerns about speeding and congestion.
� Calls for traffic calming in residential areas.
� Better management of vehicles during cruise ship arrivals.

5. Parking Management (21 mentions)
� Worries about loss of street parking due to new development or bike lanes.
� Desire for balanced parking policies to protect residents.
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Que t on 4: Public Saf ty and Em nci

What local risks and safety concerns need to be addressed? 

1. Environmental & Climate Risks

� Flooding and sea level rise; storm surges and coastal erosion.

� Calls for stronger climate adaptation planning.

2. Neighbourhood Safety

� Traffic safety � speeding, congestion, unsafe crossings, and poor pedestrian/cyclist protection.

� Cruise ship traffic impacts on air quality, congestion, and general livability.

� Emergency preparedness for earthquakes, storms, and extreme weather.
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Que tion 4: Pu li Saf ty an m r nci

What local risks and safety concerns need to be addressed? 

3. Social & Community Concerns
� Homelessness and housing insecurity � visible impacts on streets, safety concerns in public 

spaces.
� Public disorder � open drug use, crime perceptions, and feeling unsafe in some areas.
� Calls for more supportive housing and social services as safety measures.

4. Infrastructure & Health Concerns
� Air pollution from cruise ships, traffic, and idling.
� Aging infrastructure � worries about whether utilities and emergency systems can handle crises.
� Need for accessible and safe public spaces for seniors, children, and vulnerable groups.
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Que t on 5: Inf a tructur nd t lit

What are the infrastructure priorities in James Bay?  

1. Climate & Environmental Resilience
� Flood protection: seawalls, berms, and stormwater systems to defend against sea level rise.
� Green infrastructure: rain gardens, permeable surfaces, tree canopy for stormwater and cooling.
� Coastal protection: erosion control and shoreline resilience.

2. Mobility & Public Realm
� Sidewalk upgrades and accessibility for seniors and people with mobility challenges.
� Bike lanes and safer cycling connections into downtown and across James Bay.
� Traffic calming and safer crossings to reduce collisions and improve walkability.
� Better transit facilities: shelters, stops, and reliable service infrastructure.
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Que tion 5: Inf a t uctur and Ut lit

What are the infrastructure priorities in James Bay?  
3. Utilities & Core Services

� Aging water, sewer, and drainage systems need upgrading for capacity and climate stress.
� Power reliability and resilience planning in case of extreme weather or earthquakes.
� Waste management: better facilities for recycling, compost, and garbage in high-density areas.

4. Housing & Community Infrastructure
� Affordable/supportive housing developments with proper amenities.
� Heritage preservation infrastructure: incentives and systems to maintain older buildings.
� Public amenities: community centers, libraries, parks, and gathering spaces to match population growth.

5. Cruise & Tourism Impacts
� Traffic management infrastructure; better connections between cruise terminal and downtown.
� Air quality controls on ships and buses (shore power, anti-idling facilities).
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Que t on 6: En iron nt an C imat

What environmental and climate challenges should be addressed in James Bay? 

1. Climate Risks
� Sea level rise & flooding:

� Dallas Road and the Inner Harbour waterfront are vulnerable.
� Calls for proactive adaptation: seawalls, naturalized shorelines, stormwater management.

� Extreme weather: heatwaves, storms, and wind events increasing in frequency.

2. Nature & Biodiversity
� Tree canopy loss: concern over removals from development or storms; strong desire for 

protection and expansion.
� Biodiversity decline: calls for native planting, pollinator gardens, ecological restoration.
� Park and waterfront protection: avoid overuse or over-commercialization.
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Que tion 6: En i on nt and Climat

What environmental and climate challenges should be addressed in James Bay? 

3. Pollution & Air Quality
� Cruise ship emissions: top local concern�demands for shore power and stricter regulations.
� Traffic emissions: buses, delivery vehicles, and cars impacting air quality and livability.

4. Growth & Sustainability Balance
� Greener buildings: energy efficiency, climate-friendly design, reduced footprints.
� Infrastructure stress: growth will strain stormwater, sewers, and utilities without climate-smart upgrades.

5. Waste & Resource Use
� Better waste reduction: composting, recycling, and zero-waste initiatives.
� Sustainable tourism practices: less waste and lower carbon footprint from visitors.
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Que t on 6: En iron nt an C imat

How should environmental/climate change concerns be addressed in James Bay?

1. Flooding & Sea Level Rise
� Build flood protection systems: seawalls, dikes, berms, and raised shoreline defenses.
� Upgrade stormwater and drainage systems to handle heavy rain and prevent street flooding.
� Use natural buffers like wetlands, rain gardens, and green spaces to absorb water.

2. Green Infrastructure & Nature
� Plant more trees and street greenery for shade, cooling, and stormwater absorption.
� Expand parks and naturalized areas to increase biodiversity and climate resilience.
� Encourage green roofs and permeable surfaces in new developments.
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Que tion 7: Park , R cr ation nd Cu tur

What do James Bay residents value in parks, recreation, and cultural spaces? 

1. Parks & Natural Spaces
� Protection of existing parks (Beacon Hill Park, Fisherman�s Wharf, Dallas Road waterfront).
� Greenery and trees � shade, beauty, biodiversity, and climate benefits.
� Naturalized areas rather than overly built or commercialized parks.
� Waterfront access preserved for public use.

2. Recreation & Community Use
� Spaces for families and children: playgrounds, safe gathering spots.
� Accessible recreation for seniors and people with mobility challenges.
� Walking paths and trails � safe, well-lit, and connected.
� Sports and fitness amenities � courts, fields, exercise stations.
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Que t on 7: Park R re t on d Cultur

What do James Bay residents value in parks, recreation, and cultural spaces? 

3. Cultural & Community Spaces
� Community gathering spaces for events, learning, and social connection.
� Support for arts and cultural programming � local music, theatre, galleries, cultural festivals.
� Recognition of Indigenous history and culture in parks and public spaces.
� Heritage protection of cultural landmarks and historic character.

