




















































 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Magnus Bein 
#3406--2371 Lam Circle 
Victoria, BC  V8N 6K8 
 
Municipality:  
Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
Why do such significant changes remain low-key and out-of-reach of most people, unless they 
watch the happenings of government? This is really disappointing and infuriating that such 
change is pushed through with minimal communication and little reassurance citizen participation 
will have an effect. 
 
Do you think the erosion and permanent change of the coastal forest ecosystem can continue? 
What about creating a dispersed urban network that will have high demands for servicing, 
maintenance, etc, and support a largely absent population for most of the year? What is the 
justice in subsidizing, with public funds and resources, private projects of various scales, 
phasing, and intensity, that really have questionable contributions to the common good and the 
resilience of our environment? 
 
Do you think that the benefits for private developers, forestry companies (now turning to real 
estate development), and the bureaucrats (gaining kickbacks for lubricating these transactions), 
maintain the ecological sustainability of our region, trickle down to the larger populace, and have 
lasting value for future generations (if so which ones)? 
 
Look at what is happening in the south Gulf Islands and the lower mainland. We have to maintain 
economic base alternative to real estate, development, and construction industry. The proposed 
amendments, and drivers of this change (developers, politicians and bureaucrats who directly 
benefit from these deals) are based on erroneous Victorian-era belief in progress which 
culminated in 1950s modernism. 
 
What is needed is an audit of this corrupted process by a judicial review body, involving citizen, 
scientific, legal, and governmental  level supervision. The real issues are institutional relations 
with various private industry that abuse and manipulate administrative, democratic and decision 
processes. Case examples are many, Bear Mountain, bares the shining example of abuse of 
process, law, and wealth (all forms, e.g. monetary, cultural, and biological). 
 



The proposed amendments send a clear message that it is okay to draw from our irreplaceable 
reserves in the name of sustaining the real estate boom and failure of forestry corporations in 
stewarding a valuable renewable resource. The assumptions of population growth also fuel this; 
population doubling in 60 years is a questionable assumption, very convenient for business 
planning in ventures that rely on continuous growth. It also corroborate and facilitates activity that 
is really out of the scope of the CRDs mission, mandate, and civic service to the benefit of private 
ventures and profit-making. 
 
The biological life support and natural resource providing systems are overstretched and 
inadequate to sustain current populations. Massive changes are in motion and there is no 
technical substitute, human industry that can mitigate or adapt to this. Mitigation and restoration 
of these changes, even of moderately modified places, is proven to be inadequate.  These are 
facts of this century, scientifically established and supported by consensus in the scientific 
community (e.g. Union of Concerned Scientists, look to local UVic and UBC research as well). 
The sooner we begin planning from these facts, the less harder future will be and the more likely 
we will achieve a smooth and stable transition. 
 
Development industry needs to shift from irreversibly changing land-use, essential ecosystem 
characteristics, biodiversity, productivity, and cultural sites (including sacred and spiritual sites) in 
peripheral frontier regions to in-filling existing urban containment regions and creating a 
diversified development sector (look to other economies who do not rely so much on frontier 
expansion).  
 
CRD should not support such liquidation and leaking, in fact should remain motionless with these 
amendments. CRD should restore its civil service and ethics, co-operate with a review of the 
corruption/abuse and restore its commitment to maintain all forest and agricultural lands and 
contain growth in perpetuity. The CRD needs to make a heroic stand to condone not corroborate 
the administrative liquidation of our current environment, as imperfect as it is now, to let 
irreversible alterations in land occur. 
 
This submission will be copied to the Govenor General, First Nations with interests in the CRD 
region, and other stake-holders. 
 
Magnus Bein, Dip. Eco. Res. (UVic) 
ambein@uvic.ca 
Phone (250) 361-4389 
Address #3406--2371 Lam Circle Victoria, BC, V8N 6K8 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Elizabeth McMinn 
499 Millstream Lake Rd 
Victoria, BC  V9B 6H5 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I do not support the proposed expansion of the Regional Urban Containment Boundary proposed 
by the District Of Highlands. I fully support the intent of the UCB and feel that changes should 
only be made under extreme circumstances where all other possibilities have been exhausted. 
My reasons for opposing the boundary changes are as follows: 
 
The area to be included in the proposed change is too large. It not only covers the entire LGB9 
property, but now includes other properties as well. This large an expansion is not needed to 
support the financial objectives which are the justification for expanding the boundary. I would 
support a much smaller expansion near the southern boundary of the District that enabled the 
development of commercial ventures that were truly guaranteed to be taxed on a commercial 
basis. 
 
Given that the District of Highlands has not increased property taxes for the tenth conseutive 
year, I do not feel that The District has demonstrated that we are in dire financial need. Such a 
major erosion of the UCB should not be contemplated unless there is an unequivocal need. 
 
Part of the rationale for expanding the UCB was to facilitate diversification of the District's tax 
base through an expansion of commercial properties. While promises of increased commercial 
taxes still exist, there is no certainty that we will in fact get what we have been promised. The 
proposed hotel may in fact become condo units, taxed at a residential rate. Until we have 
certainty about the benefits to the community, I cannot support the proposed change. 
 
The proposed Bear Mountain project has the potential to hugely increase the voting population of 
the Highlands. The project is not an integrated part of the District, and has a distinctly different 
style from the deeply held rural values of the rest of the community. A potential increase of 39% 
in the voting population poses a significant threat to the rural nature of the Highlands. 
 
The proposed change to the RUCB is a very significant amendment which sets a dangerous 
precedent and undermines the intent of the Regional Growth Strategy. An expansion of this size 
is not required to address the financial needs of the community, it poses a threat to the rural 



integrity of the District and the benefits to the District are not guaranteed. I therefore ask the CRD 
Board to reject the amendment to the Regional Urban Containment Boundary. 
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Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Karen Burns 
746 Caleb pike Road 
Victoria, BC  V9B 6G5 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
Karen Burns 
746 Caleb Pike Road 
Victoria,BC V9B 6G5 
 