4. Sustainability & Stewardship
� Ecological restoration � pollinator habitats, native plants, shoreline care.
� Sustainable park management � waste reduction, composting, eco-friendly design.
� Balance between tourism and local use, so residents don�t lose access to valued spaces.
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Que tion 8: Econom nd Wat rfront

How should economic/harbour activity be managed in and around James Bay? 

1. Cruise Ship Impacts
� Air quality & emissions: strong calls for shore power and stricter limits on idling buses and ships.
� Traffic management: better handling of cruise passenger flows to reduce congestion in James Bay streets.
� Noise & livability: balance tourism with residents� right to quiet and clean air.
� Some residents questioned whether cruise traffic should be limited or capped to protect livability.

2. Harbour & Marine Uses
� Protect public access to the waterfront � parks, paths, and green space should not be privatized.
� Support marine-based jobs and activity (fisheries, small marine businesses) that fit James Bay�s character.
� Concerns about over-commercialization of the harbour at the expense of residents.
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Que t on 8: Ec nomy and Waterfront

How should economic and harbour activity be managed in and around James 
Bay? 

3. Local Economy & Tourism
� Support for a balanced local economy � not overly dependent on cruise ships.
� Encourage small businesses and local shops that serve residents as well as visitors.
� Cultural tourism (arts, heritage, Indigenous culture) seen as more sustainable than mass cruise tourism.
� Desire to direct cruise ship visitors downtown via shuttles rather than overwhelming James Bay streets.

4. Sustainability & Balance
� Calls for an economic model that balances tourism, environment, and quality of life.
� Promote green jobs and sustainable practices in harbour operations.
� Community benefits agreements suggested � ensuring economic activity also funds local amenities and 

infrastructure.

JBNA OCP Survey Presentation - 2025 September 11 20



Fin Thoug

What else would James Bay residents like to say about the OCP or the future of 
James Bay? 

1. Neighbourhood Character & Livability
� Strong desire to preserve James Bay�s heritage character and human-scale feel.
� Calls to avoid high-rises and instead promote gentle density like townhomes, duplexes, and heritage 

conversions.
� Emphasis on keeping the neighbourhood walkable, green, and community-oriented.

2. Parks, Nature & Environment
� Protection of Beacon Hill Park, Dallas Road waterfront, and green spaces from overuse and 

development.
� More trees, naturalized areas, and climate adaptation measures.
� Concerns about sea level rise and flooding � need proactive planning.

JBNA OCP Survey Presentation - 2025 September 11 21



Fin Thoug t

What else would James Bay residents like to add about the OCP or the future of 
James Bay? 

3. Transportation & Mobility
� Expanded bike lanes and safer pedestrian connections.
� Better transit service, with some mentioning LRT or regional rail as a long-term vision.
� Traffic calming to deal with congestion and speeding.

4. Cruise & Harbour Impacts
� Reduce air pollution, traffic, and noise from cruise ships.
� Calls for shore power and sustainable tourism policies.
� Protect public waterfront access from over-commercialization.
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Fin Thoug

What else would James Bay residents like to add about the OCP or the future of 
James Bay? 

5. Housing & Affordability
� Mix of seniors housing, family housing, and supportive housing.
� Calls for rental protections and non-market housing options.
� Ensure new housing is compatible with neighbourhood scale and heritage.

6. Community Values
� James Bay should remain a diverse, inclusive, and mixed community.
� Support for arts, culture, and Indigenous recognition in public spaces.
� Desire for a stronger sense of community identity as the area grows.
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2025 August 22 - JBNA Survey Invita on and Ques ons  
 

The JBNA wants to hear your thoughts on the OCP! 
 
The City of Victoria will be hosting a public hearing to consider the new OCP (Official 
Community Plan) on Thursday September 11 at City Hall.  
 
The JBNA (James Bay Neighbourhood Association) is conducting a brief survey designed 
specifically for James Bay residents who wish to provide constructive feedback to City Council 
prior to ratification of the OCP.   
 
 
About the Official Community Plan: 
 
The new OCP will become the over-arching, long-term planning framework that sets city-wide 
policies and guidelines on matters such as land use, zoning, sub-divisions, housing, 
transportation, infrastructure, parks, recreation, and many community services. It opens with a 
section on Truth and Reconciliation, covering partnerships and engagement that will guide how 
the City relates to and works with local First Nations and rights holders into the future.  
 
The OCP will guide future Council decisions for managing the trajectory of community growth, 
addressing housing needs, transportation options, protecting the environment, and enhancing 
neighbourhood livability over the next 25 years, to 2050. Once adopted, all bylaws enacted and 
projects undertaken by the City must abide by the terms of the OCP, including all those listed 
above.   
 
in recognition of the importance of the OCP and the public input which should be incorporated 
into it, The LGA (Local Government Act) states that opportunities for consultation will be offered 
to affected parties prior to OCP adoption. The public hearing scheduled for September 11 is 
your final opportunity to have your voice heard on the proposed OCP update and related 
zoning modernization.  
 
To prepare for the public hearing, you can review a summary of the proposed changes and 
zoning maps and links to additional information, bylaws and reports at 
https://engage.victoria.ca/ocp.  
 
The full Proposed OCP can be found here: 
https://engage.victoria.ca/38461/widgets/175596/documents/156406 
 
 
About the JBNA Survey: 
The JBNA (James Bay Neighbourhood Association) is a non-partisan body dedicated to 
facilitating communications and understanding between James Bay residents and City Council 
and Staff on matters which affect our neighbourhood.  
 
To that end, the JBNA invites all residents of James Bay to complete and submit the following 
brief survey. The JBNA will collate and analyze the results to assess what matters most to 
James Bay residents regarding community planning into the future.  
 