Wednesday, May 9, 2007 
 
CRD Regional Planning 
625 Fisgard Street 
P.O. Box 1000 
Victoria, BC V8W 2S6 
 
Re: Regional Growth Strategy Amendment ? Highlands Servicing Area 
I am writing to oppose the proposed extension of the Urban Containment and Servicing 
Boundary into the Municipality of the Highlands as an amendment to the Regional Growth 
Strategy.  
It is a myth that Highlands residents strongly support this change.At a public hearing for rezoning 
bylaws enabling the Bear Mountain Comprehensive Development plan in the Highlands, the 
majority of speakers and the majority of Highlands voters (573) signed a petition opposing this 
dense urban development in a rural area. Despite this heavy community opposition, the council 
of the day approved the rezoning on the provision that they would approach the CRD and ask for 
an amendment to the urban containment boundary to allow services including piped water to the 
development.   
Despite the recommendations of the CRD regional planning committee to deny this request, the 
CRD Board approved it, partly based on a presentation made to the board by the newly elected 
Mayor Mark Cardinal that was presented to the board without prior consultation with the newly 
elected council, interested Highland residents or appointed advisory groups. In it he claimed that 
the financial survival of the Highlands was at stake unless this development with piped services 
was allowed to go through. As the recently elected president of the Fiscal and Environmental 
Select Committee, I can assure you that the proposed 2007 budget does not include a tax 



increase for municipal services, despite the Mayor?s assertions that we were on the verge of 
financial ruin. 
At issue is whether a developer backed council should be able to influence and determine 
regional goals, values and priorities at the expense of local residents and residents throughout 
the wider region. The Urban Containment Boundary was originally proposed to keep the urban 
settlement compact and to protect the integrity of our rural communities. It was a good idea then 
and an even better one now to stop urban sprawl. 
I lived in rural Saanich for 13 years prior to moving to the Highlands. I certainly appreciated the 
hard-line Saanich council took to fulfill their commitment to the vision of the Urban Containment 
Boundary., despite continuous and mounting pressure to develop the rural area of Saanich.  
I am requesting that member municipalities and councils reject this amendment to the RUCSPA. 
I hope you will preserve the values articulated in the Regional Growth Strategy.  
Thank you for your time and attention. 
Best regards, 
Karen Burns 
 































































































































 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Shannon West 
404/20 Olympia Ave 
Victoria, BC  V8V 2N4 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
As a University of Victoria student with an interest in sustainable development, I have had the 
opportunity to study the RGS including the proposed amendments. I beleive it is essential that 
the urban containment boundaries are maintained for as long as possible in order to acheive the 
Strategies' density and transportation goals. I beleive the initial strategy was a huge step forward 
in terms of growth planning and the CRD has the potential to be a leader in the sustainable 
development field, but this will require the counsil to stand firm on the principals of smart growth 
rather than cave to short-term development gains. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 3/31/2007 
 

From: 
Maureen Nelson 
2866 Denewood Place 
Shirley, BC  V0S 1N0 
 
Municipality:  
Juan de Fuca EA 
 
Comments: 
 
I was the Chair for the Shirley/Jordan River OCP Committee for the three year process. 
Reference: the proposed amendment focusing on the settlement containment areas in the Juan 
de Fuca Electoral Area as designated in the Official Community Plans for East Sooke and Otter 
Point. I assume their was an inadvertent omission in leaving out the Shirley/Jordan River OCP. 
Our communities were very adamant that the settlement containment areas be reinstated in our 
OCP and should never have been removed without the Committee's and public's input. Please 
advise that the settlement containment areas for Shirley/Jordan River will be included in the 
amendments. Thank you. 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
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Received: 11-Apr-07 
 

From: 
Terrence Tobin 
580 Michael Road 
Victoria, BC  V9B 6E8 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
The following comments are partially excepted from my letter of March 2005 to Mr. Mark Hornell, 
MCIP, Director of Regional Planning, Capital Regional District. I have updated a few items to 
reflect the current situation.   
 
I am taking this opportunity at this stage of the RGS amendment process to reiterate the 
concerns my wife and I have regarding amendment #1, which proposes to extend the urban 
containment boundary to allow for a high density residential and golf course development in the 
south Highlands. We urge the CRD and all member communities to consider the following: 
 
1.  Does not align with the RGS.  The members of the capital regional district have, through the 
RGS, agreed that Highlands should be left outside of the urban containment boundary in support 
of it being considered a greenbelt pool for the region, and to contain high density development in 
areas that are more cost effective to service.  The proposed development would require a 
significant extension of the containment boundary, having a substantial impact on the amount of 
greenbelt and incurring higher servicing costs. 
 
2.  Does not align with the original Highlands community plan (OCP).  The development does not 
seem to align at all with the original Highlands official community plan (OCP), a plan that the 
majority of residents took part in helping define and who had indicated approval for.  That plan 
did not allow for a golf course development with integrated dense tracts of housing and hotel 
facilities requiring clearing of significant areas of forest, significant reduction of wildlife corridors, 
and potential risk to important aquifers.  (Recent changes to the OCP have been proposed by 
Highlands council to allow for this development.) 
 
3.  Could jeopardize the long term success of the RGS and OCP.  Allowing this development 
would set a precedent that may make it more likely that further high density "development creep" 
will occur.  Supporting a decision in which a council has made a special case for such a radical 
departure from both a community plan and regional growth strategy may send a signal to the 
Highlands and other member communities that such special cases are allowed and even 
encouraged. 



 
4. My wife and I continue to believe that most residents still oppose the golf course / residential 
development plan in its current form, and therefore those on council that support the plan are not 
representing the wishes of the majority of the community.  Many of us stood up and voiced our 
concerns at public hearings. Many of those suggested that they may be willing to accept the 
development if significant changes were made to the plan to reduce residential density. 
 
My wife and I are not against a reasonable level of development.  In fact, we believe we are 
among a majority of residents that believe the community can continue with its plan to maintain 
its semi-rural character and unique environment while accommodating moderate growth to 
sustain the tax base required to support required services.  Our concern regarding the current 
development proposal is that it represents aggressive growth that appears to be weighted far 
more heavily toward the commercial benefit to its proponents than on a fit with the goals and 
values of the community and region.  Much of the focus of the LGB9 group's approach in 
attaining approval has been on presenting the development  
as a source of local employment opportunities and a solution to the district's future tax challenges 
(both of which many residents seem to believe have been greatly exaggerated) rather than on 
the alignment or misalignment with growth and environmental protection plans. 
 
It may be that further changes to the development proposal can offer a compromise that will meet 
the needs of the developer, the community and the region; however, we urge the CRD and its 
member communities to reject any change to the urban containment boundary that would be 
necessary to allow the development, as currently proposed, to proceed. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Terrence Tobin 
  



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 12-Apr-07 
 

From: 
kathleen wilkins 
4745 Rosehill Road 
Victoria, BC  V8Z 5N2 
 
Municipality:  
Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
I would like to better understand the distribution of crown forest and managed forest lands. the 
legend of map 4 of draft 1 of the amended rgs does not segregate them. i would further like to 
learn more about managed forest lands, are they private or public? were these lands previously 
part of the forest reserve? 
 
something that concerns me greatly is that consideration is being given to allow the highlands to 
extend their urban containment boundary in order to aid further residential development. we are 
in a position to make decisions that will increase the sustainability of not only our community, but 
our planet. any further development of skirt mountain would seem to fly in the face of many of the 
stategic initiatives described in the regional growth strategy.  further development will not protect 
the rural integrity of the highlands.further development threatens sensitive watersheds and 
ecosystems. the development to date is not "work/live" and does nothing to build a complete 
community. as for housing affordablity, please lets be serious here. all in all a very bad idea. 
sincerely, 
kathleen wilkins 
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Received: 12-Apr-07 
 

From: 
greg holloway 
4745 Rosehill Rd 
Victoria, BC  V8Z 5N2 
 
Municipality:  
Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
first, i found the apr 11 info meeting really helpful in terms of beginning to understand 
relationships among CRD and municipalities. 
 
second, i'm concerned about how items become proposed amendments.  when others at apr 11 
asked, replies tended to be only (a) CRD board directed staff to prepare amendments and (b) 
amendments are only proposed, not committed.  what worries me is with whom and how 
effectively general public can raise issues about the alignment of proposed changes with stated 
CRD objectives.  a concern is that maps are redrawn, maybe the public isn't vigilant, and 
"proposed" amendments become the new "plan". 
 
i hope to learn how to make effective input. 
 
especially i'm anxious about change 1 to map 3 (extending RUCSPA) and change C to map 4 
(conversion from Green Space to Bear Mtn interchange). 
both of these seem nearly directly opposed to the integrated initiatives which were so well 
presented at apr 11 meeting: 
  1) keep urban settlement compact 
  2) protect green / blue space, managing environment sustainably 
  3) improving housing affordability 
  4) increasing transportation choice 
 
i should think change 1, map 3 and change C, map 4 can only 
  1) encourage sprawl, 
  2) destroy much of the premier, near-victoria natural area, 
  3) generate high-end housing 
  4) aggravate over-dependence on automobiles. 
 
there was a question asking why this major change was being pushed at this time before an 
upcoming comprehensive CRD plan review.  staff reply, as i recall, was that the developer (Bear 



Mtn interests) sought assurances now for their next expansion phase.  together with seemingly 
easy acceptance by CRD to advance the proposed amendments, this is quite worrying for me. 
 
a further concern is precedent.  if RUCSPA proves easily enlargeable as presently proposed, 
how strong is RUCSPA elsewhere? 
 
from a general perspective to guide environmentally benign, less automobile-dependent CRD, 
from global perspective to contain our regional carbon footprint, and in terms of CRD's own 
stated objectives, extending RUCSPA with the Bear Mtn interchange seems exactly what we 
should NOT be doing.   
 
i'm eager to learn better how the general public can respond.  i appreciate the information 
presented apr 11 and this opportunity to provide comment.  thank you. 
 
  
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 4/20/2007 
 

From: 
Ron Rayner 
2649 Savory Rd 
Victoria, BC  V9B 5Y4 
 
Municipality:  
Langford 
 
Comments: 
 
I am totally opposed to the expansion of CRD services to the Bear Mt. property in the Highlands.  
For one thing, they keep buying more forested land in Langford and getting it re-zoned for much 
higher densities. Is there any guarantee they won't do the same thing in the Highlands, and come 
knocking on the CRD's door in a few years asking for another extension of the urban 
containment boundary? Both Langford and the Highlands have very pro-development councils, 
so their OCP is a "flexible" document (to paraphrase Mayor Stewart Young). They keep turning 
forests into flat, blasted gravel yards so the construction is cheap and easy. The entire Bear Mt 
development is a horrible example of unsustainable, urban sprawl and is contrary to the highest 
priorities of the Amended Regional growth Strategy (i.e., #1, contain urban settlement, protect 
rural areas, protect regional green/blue areas).  There is no transit service.  The CRD needs to 
take a long term view and not let individual municipalities continue to permit unsustainable 
development and urban sprawl.   



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 4/21/2007 
 

From: 
David Mackas 
746 Cale Pike 
Victoria, BC  V9B 6G5 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I have serious reservations about extension of water and sewer servicing into the Highlands on 
the west side of Millstream Road (the Bear Mountain/LGB9 development). I (and 49-51% of the 
other Highlands residents) opposed the amount and distribution of housing density allowed by 
the rezoning of this property. I also fear, based on what I've seen on the Langford side, that if the 
Highlands portion is fully serviced, the present LGB9 proposal will be only a starting point. The 
main water demand by this property was and is for the irrigation of the two (Highlands and 
Langford) 18 hole golf courses. This drain on the aquifer will not be remedied by pipes to houses, 
condos and cabins. All that will happen is to open the door for more and more roofs and roads. 
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Received: 3-May-07 
 

From: 
Frank Mitchell 
530 Witty Beach Road 
Victoria, BC  V9C 4H8 
 
Municipality:  
Metchosin 
 
Comments: 
 
The proposed RGS amendment represents a massive step backward from the anti-sprawl thrust 
of the Regional Growth Strategy.  
 
Please modify the draft in the following minimum respects: 
 
1. shrink the Highlands areas to be included in the Regional Urban Containment and Servicing 
Policy Area (RUCSPA) for Bear Mountain Development altogether, or at a minimum to the area 
required for purely commercial development (not the residential development now proposed at 
Bear Mountain).  
   
2. Eliminate or at least reduce the Pro-sprawl changes in the Juan de Fuca Electoral  Area, 
namely, (a) fobid conversion of much of the Otter Point-Jordan River coasta; area from forest 
lands (100+ HA lots) to  settlement containment areas (1HQ and 2HA lots), with the right to 
public water, (b) remove the right to public water in the E. Sooke settlement containment areas, 
(c) reduce the areas to be converted from Forest to settlement in the Port Renfrew area. 
 
 (By allowing smaller lots, and providing public water, we guarantee that the settlement 
containment areas will be extended. I would note that the supply of public water in Metchosin is 
entirely different:  Metchosin has not increased allowable densities since incorporation, whereas 
the changes mentioned above all represent large increases in residential density and sprawl.) 
 
3. ADD parks and other protected areas if some lands must be removed from Forest Land 
Reserve ? and ensure that minimum lot sizes remain large (e.g. 100 HA). 
 
4. Do not approve conversion of Forest Land Reserve and Provincial Capital Commission 
lands in Langford to residential development (areas above the so-called Spencer interchange). 
These changes would reduce sprawl and protect the environment and native cultural heritage. 
 