We intend to share the results of this survey with City staff and Council to provide guidance on 
the OCP issues that matter most to James Bay residents. No personal information will be 
collected in this survey.  
 
The JBNA encourages all our community residents to voice their opinions to City Council by 
making a presentation at the public hearing, writing to Mayor and Council, providing online 
feedback, and by completing this survey.  
 
 
Important to note: 
 

 We realize you might not have read the OCP in its entirety, but your opinions still matter, 
so expressing your priorities in this survey will be very helpful. 

 This survey is designed with James Bay residents in mind. 
 Responses are expected to be constructive. Those containing discriminatory, offensive, 

or disrespectful language will be deleted in their entirety. 
 Questions were made open-ended so you can share your concerns, priorities, or ideas 

in your own words. 
 Please submit your responses before Friday, September 5 to allow us time to 

analyze the results.  
 
 
 

  



2025 JBNA OCP Survey Ques ons 
 
1. Urban Form & Land Use 
The OCP guides how and where Victoria grows � the size and style of buildings, heritage protec on, and 
where development is focused. 
What kind of growth and building design do you think works best for James Bay? 
 
2. Housing 
The OCP covers housing supply, a ordability, tenant protec ons, and housing diversity (family, seniors, 
rental, co-op, suppor ve, etc.) 
What housing needs and protec ons are most important in James Bay?  
 
3. Transporta on & Mobility 
The plan sets direc on for walking, cycling, transit, roads, parking, and goods movement, aiming for 
safer and lower-carbon travel. 
What transporta on changes or improvements are needed here?  
 
4. Public Safety & Emergency Management 
The OCP contemplates earthquakes, ooding, sea-level rise, and extreme heat preparedness, plus 
coordina on of re, police, and health services. 
What local risks or safety concerns do you want addressed? 
 
5. Infrastructure & U li es 
Water, sewer, drainage, energy, waste, and communica ons are vital to our community, and the 
proposed OCP emphasizes ood resilience and renewable energy. 
What infrastructure priori es ma er most for James Bay?  
 
6. Environment & Climate 
The OCP sets direc on for reducing emissions, plan ng more trees, protec ng green space, and 
preparing for climate impacts. 
How do you think environmental and climate challenges should be addressed in James Bay? 
 
7. Parks, Recrea on & Culture 
Parks, community centres, cultural spaces, and heritage conserva on are all contemplated in the 
proposed OCP. 
What do you value most � or want more of � in parks, recrea on, and cultural spaces?  
 
8. Economy & Waterfront 
Business, employment, tourism, harbour ac vity and government opera ons are vital to our economy 
and well-being and must be balanced with neighbourhood livability. 
How should economic and harbour ac vity be managed in and around James Bay? 
 
Final Ques on 
Is there anything else you�d like to add about the OCP or James Bay�s future? 
 
Residence Con rma on 
To con rm you live in James Bay, please provide your postal code (in A1A 1A1 format). 



From:
To: Public Hearings
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Fwd: Fw: OCP Background Files from JBNA
Date: September 11, 2025 9:59:21 AM

 James Bay Neighbourhood Association         www.jbna.org  

                                                                                                                                 
2025 September 11  
 
Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 
 
Re: James Bay OCP Presentation and Supporting Materials 
 
Dear Mayor Alto and Members of City Council: 
 
I am submitting this letter and several other documents to you on behalf of the JBNA in hopes you will
review their contents and take to heart the points raised before casting your OCP vote.  
 
I was unable to complete and submit these documents in time for the hearing, as our survey closed less
than a week before the public hearing, and there was much analysis and discussion required.  
 
Along with this letter, you will find the following documents attached:  

1. JBNA Survey Form and Questions 
This is what our survey respondents saw and completed on-line 

2. JBNA OCP Survey Data Unfiltered 
This is a PDF�d version of our survey results. The data are formatted so everything is
consistent and readable, but unfiltered � we did not touch user data, not even spelling errors.
Each column lists the responses to each of the 8 questions, and there are 265 unique
responses.  

3. Presentation on JBNA OCP Survey 
This is a presentation file I put together to present to council, but I did not meet the
submission deadline. Please note the comments on the opening slide � notably that the text
was generated using an AI engine directed only to the survey results file for input. The
questions were entered exactly has shown in the survey, and none of the outputs were edited,
re-sequenced, or altered.  

We trust you will find these documents helpful in your decision-making, and we urge you to consider
feedback submitted voluntarily to council, not only the results gleaned from the City�s attempts to
incorporate input through surveys and engagement sessions.  

We would be happy to respond to your questions or provide clarification on the enclosed.  

On behalf of the JBNA Board of Directors -  



Trevor Moat 

JBNA President and Development Review Committee Chair 

_______________________________

James Bay Neighbourhood Association
website: www.jbna.org
Twitter: @JBNAVictoria

    



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: James Bay development plan
Date: September 11, 2025 10:09:45 AM

Good morning,

I am adding my voice regarding wide spread concern about the proposed new Official Community Plan and changes
to zoning in James Bay.  I recently moved to Victoria and chose James Bay because of its unique heritage and the
care the neighbourhood takes in preserving this history.   While I can appreciate that there are high demands for
more housing (affordable and market value), I feel that allowing up to 6 story buildings in almost the entire James
Bay neighborhood will greatly damage the very quality that this neighbourhood brings to the City.   James Bay was
already almost irreparably damaged by allowing building of high rises along Douglas and Clarence.   Many
residents have divided their homes into suites which retains the charm of the neighbourhood. 

I implore City Council to consider higher density housing in other, non heritage neighbourhoods, given that James
Bay is already 40% denser than any other neighbourhood.   Please leave us to densify in the way that works well for
our area. 

Thanks for your consideration,
Karen Link



From: Mike Fenger  
Sent: September 11, 2025 10:09 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>

 
Subject: Input to OCP by Gonzales Resident

 
Official Community Plan input by Gonzales resident.