I?d also be happy if the major excisions of ALR lands in Sooke could be reversed, but I 
appreciate this is beyond CRD?s powers. 
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Received: 4/26/2007 
 

From: 
Ian McKenzie 
1139 Lippincott Rd 
Victoria, BC  V9C 2Z6 
 
Municipality:  
Langford 
 
Comments: 
 
I disagree completely with removal of any and all land from the Forest Land Use designation 
anywhere in the Capitol Region District. The proposed RGS amendment will only encourage 
urban sprawl and lead to greater loss of greenhouse gas absortion areas. As well this will 
increase the dependence on vehicle transportation and increase greenhouse gas emmisions. We 
should be encouraging the preservation of our forest and agricultural lands for local food security, 
reductions in greenhouse gases, and preservation of wildlife and species diversity. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 1-May-07 
 

From: 
Mandy Schuttinga 
1617 Millstream Road 
Victoria, BC  V9B 6G4 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I support the amendment to include the Bear Mountain and several other south Highlands 
properties in the Urban Containment Boundary, thereby allowing them to receive piped services. 
 
As a member of the volunteer Highlands Fire Department, allowing piped water to other south 
Highlands properties such as the Industrial Park, as well as Bear Mountain, would help us greatly 
as water supplies are limited in most of the Highlands.  We have water supplies such as lakes 
and dry hydrants, but they are not a guaranteed supply as piped water. 
 
Thank you for accepting my comments and again, I support this amendment. 
 
Mandy Schuttinga 
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Received: 2-May-07 
 

From: 
Linda Bennett 
8560 Moxon Terrace 
North Saanich, BC  V8L 1K6 
 
Municipality:  
North Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
I live in North Saanich near the Central Saanich border where a new development is being 
proposed. 
 
According to the CRD Growth Strategy, North Saanich is outside RUCSPA and I believe that is to 
keep the density low to keep the pressures off ALR land.  Our Municipality is not expected to take 
on any growth and I agree with that.  RUCSPA does extend into Central Saanich but not as far 
as this development.  I would like to see the borders stay as shown in your amended Feb 2007 
CRD Regional Growth Strategy report.  But I believe C Saanich has not finalized their OCP so 
I'm a bit nervous that they might just ask that you extend RUCSPA so the development can go. 
 
If RUCSPA is extended in Central Saanich, this puts a strain on our infrastructures that are 
mean't for rural populations.  For example, the new development being proposed by Vantreights 
for Condos, Townhouses, and single family dwellings totalling 321 units will exit on Aldous & 
possibly Bourne because, it appears, Central Saanich does not want it exiting on East Saanich 
Road.  However, all traffic travelling north (to Sidney, Airport, Ferries, etc) have no choice but to 
travel on East Saanich Road between Lowe and McTavish--right in front of the New School being 
built on Forest Park. And, the roads are not collector roads that take them there.  You cannot get 
onto Pat Bay Highway going North until you drive through the communities that take you to 
McTavish.   
 
A development of this magnitude invites future conflict and pressures on the farmland that it 
borders even with Right to Farm legislation.   
 
Also, the School District #63 has not accounted for the possibly 800 extra people (321 units x 2.4 
people) so the pressures on our greenspace now that they are building a new school on lands 
ajoining ALR and possibly selling a putting up houses on the sports fields of our nearby Sansbury 
School... 
 



We are caught between municipal borders and a School Board that spans a large area.  There 
appears to be a bit of a mess in the South East Quadrant of North Saanich with respect to growth 
strategies unless you are able to keep the last revision intact for the Peninsula. 
 
Thank you - Linda Bennett, 8560 Moxon Terrace   
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Received: 3-May-07 
 

From: 
Eric Herbert 
137 Ross-Durrance Rd. 
Victoria, BC  V9E 2A3 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I am concerned about extending the Urban Containment Boundary; it is my understanding that 
the Bear Mountain development people originally indicated that they wanted piped water and 
sewage services for their development plus the light industrial area nearby.  Now it is my 
understanding (from having attended a recent information meeting in the Highlands), the request 
is for a larger urban containment boundary to include more properties than those originally 
planned.  I am very concerned that this will be the 'thin edge of the wedge', and it might be 
increasingly easy to further extend the boundary at later dates.  Piped water is not part of the 
O.C.P. for the Highlands, and extensions of piped water could lead to much more development, 
which would destroy the rural character of the Municipality I care so much about.  Thank you for 
your consideration.  Sheila Herbert.  



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 3-May-07 
 

From: 
Karen Hoffman 
2916 Corrine Place 
Victoria, BC  V9B 4R7 
 
Municipality:  
Langford 
 
Comments: 
 
I am opposed to removing either capital commission or forest reserve lands from their current 
designation in order to effectively increase urban sprawl.I am also opposed to altering the urban 
containment boundary.I do not accept that there is a valid need to expand municipal water to 
currently unserviced areas. 
There seems to be an agenda here that is driven by profit hungry developers with no regard for 
the quality of life and location that we enjoy here in the CRD. With the very real threat being 
faced by our planet by global warming, how can the members of the CRD board even consider 
these disastrous proposals? 
I am aghast! 
K. Hoffman 
  



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 4-May-07 
 

From: 
Caspar Davis 
16-949 Pemberton Road 
Victoria, BC  V8S 3R5 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
While I found the slides very difficult to follow due to shortage of legends, it is clear that the 
changes proposed with respect to Sooke. Port Renfrew, Langford, and the Highlands will greatly 
encourage sprawl. Sprawl has always been a bad idea. One of the main objectives of the RGS 
has historically been to limit and discourage sprawl. In 2007, when we are acutely aware of the 
threats of global warming not only to the planet as a whole but to much of our region - including 
James Bay and the Gorge among many other places - we must be even more vigilant about 
preventing sprawl. Locally, transportation is the major contributor to greenhouse gases; moreover 
the price of energy is rising rapidly. Automobile-based development is just plain stupid when we 
are trying to limit greenhouse gas emissions, and in an era when the rising price of energy will 
make it increasingly impractical. Future growth MUST be planned around public transportation 
corridors, including bus, rail, and LRT. We have a duty to ourselves and to our grandchildren to 
ensure that future growth in our region is SMART, not stupid. Smart growth is all about 
enhancing the quality of life in residential areas by making them more self-contained, with 
facilities for social interaction, employment and shopping integrated with housing in clusters 
focused on transportation nodes. Stupid growth is what we have done for the last 60 years - 
building communities that discourage interaction with our neighbours and that are totally 
dependent on the automobile. Climate change also means that water will be more and more of 
an issue as the years go by. Any changes to the RGS must be considered through the lenses of 
climate change and increasingly expensive energy - and scarcer water. Many of the changes 
proposed make no sense when looked at in the light of the future rather than the (now rapidly 
fading) past. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 4-May-07 
 

From: 
Norman Mogensen 
3760 Crestview Road 
Victoria, BC  V8P 5C6 
 
Municipality:  
Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
Extending the sprawl (urban cancer) of Greater Victoria is complete madness, in that it ignores 
the harsh realities that are emerging with respect to climate change and the general 
environmental destruction that we are causing. 
 