The proposed plan allows 4 and 6 story buildings on all lots and also forbids input from
those affected.  This should not be endorsed by council as it will not create the desired
outcome of more affordable housing.  There are better more common-sense ways to
increase housing to make it less expense by renovating existing buildings, adding lane-
way type houses and boosting investment in non-profit housing.  This will keep the west
coast charm, look and feel of the neighborhoods we now enjoy, while adding more
density and affordability as Victoria continues to grow.

The proposed approach is heavy handed with no future public input required by for profit
developers.  The proposed zoning changes will certainly expedite demolishing character
houses and sending many 100�s to the landfill as the best approach to creating more
affordable housing.  New 4 and 6 story buildings will be permitted with less set backs
from property lines.   Developers will maximize the square footage and create the
maximum number small boxy units as that is the best way to increase their return on
investment.  The proposed plan also waives developer funded parking which helps their



return on investment and creates problems for the neighbours.

Taller buildings with less setbacks from property lines means less green space per yard
and increased shading of adjacent properties, not a healthy environment to live in.
 There should be no demolition permits without an independent assessment of options
for �houseplexes� and input from those directly affected.   Sadly, the quality of the wood
in the older buildings it is simply not available any more, clear wood knot free old growth
destined for the landfill.  This approach is environmentally hostile.

Additonal concessions provided to the investor/developer should be unacceptable,
such as  waiving the need for secondary stair wells (this is against the advice of the Fire
Chief) also  waiving the need to provide sufficient parking under the assumption that
there will be no increase in vehicles from future residents (unsupported by evidence)
and also waiving future public input.  This no consultation is an arrogant approach as
good ideas will be stifled and poorly planned left unchallenged. 

In a revised OCP there needs to be a hard commitment to increase the urban forest from
the current 26% forest cover towards a goal 40% as noted in earlier urban forest reports. 
Also, a hard commitment to acquiring land for public not-for-profit housing as this is
really the best road to housing affordability.  The private sector for profit developer will
not produce affordable housing as believed by those who are inclined to support the
zoning, they are in business to make as much money as possible.  Please press pause
put affordability first and commit to retaining and renovating existing homes to create
more units.  Thanks.

Mike Fenger

511 Foul Bay Road.

 





Thank you



From: Noah Bastedo  
Sent: September 11, 2025 10:15 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>
Subject: OCP Hearing 9/11/2025

 
Mayor and Council, 
 
I write this email today to express my complete support of the new OCP. As an
electrician and elevator mechanic I have seen first hand the frustration that developers
and home owners have with our incredibly complex zoning bylaws. As a resident it does
not make sense to me why we have literally hundreds of different zones but the entire
country of Japan can make do with just ten. As a resident in Vic West I have seen directly
the contributions and rejuvenation that has come to my neighbourhood, but it has taken
decades partly because of the ridiculous hoops that need to be jumped through for more
housing and community upgrades to be built. I have been living in Victoria and paying
rent for some time now, and with every passing year rents get more and more expensive,
among the plethora of reasons for this is long wait periods developers face when trying
to build this new housing. I became aware of this meeting through an advocacy group
called Homes for Living, and they have found policies in other jurisdictions that work
very well for the renters and landlords alike. We do not need to reinvent the wheel in our
beautiful city we just need to take steps in the right direction.



 
 
Noah Bastedo 
Vic West



From:
To:
Subject:

Date:

Public Hearings
Housing/Affordable Housing and the Destruction of Good Four Story Apartments in James Bay to build larger
units
September 11, 2025 10:35:24 AM

Dear city hall and council members:

There is a serious issue in regards to the integrity of the changes going on in relationship to housing, affordable
housing and development in the city of Victoria.

When I hear from fellow tenants that they are considering tearing down good four story apartment buildings in
James Bay for developers to build larger high rises, it makes me wonder, who is responsible at city hall for these
decisions and also where do they live?

Not only are there many high rise apartment buildings that are not filled with tenants because the rental prices are
too high. People who live in James Bay have lived in their homes and apartments for many years and decades. Not
only are you considering destroying buildings that are good and sound in the name of development, politics and
profits, you are destroying families, individual lives and communities.

Even individuals and families trying to apply for CRD affordable below market value housing are in jeopardy
because a single parent with two children does not meet the 80,000 salary range to qualify for a 3 bedroom
apartment and the wait list for low income housing is over five years.  Families are forced into this overpriced
market value housing, which is already out of reach even for a middle income earner.

City hall, council members and planners are losing sight of integrity and humanity and what it means to live on the
ground floor of a community. Many may not even live in these neighbourhoods, that are being affected by high rises
and corporate development, where humans and housing are a �commodity.�  Business models that are no longer
caring about people, nature, and our actual social  environments for healthy living and  community.

Please stop and think twice before you have more individuals and families camping on our streets and even greater
homelessness,  because corporations, politics and greed are overtaking neighbourhoods and our basic human rights,
to live in healthy, safe and affordable communities.

Yours sincerely,

Olive Jean Russell.

Sent from my iPhone







From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: OCP - James Bay
Date: September 11, 2025 9:55:17 AM

I read this opinion piece in the Times Colonist this morning & it fully reflects my observations & views on the
subject of the new OCP, particularly the highlighted sections. I have lived in James bay since 1988, and my
extended family have lived here since 1981.

Comment: Official plan could stifle life in
James Bay
Will the mayor and council have the courage to admit that the �one size fits all�
approach of the OCP is flawed?

Alan Humphries

A commentary by a James Bay resident.
Victoria�s mayor and council seemingly fail to recognize that James Bay is not just another
residential neighbourhood but, along with downtown, is a critical economic driver of the
city.
It is home to an active port with two international ferries, a heliport, a major cruise ship
terminal, the Canadian Coast Guard, border security services, high-tech enterprises, a
fishing fleet and fish processing, as well as numerous marine industries.
There are about 100 visitor accommodations ranging from large international hotels to
family owned BnB�s, plus multiple long-term care homes and supportive living. Numerous
restaurants, cafes, pubs, stores and personal services call James Bay home.
Not to mention the tourist attractions and providers ranging from the Royal B.C.
Museum and the legislature to whale watching, foodie tours and everything in between.
Thousands of Victorians are employed by the private and public sector in James Bay
providing good, long term jobs. It also has a residential density that is 36% higher than the
Victoria average.
This means that James Bay has a complex and diverse demographic, and has to
accommodate an equally complex traffic mix that includes 48-foot semi trailers, tractor
trailers, delivery trucks, trades vans and medium-heavy duty vehicles, tourist buses, transit
buses, commercial vehicles, recreational vehicles of all shapes and sizes, mini buses, taxis
and Uber, private vehicles, emergency vehicles, pedicabs, rickshaws, golf carts, horse
carriages, mobility scooters, cargo bikes, pedal bikes, all forms of e-machines and, last but
not least, pedestrians.

The city has already closed a stretch of Government Street and reduced part of Blanshard
Street to a single lane in each direction.
The proposed Official Community Plan intends to close Douglas Street northbound at



Belleville so B.C. Transit can park up to 13 buses outside the Crystal Gardens and the new
signature Telus Ocean building, opposite the Convention Centre, another major economic
driver.
In addition, 500 buses a day will loop south along the single-lane Blanshard to Superior
and back down Douglas.
This area encompasses high-rise apartments that include senior accommodations as well
as the culturally important Thunderbird Park.
It has a population density at least double many of the residential neighbourhoods such as
Gonzales and Fernwood.

Any casual observer standing at the intersection of Belleville and Blanshard can see that
the new single lane �road improvement� on Blanshard between Belleville and Courtney
cannot handle the existing traffic let alone traffic diverted from Douglas.
The closure of Douglas and the new bus loop will cause gridlock similar to Wharf Street,
create unsafe air and noise pollution to the residents in this part of James Bay, and
endanger all residents and workers in the case of an emergency.
Add in the new parking directives and the OCP�s six to storey sterile monolithic apartment
buildings, filled with shoe box sized �residences,� that developers in Vancouver admit no-
one wants and are not buying, and James Bay along with downtown will be stifled.
Where then will the people of Victoria work and where will the city get the revenue to
keep the lights on?
Douglas Street is the Trans-Canada Highway that goes from coast to coast.
It is marked by Terry Fox memorials at the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.
Except that if this mayor, council and city planners prevail it won�t. All Canadians should be
ashamed.
Only weeks after stating that downtown Victoria is in crisis, will the mayor and council
have the courage to admit that the �one size fits all� approach of the OCP is flawed?
Will they follow the lead of Saanich and instruct staff to go back and actually listen to
residents and business owners rather than pursue their predetermined �solutions�?
Or will they rubber stamp the OCP with platitudes about what a great job staff have done?
Fundamentally, do they want to seek re-election in a year�s time as independent thinkers
representing the best interests of the citizens of Victoria or as sycophants of the
developers and special interest groups that fund them?

Thank you for your careful and thoughtful consideration of these issues,

Sandra Beauregard



From: Victoria Mayor and Council
To: Legislative Services email
Subject: FW: OCP
Date: September 11, 2025 10:22:34 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Heather McIntyre, She/her

Protocol and Correspondence Coordinator

Communications and Engagement, City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6

The City of Victoria is located on the homelands 
of the Songhees Nation and the Xwsepsum Nation.

Sent: September 11, 2025 9:02 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>
Subject: OCP

I have lived in the Fairfield area for 26 years and would like to offer my comments on the future
development of my area and the city as a whole. I thought I would give some feedback to the OCP by
participating in the public online survey. Unfortunately, I did not complete it since my choices seemed to
be, in general, �big� or �biggest�, �tall� or �taller�, and �dense� or �denser�. None of the choices covered
my preferences. On reading over the OCP, I note that this is not a community plan, but a plan for a city
where communities, such as Fairfield, are considered part of the homogeneous whole that disregards
community differences. Planning for changes in population and density is critical, but I see nothing in the
OCP that offers substantial description of what those changes would be. The goals outlined in the OCP are
overly vague.  How many trees will be removed? How many parks of what size will be added? How will
shorelines be protected from development? How will the city reach climate goals (subsidies for solar panels
and heat pumps, parking for electric cars, et cetera)?
I would like the OCP to identify, and then take into account, uniqueness of communities that make up the
city. I would want the Plan to include the options of small, less dense and �greener� neighbourhoods, such
that the city would retain some of its character.
I look forward to your reply.

Sheila Douglas
112 Olive St.
Victoria BC V8S3H3









From:  
Sent: September 11, 2025 10:45 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>; Official Community Plan Update
<ocp@victoria.ca>
Cc: Jeremy Caradonna (Councillor) <jcaradonna@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor)
<ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Matt Dell (Councillor) <mdell@victoria.ca>; Marg Gardiner (Councillor)
<mgardiner@victoria.ca>; Stephen Hammond (Councillor) <shammond@victoria.ca>; Susan Kim (Councillor)
<skim@victoria.ca>; Krista Loughton (Councillor) <kloughton@victoria.ca>; Dave Thompson (Councillor)
<dave.thompson@victoria.ca>; litman@vtpi.org
Subject: Official Community Plan Update
 
Dear Mayor and Council,
 
I am writing as a 32-year Victoria resident, a member of the 2009-12 Official Community Plan Citizen
Advisory Committee, and as a professional urban planning consultant, to express my support for
Victoria�s Official Community Plan update.
 