Much of our reaction to these threats must take place at the local level.  Ignore pressures from 
land speculators and developers and protect the wider public and biosphere interests.  The smart 
ones can make money from that too, if gratifying their greed is important to you. 
 
Be states(persons) and do the honourable thing.  Our society and lifestyles must undergo radical 
change now to ensure a viable future for our grandchildren.  Please lead the neccessary changes 
and do not expand the urban (settled)footprint.  Do what is right or resign to make way for 
someone who will. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Patricia Woodall 
1011 Moss Street 
Victoria, BC  V8V 4P2 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
I oppose the amendment to the by-law that would see the extension of water and sewer into the 
Highlands. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 5-May-07 
 

From: 
Linda Webster 
5029 Stag Road 
Victoria, BC  V9E 1G7 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
RE: Urban Containment Boundary adjustment in Highlands to accommodate Bear Mountain 
Development. 
 
I feel that Bear Mountain Developers have NOT been open and transparent with Highland 
residents. Until Highland residents are assured that the development proposed is financially 
beneficial and in character with maintenance of our rural lifestyle, any approval to move the 
Urban Containment Boundary should be postponed.  
 
Amendment of the RGS to allow piped services to a development that is NOT suitable (as 
currently proposed...and keeps changing), is tandamount to "death by a thousand cuts" to our 
low density, Highlands rural lifestyle.  
 
I urge the CRD to keep the big picture (whole southern Vancouver Island) in mind. Density 
receiving for Colwood/Langford is expected; for Metchosin/Highlands it is not appropriate. 
 
Thank you for considering the legacy we'll be leaving/or not, for future generations. 
 
Linda Webster 
Highland resident since 1970. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 6-May-07 
 

From: 
Jennie Milligan 
4376 Fieldmont Place 
Victoria, BC  V8N 4Z3 
 
Municipality:  
Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
Dear Ms. Corbett: 
 
I am no expert in urban planning, but I am a local citizen who is very concerned by the 
disappearing green space I see on your maps (in the power point presentation).   
 
In general, I am opposed to expanding human settlement in the suburban areas surrounding 
Victoria.  Sprawl is a blight on the land.  It encourages more driving and with driving comes air 
pollution, traffic congestion and car accidents.  Encouraging sprawl with climate change 
underway and peak oil fast approaching is irrational. 
 
I was glad to see some provision for increasing the amount of housing in core municipalities 
(Saanich, Oak Bay, etc.).  However, I am concerned that the reference to "ground-oriented" 
housing means that densification will not occur.  As a resident of Saanich, I would hate to see 
parks and ALR land eaten up when low-rise apartment buildings could be built instead. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jennie Milligan, BA, LLB 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 6-May-07 
 

From: 
Janet Hughes 
176 Ross Durrance Rd 
Victoria, BC  V9E 2A3 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I am opposed to the Inclusion of the proposed Highlands Servicing Area  within the Regional 
Urban Containment and Servicing Policy Area.  If piped water is brought to this area it will result 
in development density inappropriate to this area, and which goes against the wishes of the a 
large portion of the community.   



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 6-May-07 
 

From: 
Chris Bennett 
2-475 Head Street 
Victoria, BC  V9A 5S1 
 
Municipality:  
Esquimalt 
 
Comments: 
 
I am surprised at the proposed revisions to the Regional Growth Strategy that appear to fly in the 
face of techniques to protect our dwindling green areas, limit urban sprawl, and achieve a 
balanced management approach. I think Vicky Husband's recent op-ed piece in the T-C put 
things in perspective for one of the areas in question. In general, one of the greatest threats to 
our planet through climate change and pollution is caused by mindless growth. COnverting our 
forests into suburban lots serviced by a private car infrsatructure is unsustainable.  I urge you to 
reconsider this ammendment and continue with a policy of reasoned and careful planning, no 
matter how difficult this is in the face of commercial pressures. Our quality of life and that of the 
planet depend on this! 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 6-May-07 
 

From: 
Pattie Whitehouse 
635 Lost Lake Rd. 
Victoria, BC  V9B 6E3 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I oppose the amendment of the RGS to allow urban encroachment into what every municipality in 
the region agreed should be rural areas.  
I especially oppose amendment of the RGS to accommodate the Bear Mountain development in 
the Highlands. I would consider supporting a small extension of the servicing boundary for a 
compact resort and much smaller residential development on the southern portion of the Bear 
Mountain lands, but not the massive, destructive, unsustainable development forced upon the 
community against its will by a bare majority of council. The encroachment might be more 
justifiable were the Highlands community solidly in favour of it, but all indications are that that is 
not the case. The majority of submissions to public hearings on the Bear Mountain rezoning 
opposed the development as presented ? and a large number of supporters of the rezoning were 
people involved with Bear Mountain who are not members of the Highlands community. 
I oppose as well the extension of the servicing boundary to include properties outside the Bear 
Mountain lands. The community was never consulted on this proposed extension, and it is 
contrary to the principles on which the Hanington Creek development, in particular, was 
approved ? that it would be self sufficient for servicing, in accordance with the capacity of the 
land to sustain it. 
What is the point of having a regional growth strategy if it's not honoured? 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 7-May-07 
 

From: 
Aileen McConnell 
750  Pears Road 
Victoria, BC  V9C 3Z8 
 
Municipality:  
Metchosin 
 
Comments: 
 
Re  
1. Too much of Highlands is being added into RUCPSA 
     This whole area seems to be an uncontrollable and unmanaged state of continuing expansion 
and drive to more urban sprawl.  It must be noted that the Former Bear Mountain estimated 
contribution to that Municipality  ( in light of which zone change was granted ) has been 
significantly reduced.  One has to wonder and ask... " Where is the RGS, and what has 
happened to all those good intentions of increasing density in an inner core, and the maintaining 
of a surrounding green periphery?" 
 
2. Juan de Fuca Electoral Area  
Changes from Forest Lands to Settlement Containment Areas with right to public water... again 
beyond RGS plans. 
ABSENT FROM THE CHANGES: additional  parks or other protection for 
green areas removed from Forest Land Reserve. 
 