Our city is growing in population and business activity. My research indicates that cities become more
affordable, inclusive, resource-efficient, economically successful and livable if they grow through
compact infill development in multimodal neighborhoods where residents own fewer private vehicles,
drive less, rely more on non-auto modes, and require less pavement for roads and parking. The draft
OCP update helps achieve these objectives.
 
Consumer surveys and real estate markets show growing demand for homes in walkable
neighborhoods. Upzoning to allow more compact and lower-cost housing types with significantly
reduced off-street parking mandates, helps serve those demands, allowing more families to live



affordable, healthy and sustainable lifestyles.
 
I would like to respond to the some criticisms of these policies.
 

1. Infill does nothing to increase affordability. New homes are expensive.
Abundant peer-reviewed research (see Phillips, Manville and Lens 2021 and Been, Ellen and O�Regan
2023) shows that upzoning and eliminating parking minimums does increase affordability, in the short
run through filtering as some families move from lower-rent apartments into the new units, and over
the long run as they depreciate, increasing supply of lower-priced homes. My favorite example is
Montreal, where the city allows multifamily housing on two-thirds of residential land, resulting in
housing prices 20-40% lower than in peer cities, including Victoria. Similarly, good research shows that
Auckland, New Zealand upzoning increased affordable housing supply.
 

2. Everybody wants to drive. The city needs more parking and fewer bikeways.
Although few motorists want to forego driving altogether there is good research indicating that many
people want to drive less, rely more on active modes and public transit, spend less money on
transportation, provided they are convenient and safe to use. Per capita vehicle ownership and use are
declining in our region, particularly in communities that improve sidewalk, bikeway and public transit
networks (see Good News from the 2022 CRD Travel Survey). The following graphs illustrate these
trends.
 
Daily Trip Per Capita and Household (CRD 2022 Travel Survey)

Per capita vehicle travel peaked about 2006 in the CRD and subsequently declined.
 
Non-Auto Mode Shares



Walking and bicycling are increasing, particularly in downtown and central neighborhoods. This justifies
more multimodal planning, with more investments in sidewalks, bikeways and public transit, and
reduced parking supply.

Multimodal transportation is not just for residents. Victoria�s walkability and bikeability attracts tourists
from around the world, and attracts customers and businesses. Multimodal transportation planning
supports our economic development.

3. We cannot reduce off-street parking mandates.
In denser residential neighborhoods, off-street parking is often wasteful. Since most driveways displace
one on-street public space, streets with off-street parking have fewer public spaces, as illustrated
below. Off-street parking typically costs $30,000 to $80,000 per space, and increases pavement
increases stormwater management costs, heat island effects and greenspace displacement. The best
way to preserve urban greenspace and enhance tree coverage is to minimize off-street parking and
manage public spaces more efficiently.

Neighborhood Parking Supply With and Without Driveways



Most driveways displace one on-street parking space so streets with driveways have fewer public spaces
than those without. As a result, off-street parking requirements often reduce parking availability and
add pavement that increases stormwater management costs, heat island effects and greenspace
displacement.
 
 
The OCP updates helps respond to changing housing and transportation needs by allowing more
moderate-priced housing in walkable urban neighborhoods, more multimodal travel options for people
who want to drive less and spend less money on transportation, and more efficient parking
management to reduce pavement area and help preserve greenspaces. Well done, Victoria!
 
 
Best wishes,
Todd Litman 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org)

1250 Rudlin Street
Victoria, BC, V8V 3R7, CANADA
Efficiency � Equity � Clarity



From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: OCP
Date: September 11, 2025 10:59:22 AM

Good morning,

I am writing to express support for the OCP. I just had a block party where I live in northern
Fernwood - we live on a block where almost all of the homes are houseplexes, but there is also
a low-rise apartment block (along with two more around the corner), a townhouse complex,
and there are even a few single family homes thrown in for good measure. I'm fairly sure the
house at the corner of Denman and Spring once housed a corner store as well, given its odd
built form. 

Parking is not an issue on our block despite a higher-than-average density: we have four spots
off-street on our duplex, and no more than two have ever been used since the second suite was
put in. Only half of the sports the apartment building's off-street parking lot are ever in use. It's
never hard to find street parking: my parents RV around the country, and when they come into
town, they're always able to find a place to park right in front of our home on the street,
alongside the plumber that always parks here, as well as another RV that a neighbour down
the block bought even though he couldn't fit it in his oddly-shaped driveway. 

This is a great neighbourhood. People can afford to raise families here. Older residents can age
in place by splitting the property with a younger family. Recent college graduates can get a
start here as renters. Plus we're all in walking distance of a cafe, a pizza place, two corner
stores, several daycares, a theatre, a music venue, two restaurants, and a pub. I'd love it if we
could add a library, a pharmacy, a bank, and maybe a walk-in clinic too.

The OCP would change some things around here - it sounds like it would allow apartment
buildings that are two stories higher than currently exist. That sound reasonable to me. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, I'm excited to see what happens next.

Warm regards,
Will Owen,
Fernwood.



Barry Horn 
322 Niagara Street  
Victoria   B C 
V8V 1G6                                                                                                                              
 

                                                      
 

 
City of Victoria 
 
Attention Mayor & Council          Re: Official Community Plan 
 
As residents of James Bay we are deeply concerned about the direction proposed in the 
new Official Community Plan (OCP). If approved, it risks eroding the very nature and 
character of James Bay � a neighbourhood that has long stood as one of Victoria�s most 
vibrant and liveable communities. 
 
The new OCP appears to blindly prioritize new housing at all costs. The price, however, 
is the identity of James Bay itself. Fifty years ago, redevelopment took the form of high-
rises and walk-ups, often at the expense of heritage and neighbourhood character. At 
that time, at least, planning respected basic principles of setbacks that prevented the 
building from overwhelming the streets and surroundings. 
 
Today, the bulldozer comes not in the form of a giant machine, but in policy. 
Consolidating our small home properties into larger lots will open the door to four and six 
storey buildings being built without any input from neighbours or the community. In 
certain locations, well-crafted and respectful mid-rise developments may indeed serve 
the community. However, without mechanisms for accountability, we fear the opposite: 
poorly conceived, oversized projects that disregard their context. 
 
We already see the consequences. The apartment building at the corner of Menzies and 
Niagara removed mature trees, internalized greenspace into a shaded courtyard, and 
now looms over the street. Words like �sensitive infill� and �visual harmony� were used to 
describe it, yet the result bears little resemblance to those ideals. This serves as a 
cautionary example of what happens when neighbourhood voices and thoughtful design 
standards are absent or ignored. 
 
We urge Council to reconsider the proposed OCP in its current form. Instead, we ask 
you to guide a process that balances the real need for housing with equally real needs 
for livable neighbourhoods, community participation and respect for the character that 
makes James Bay � and Victoria as a whole � a desirable place to live. 
 
Victoria deserves growth that enhances, not erases, the qualities that define it. Please 
help us build toward a better future, one that reflects the needs of today and the lessons 
of the past. 
 
   
 
 
Barry and Beverley Horn.                                                                September 10, 2025 
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August 15, 2025 
 
Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria  
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8V 2G7 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Re: Gonzales Neighbourhood Association submission - Official Community Plan Amendments 
 
On behalf of the Gonzales Neighbourhood Association (GNA) we wish to provide input on the 
proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan. We set out our views under the headings: 
Heritage Conservation, Affordable and Inclusive Housing, Context-Sensitive Density, Infrastructure, 
and the Urban Forest and Green Space. 
 
Heritage Conservation 
     The neighbourhood of Gonzales is home to many architecturally significant residential buildings as 
well as heritage sites (Gonzales Observatory) and landmarks of other kinds (Abkhazi Garden). 
Crescent Road and Hollywood Crescent (from Foul Bay Road to St. Charles street) is an essential link 
of our scenic marine drive and is a frequent corridor for Victoria�s tourism events such as 
marathons, bike rides and parades.  Some individual properties are protected through the heritage 
registry, but the overall streetscape and context remain vulnerable due to the absence of any 
designated Heritage Conservation Areas in the proposed OCP.   
 
Furthermore, the proposed Heritage Conservation Area found in Queen Anne Heights that was 
approved in the 2002 Neighbourhood Plan was never enacted and this has allowed for the 
continual destruction of stately mansions and mature trees, not to mention likely threatened and 
endangered species found on these large lots. 
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Lastly, recognition of the beautiful houses found elsewhere in Gonzales and deserve protection are 
those found in the Gonzales Walking Tour.  People come from around the world to walk this tour:   
https://victoriaheritagefoundation.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/GonzWTB.web_.Oct20.pdf 
 
To protect cohesive areas of heritage residential architecture and historic commercial areas -such as 
Montague Court and Gonzales Pharmacy - it is necessary to increase the heritage protections that 
are stated in the current OCP, and recognize the unique character of Gonzales, aligning with existing 
heritage conservation areas in Victoria such as Old Town and nearby Rockland.  Several unique 
areas/buildings have been removed from previous heritage protection in the proposed OCP.   
 
As of this date there is no protection for heritage in all of Victoria except downtown and in Vic West, 
which is of grave concern as it reflects council�s lack  of priority for what makes Victoria unique.  As 
a provincial capital and tourist destination, it is doubly important to retain heritage buildings and 
streetscapes, which is what many tourists come here to see. 
 
Affordable & Inclusive Housing  
     Gonzales has a strong community of renters, in existing apartment buildings, and suites in houses.  
Protection for tenants should be put in place, especially when removal of existing affordable suites 
will be the result of a new development.  New suites, unless subsidized, will not replace the existing 
affordable ones.  
     The housing that is projected in the new version of the OCP is denser, but realistically, more 
expensive.  It�s not clear whether any rental or co-op housing is mandated. Inclusive housing would 
mean all levels of ability, income and family types/sizes would be accommodated.  Accessibility 
should be prioritized in new developments, strengthening it from the new OCP�s accessibility 
guidelines which require structural conversion for full accessibility; after the unit is built. 
 
Context-Sensitive Density 
     The desirable quality of our Gonzales neighbourhood is a combination of favourable geography 
within our native Garry Oak ecosystem and years of strong community activity.  Larger scale buildings 
introduced to the streetscape in the middle of blocks should have visual cohesiveness and 
integration with their context, which is the buildings, rooflines, materials and green spaces nearby.  
They should not place their neighbours into shade. A design program should be developed with 
quantifiable codes, rather than vague guidelines that can be interpreted in a subjective way.  The 
buildings should also be reviewed for attention to factors such as quality of materials, design and 
scale and retention of protected trees.  Designs referencing historic styles should be relevant ( ie. 
from our regional past- like Indigenous, West Coast Modern or Arts & Crafts, not Mediterranean or 
Cape Cod) and well-executed, rather than pastiche elements grafted onto a generic box. 
 
Infrastructure 
     An immediate and crucial concern is the necessity of upgrading infrastructure to accommodate 
more households and vehicles.  There will be a huge need for all systems (sewer, water mains, 
power) to be upgraded. � the costs of which are borne by taxpayers.  The maintenance of parks, 
capacities of schools and transit services will need to be increased.  We currently need upgrades to 
existing traffic control especially near Gonzales Beach.  If a commercial hub is planned for that area, 
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stoplights, parking regulations and enforcement will be a necessity.  This cost should be anticipated 
by the City of Victoria and addressed in the OCP, so that it will be a cost borne by the developers 
who profit from building new developments, rather than taxpayers who are expected to be heavily 
taxed for many years going forward.  Developer Cost Charges (DCCs) are not currently guaranteed to 
fully cover these costs.    
 