3.  East Sooke.... Stop the increase in right to public water, as that opens the door ot increasing 
pressure for land use. 
 
4.   LANGFORD...   Conversion of  Forest Land Reserve and Provincial Capital Commission 
lands to residential development, eg in areas above the so-called Spencer interchange, is going 
to impinge on Cultural Rights, and just make more urban sprawl withincreasing  transportation 
and traffic problems for the entire western community. 
 
   Much thought went into the RGS, and it should not be scrapped piece by piece.  CRD still has 
the time and the opportunity to show some real foresight and leadership as Greater Victoria's 
future is being molded and changed daily right in front of all our eyes. 
  



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 7-May-07 
 

From: 
Suzanne Bowen 
3439 Fulton Road 
Victoria, BC  V9C 3N2 
 
Municipality:  
Colwood 
 
Comments: 
 
I feel more research needs to be done regarding the Bear Mountain interchange as it will affect 
various ecosystems which have red-listed and blue-listed species (on both sides of the Trans-
Canada) as well as a 40 metre cave. The cave is on Provincial Capital Commission land and the 
original intent there was to preserve green spaces so converting to residential land goes against 
the original intent. 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 7-May-07 
 

From: 
Emma Taylor 
7884 East Glen Place 
Otter Point, BC  V0S 1N0 
 
Municipality:  
Juan de Fuca EA 
 
Comments: 
 
1.      shrink the Highlands areas to be included in the Regional Urban 
Containment and Servicing Policy Area (RUCSPA) for Bear Mountain Development 
altogether, or at a minimum to the area required for purely commercial 
development (not the residential development now proposed at Bear Mountain). 
 
2.      Eliminate the Pro-sprawl changes in the Juan de 
Fuca Electoral  Area, namely, (a) remove conversion of ALL of the Otter 
Point-Jordan River coastal area from forest lands (100+ HA lots) to 
settlement containment areas with the right to public 
water, (b) remove the right to public water in the E. Sooke settlement 
containment areas, (c) remove the areas to be converted from Forest to 
settlement in the Port Renfrew area. 
 
3.      ADD PARKS and other protected areas if some lands must be removed 
from Forest Land Reserve - and ensure that minimum lot sizes remain large 
(e.g. 100 HA).  There is currently on 2.5% of the land base as park in the JdF EA, well below the 
provincial target of 12%!  Currently, CRD Regional Parks does not have any interest in looking at 
establishing parks west of the Sooke River!  We need protected wilderness and sustainable 
forest practices, NOT HOUSES!  
 
4.      Do not approve conversion of Forest Land Reserve and Provincial 
Capital Commission lands in Langford to residential development (areas above 
the so-called Spencer interchange). These changes would reduce sprawl and 
protect the environment and native cultural heritage. 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 7-May-07 
 

From: 
Marti & Bernie Martin-Wood 
4768 William Head Rd 
Metchosin, BC  V9C 3Y7 
 
Municipality:  
Metchosin 
 
Comments: 
 
We are alarmed that these amendments are diluting the principle of urban containment. 
Particularly in the Highlands, Otter Point, and Sooke areas. It's looking more like "Urban 
Accommodation" rather than Urban Containment. Where's the containment?? 
  At what point do you even start to wonder if there will be enough water for these new homes? 
What about roads, public transit? and above all energy consumption. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 7-May-07 
 

From: 
Piotr Bein 
15418 28 Avenue 
Surrey, BC  V4P 1G2 
 
Municipality:  
 
Comments: 
 
When the densification strategy came into effect in Greater Vancouver years ago, and the 
implementation results became visible, they gave reasons to rejoice in changing our ways to 
more sustainable ones. 
CRD's amendments to the RGS are regressive, with unreversible, potentially serious 
consequences. We need the farmlands, forests and other natural capital for long-term survival. 
The developers and the politicians and bureaucrats who go along with turning natural lands into 
yet more of unsustainable tracts, don't have enough intelligence to grasp it.  
These public probes are a window dressing. The destroyers will proceed by all means they can 
find, as they only see personal and corporate profit.  
CRD aligns itself with the profit-seekers. I familiarized myself recently with the CRD "strategy" of 
basically redirecting the region's sewage from the Strait onto the land, in form of after-treatment 
solids. Sustainable, cheaper and socially-environmentally beneficial methods of sewage 
treatment exist, but a CRD "stakeholder participation process" has ignored them, making 
mockery of the ostensibly participatory process. 
Our governments increasingly depart from the aspirations of the constituencies, in a climate of 
sprawling corporatism. 
 
Piotr Bein, PhD, PEng 
former chief transportation planning economist with the BC Ministry of Transportation and 
Highways 
 





 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Paul Weyer 
3702 Blue Valley Road 
Victoria, BC  V9E 1C8 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I wish to voice my opposition to the extension of the urban containment boundary in the 
Highlands (ie the RGS Amendment) as laid out. 
 
This urban boundary change is incompatible with the rural nature of the District of Highlands, and 
its role in the region. 
 
The Bear Mountain project, as outlined by Les Bjola to the Highlands, received major opposition 
by Highlands residents. A good majority of submissions at both Public Hearings in 2005 on the 
enabling bylaws were opposed. 
 
The proposal, which in 2005, promised to the community substantial monies, and a limited 
number of doors, appears now to be failing our rural community on both counts.  The recent 
report by KPMG (submitted to Highlands council in April 2007) highlights the revenues to be 
drastically less than originally forecast at previous public hearings. 
 
The number of voters that may also come out of the "ambiguous" timeshares, plus original 
homes, would ensure that this group of residents will be able to dominant our municipality, as 
their issues, through their voting block, will be on their minds at election times.   This is a serious 
problem for the Highlands, where a rural lifestyle, protection of the natural environment, and a 
connection to the land dominates. 
 
Once water and sewer services are in place, what would stop other further densification from 
occurring?  The Highlands recent elections prove that municipal Councils will push our own 
density higher.  Councils will also push our urban boundaries, including the current push to 
enlarge our urban containment boundary from the Highland's Industrial Park to include Bear 
Mountain, and other neighboring properties.  Also, where and when will this urban containment 
boundary stop?  Who will stop the boundary from moving in the future if future Councils wish to 
move it further into the Highlands? 
 



This urban boundary extension is clearly inconsistent with the intent of the Regional Growth 
Strategy.  For the sake of the nature of the Highlands and the balance of the Capital Region, I 
request the CRD Board to hold to the values of its Regional Growth Strategy and reject this 
amendment. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 7-May-07 
 

From: 
Rafe Sunshine 
#304 - 1653 Oak Bay Ave. 
Victoria, BC  V8R 1B5 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
The Amended Regional Growth Plan has several faults in it and all of them will lead to massive 
overuse of the roads, water, sewage and other infrastructures of the RGS area. 
 