Urban Forest and Green Space 
     There is not adequate environmental protection in the proposed OCP.  Gonzales� green spaces and 
Garry Oak forests will be lost because of infill development.  The removal of Garry Oak trees should 
be a last resort.  We need a stronger tree preservation plan�and the City should demonstrate their 
willingness to steward this important species.  Our proposed migration corridor located on the 
Gonzales Community map released in July 2025 will be compromised when large areas of trees are 
removed. Established large trees are not replaceable, and linear parks proposed in the OCP are only 
capable of addressing human needs�they do not replace vital ecosystems.   
     The parks of Gonzales will be vulnerable to over-use, as has happened in other cities like Toronto.  
In response to a growing population and climate change, existing parks, green spaces and street 
trees should be highly valued, retained and increased in number.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. 
Gonzales Neighbourhood Association Board 
www.gonzalesna.ca 
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From: Development Services email inquiries
Subject: RE: Opposition to the OCP

I would like to record my opposi on to the proposed changes within the New OCP.  This process has been rushed, and 
from the onset this process has lacked any true e ort to consult in an unbiased manner with the public.   And even 
where the public has come forward to voice their opinion, the City has remained focused on their original ideas and 
largely ignored community input.  Case in point is the Places and Spaces events that were held in James Bay.   The idea 
of 4-6 storey rezoning throughout James Bay was widely rejected at the Places and Spaces workshops, whereas the 
concept of  heritage neighbourhood protec ons and a gentle densi ca on through smaller missing middle, heritage 
conversion, and townhouse developments that could enhance and blend into the neighbourhood were widely 
supported, yet here we are with larger swaths of James Bay highlighted as primary growth areas of up to 6 stories and 
any concerns on protec ng what li le remains of the heritage within our neighbourhood ignored.  Clearly the 
construc ve comments our neighbourhood provided have largely been ignored.  
 
Victoria is making ques onable popula on projec ons within a  closed bubble that fails to accept and acknowledge that 
Victoria proper is just one small piece of a larger Greater Victoria community.   Before a new OCP is enacted,  the City of 
Victoria and our Council should be focused on the elephant in the room, Amalgama on, and work construc vely with 
our neighbouring municipali es to work out and present a cohesive Greater Victoria vision for all to work and aspire 
towards -- anything else misses the bigger picture.  Only then can it be considered a One City, One Plan idea.  Victoria 
does not exist in a bubble.  
 
Throwing all neighbourhoods open to a minimum of 4 storey rezoning with 6 storeys in select areas will only make issues 
of home a ordability worse as developers will now be compe ng against residents in housing and land purchases.  A 
speci c case in point involves the  131-135-139 Menzies proper es that were sold a few years ago for $1.2M over what 
these same parcel of 3 proper es had sold for only 1 year earlier, and at cost far in excess  (>$1M) over the assessed 
value of these 3 proper es.   How can prospec ve home buyers compete with aggressive o ers from pro t driven 
developers?   These new policies will have a chilling, harmful e ect on home a ordability for the average family.  Yet this 
is exactly the direc on that the City is pu ng forward in the new OCP.   Again a common theme, let�s focus on the 
wishes of developers over the needs of our residents.   
 
Developers are banking on a con nued apprecia on in "Market� rental.  New "Market Rent" builds  will displace current 
tenants and add to exis ng a ordable housing rental issues for many long term tenants.  Increasing Market Rent supply, 
does nothing to help with a ordability � the �trickle down e ect" is a mirage at best.   Perhaps even worse, the OCP 
contains minimal support for displaced tenants.   We do not have a housing crisis in Victoria, the reality is that we have a 
housing a ordability crisis and there is li le in the OCP to encourage or support a ordable housing ini a ves.   The City 
needs to develop crea ve City driven ini a ves, investments, and partnerships in Co-op rental and Co-op structured, not 
strata,  owner/occupied townhouse developments where rentals and home ownership can be kept a ordable and not 
be driven by market forces.    
 
Approval this spring/summer of the 131-139 Menzie Market Rental apartment has also cost the City and Council any 
credibility in their argument that the new OCP is about laying out common rules and guidelines that all developers must 
follow throughout all neighbourhoods.  131-139 Menzies is a development that required 11 variances and represents a 
building that is not supported within either the current or the proposed OCP.  Instead it ignores and breaks all rules and 
guidelines set out in these documents.  All 19 studios are smaller than the minimum size council speci ed by the city 
earlier this year.  The front, side, and rear setbacks are signi cantly smaller than the stated requirements for a building 
of this size.  Contrary to the City�s claim, only 2 of the 3 proper es involved in this development are located within the  
current James Bay Village Zone.  The retail area is a mere frac on of the stated Village Zone retail area requirement, and 
nowhere in Victoria has a building adjacent to a residen al neighbourhood, 43 suites, been approved without any 
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parking.    This building is e ec vely the poster child for the new OCP.   And even worse, due to the excessive size and 
setbacks granted to this building, this building will e ec vely limit the size of future developments on adjacent 
proper es.  Guess it�s all about rst come rst serve, and ul mately has nothing to do with respec ng the rules and 
guidance the City has speci ed in the current or the new OCP.     
 
Quite simply this is a misdirected plan that has been driven by the development industry and has largely ignored 
community direc on.  Furthermore, on the Eve of a new Civic Elec on cycle, Council lacks any true Public Mandate to 
jus fy pushing through such a radical change to the direc on of housing within our community.  The Province simply 
requires the adop on of a missing middle housing plan that we have already embraced.  The direc on taken in the new 
OCP presents a far more aggressive plan than what is required by the Province.  And the data used on projec ve 
popula on growth to support this plan is sketchy at best.  
 
Please reject this plan and instead re-imagine a new OCP  that incorporates and takes direc on from the residents of our 
community, and at the very least a empts  to develop a cohesive plan that works for the en re Greater Victoria 
Community. 
 
Respec ully, 
Kevin Youck 
135 Medana Street 
Victoria, BC 
