The proposed RGS amendment represents a massive step backward from the 
anti-sprawl thrust of the Regional Growth Strategy. 
 
Please modify the draft in the following minimum respects: 
 
1. Shrink the Highlands areas to be included in the Regional Urban 
Containment and Servicing Policy Area (RUCSPA) for Bear Mountain 
Development altogether, or at a minimum to the area required for purely commercial 
development (not the residential development now proposed at Bear Mountain). 
 
2. Eliminate, or, at least reduce the Pro-sprawl changes in the Juan de Fuca Electoral 
Area,namely, (a) forbid conversion of much of the Otter Point-Jordan River coastal area from 
forest lands (100+HA lots) to settlement containment areas (1HQ and 2HA lots), with the right to 
public water, (b) remove the right to public water in the E. Sooke 
settlement containment areas, (c) reduce the areas to be converted from Forest to settlement in 
the Port Renfrew area. 
(By allowing smaller lots, and providing public water, we guarantee 
that the settlement containment areas will be extended. I would note 
that the supply of public water in Metchosin is entirely different: 
Metchosin has not increased allowable densities since incorporation, 
whereas the changes mentioned above all represent large increases in 
residential density and sprawl.) 
 
3. ADD parks and other protected areas if some lands must be removed 
from Forest Land Reserve ? and, ensure that minimum lot sizes remain 
large (e.g. 100 HA). 
 



4. DO NOT approve conversion of Forest Land Reserve and Provincial 
Capital Commission lands in Langford to residential development (areas 
above the so-called Spencer interchange). These changes would reduce 
sprawl and protect the environment and native cultural heritage. 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 7-May-07 
 

From: 
Pamela Tudge 
3406-2371 Lam Circle 
Victoria, BC  V8N 6K8 
 
Municipality:  
Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
I am very concerned on a number of the amendments. The documents I have reviewed online 
demonstrate that for the western communities, the changes are largely driven by private 
development corporations and reverse the urban sprawl that the RGS set out to mitigate. I do not 
support increase in density and development over forests or farmlands.  
 
 Listed below are the amendments that should be stopped. 
 
 Increase of the urban containment in the Highlands and extension of water services. This 
specifically allows for the Bear Mountain Development to expand into the Highlands, a series 
point of controversy for many Highlands residents and our region as whole. 
 
Settlement containment areas in the Juan de Fuca Electoral Area and Otter Point region. Otter 
point residents have expressed outcry at this. Not to mention it is forested land, that was 
protected in the forest land reserve and should not be turned into paved subdivisions. This also 
includes the Port Renfrew area, which is also one development company that wants to transform 
the unprotected forests. 
 
Increase of Sooke's urban containment boundary, after its recent massive loss of ALR lands.  
 
I think we need to see increase in the protection of our farmlands and forests, not continued 
development by companies that clearly are just out to make a fortune. At this rate the CRD is 
servicing the developers to eliminate unprotected forests and allow for the ALR lands to be 
liquidated by municipalities. We need to see at the least compensation in the form of complete 
protection of Garry oak and Douglas fir forests in the CRD and replacement of ALR lands. For 
every metre of forest eliminated on Bear Mountain an equal amount should be protected out of 
the developers pockets. That might encourage them to build over parking lots rather than forests 
 
 
 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Larry Wartels 
1035 Pendergast St. 
Victoria, BC  V8V 2W9 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
The proposed RGS amendment represents an ominous reversal of the anti-sprawl intent of the 
Regional Growth Strategy. 
 
I urge modifying the draft in the following ways: 
 
1. Reduce the Highlands areas to be included in the Regional Urban Containment and Servicing 
Policy Area (RUCSPA) for Bear Mountain Development. Appropriate would be the area required 
for commercial development, not the residential development now proposed at Bear Mountain. 
 
2.  Eliminate the sprawl-inducing changes in the Juan de Fuca Electoral  Area: (a) cease 
conversion of much of the Otter Point-Jordan River coastal area from forest lands (100+ HA lots) 
to settlement containment areas (1HQ and 2HA lots), with the right to public water, (b) remove 
the right to public water in the E. Sooke settlement containment areas, (c) reduce the areas to be 
converted from forest to settlement in the Port Renfrew area. 
 
(Smaller lots provided with public water ensures that the settlement containment areas will be 
extended. The supply of public water in Metchosin is different: Metchosin has not increased 
allowable densities since incorporation. But the changes mentioned above all represent large 
increases in residential density and sprawl.) 
 
3.  ADD parks and other protected areas if some lands must be removed from Forest Land 
Reserve ? and ensure that minimum lot sizes remain large (e.g. 100 HA). 
 
4.  Do not approve conversion of Forest Land Reserve and Provincial Capital Commission lands 
in Langford to residential development (areas above the so-called Spencer interchange). These 
changes would reduce sprawl and protect the environment and native cultural heritage. 
 
 



As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Sally Garcelon 
713 Kangaroo Road 
Victoria, BC  V9C 4E2 
 
Municipality:  
Metchosin 
 
Comments: 
 
In my opinon the RGS amendment is a step backward from the anti-sprawl thrust of the 
Strategy. I am not in favour of further accomodation of Bear Mountain and its spread, and it 
would be enough to mimimize the area required for purely commercial development. I would 
also like to see a reduction of the areas targetted along the Otter Point-Jordan River coastal 
areas. I had thought that public water could only be extended outside the RUCSPA for public 
health, agricultural, or environmental purposes. 
 
Also, I would like to see a containment of settlement in any areas which would result in 
conversion of Forest Land Reserve and Provincial Capital Commission Lands, e.g. Langford.  
 
I value protection of green areas which are disappearing fast. Considering the environmental 
impact of sprawl, I think it is imperative that any planning includes additional parks and any 
other measures you can put in place to protect our green spaces. 
 
As it appears this pro-sprawl thinking is the order of the day, I urge you to push for a 
Sustainable Regional Transportation policy immediately, as a necessary adjustment if we are 
not to choke on our own fumes. I have been a witness to the proliferation of traffic increases in 
this area over the past thirty years. I do not believe the planning for development currently 
undertaken can in good conscience not deal with the effects of ever more single driver 
automobiles and ever- increasing glutted highways. We have the possibility of thinking ahead 
and developing a light rapid transit system, supporting better transit options, connecting these 
new population explosion areas with inviting ways to get about without automobiles 
proliferating. The cost of fuel will increase. Adequate clean and hight quality water will become 
a major luxury in the decades ahead. The costs of health problems relating to poor air quality, 
stress which is certainly aided by crawling in traffic, and significant increase of 
obesity/diabetes are already taking a huge toll. 

 
Our future, our childrens' and grandchilren's futures depend on us stepping up to the plate and 
taking responsiblity for our most precious resource, our earth. If we foul it by continuing to put 
economics and growth at the top of the list and reducing the quality of our lives without 



safeguarding the public interest and health, it will be cold comfort for those who inherit our 
legacy. 

 
Thank you very much for your attention to my comments. 
    Sally Garcelon 
    May 8, 2007 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Maureen Nelson 
2866 Denewood Place 
Shirley, BC  V0S 1N0 
 
Municipality:  
Juan de Fuca EA 
 
Comments: 
 
Goudie Creek watershed that supplies potabnle drinking water to approximately 120 homes in 
Shirley through the Sheringham Water Utility shold be formally designated as a watershed on the 
Regional Growth Strategy map. The present CRD mapping of Goudie Creek is incorrect. The 
small tributary off Goudie Creek is designated on the map and not Goudie Creek itself for the 
most part. This mapping error will impact directly on any developments in the Goudie Creek 
watershed which is happening now with a proposed strata development on West Coast Road. 
The property is question has Goudie Creek running directly through it, but the mapping shows 
that Goudie Creek does not flow through this property. 
 
President 
Shirley Education and Action Society 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
jovanna sumanac 
46 Chown Pl 
Victoria, BC  V9A 1H5 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
I object to an amendment of the Regional Growth Strategy and the proposed alterations of the 
Urban Containment Boundry, without comprehensive studies regarding infrastructure. Opening 
up a large area for development before there is any studies, discussion, plans on transportation, 
water use, waste management just to mention a few, seems completely backwards to me, and is 
incredibly risky behaviour from a taxpayers point of view. I cannot adequately express my dismay 
regarding the CRD's plan to amend  the RGS and change the UCB without any real discussion in 
the communities effected by these proposed changes. People are talking to one another in many 
different communities within Greater Victoria and the Westshore, and from what I am hearing, 
there is great concern about the changes the CRD is proposing, and there is a perception the 
CRD may not be acting in the best interest of the residents of Greater Victoria and Southern 
Vancouver Island. 
 
 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Matthew Christie 
1516 Camosun St Apt.4 
Victoria, BC  V8T 3E4 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
Cities need boundaries. Global warming is a very serious issue and urban sprawl is intimately 
intertwined with it. By cutting down forests we are destroying trees which have recently been 
dubbed "carbon sponges" for their ability to remove CO2 from the atmosphere. In addition, 
numerous Greenhouse Gases will be emitted during the building phase plus an increase 
population will further increase oil and energy consumption.   I think the city should seriously 
consider creating a more dense population towards the downtown and in the spacious areas of 
Saanich.  I'm sure there are other alternatives, you folks are paid to think of solutions -be 
creative.      



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Erica Giles 
4-1516 Camosun St. 
Regina, BC  V8T 3E4 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
I heard you want to cut down some trees in order to expand the borders of Greater Victoria?  
Please don't.  Sprawl doesn't add to a city's value.  Being close to nature is what makes this city 
awesome-- and while there are plenty of beautiful parks with plenty of lush lawns, there's 
something about being in nature --without a man-made lawn!-- that is irreplacable.  I understand 
that people have got to live somewhere, but please rethink the issue.  I don't want to see Victoria 
turn into another Vancouver.  If you absolutely must expand the city, please leave as much intact 
as you can- build green, even if it costs more.  Don't cull all the trees- work around them and 
integrate your design into what is there- not the other way around.  I like the trees.  So do many 
others.  Please leave them alone. 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
mail, letter and the electronic survey posted on the Regional Planning website.   
 
The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Joan Varley 
2706 Claude Road 
Langford, BC  V9B 3T6 
 
Municipality:  
Langford 
 
Comments: 
 
The Forest Land Reserve and Provincial Capital Commission lands in Langford should not be 
changed to residential development (areas 
above the so-called Spencer interchange). We need to protect our environment and prevent 
urban sprawl.  Where is the environmental assessment of this area and that of the Highlands and 
what effect will development have in these areas.  Which environmental conservation 
organizations and environmental consultants have been contacted and what is their input to the 
RGS?  What is 'Unprotected Green Space Policy Area' and why would we take out an area 
already designated as a protected ecological/park area into a area described as 'unprotected' (as 
in the Langford map)?   
 
In the initial Overview of April 11, 2007, there is a reference made in the section of Eight 
Strategic Initiatives; number 3 about protecting regional greens spaces - and my point above - 
why remove already protected green space into unprotected lands and number 6 about 
affordable housing - what price does the CRD deem as 'affordable'? 
 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
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The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Jessica McKinnon 
2608 Fernwood RD 
Victoria, BC  V8T 3A2 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
i do not like the direction this strategy is going in. Here are my ideas: 
 
- move less Highlands areas into the Regional Urban 
Containment and Servicing Policy Area (RUCSPA)  
 
 
- do not convert the Otter Point-Jordan River coastal area from forest lands (100+ HA lots) to 
settlement containment areas (1HQ and 2HA lots), with the right to 
public water 
 
-remove the right to public water in the E. Sooke 
settlement containment areas 
 
-reduce the areas to be converted from 
Forest to settlement in the Port Renfrew area. 
 
- add more parks and other protected areas if some lands must be removed from Forest Land 
Reserve and ensure that minimum lot sizes remain 
large (e.g. 100 HA). 
 
- don't approve conversion of Forest Land Reserve and Provincial 
Capital Commission lands in Langford to residential development (areas 
above the so-called Spencer interchange).  
 
the CRD should have a goal of reducing sprawl and protecting the environment and native 
cultural heritage. 
 
 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
changes to the RGS from member municipalities, local organizations and the public, through e-
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The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Ingo Lambrecht 
3375 Lakeridge Place 
Victoria, BC  V9E 1C8 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
Hi, 
 
I am a resident of the Highlands since 1998 and oppose the proposed amendment of the RGS.  
The Highlands have an important role in the preservation of greenspace in the proximity of 
Greater Victoria and the extension of the urban containment area would result in the loss of this 
valuable resource. 
 
The amendment would open the door for further urban sprawl into the Highlands.  Instead, 
growth should be concentrated in existing areas that are already disturbed and are of little 
ecological value.  The RGS should focus on redevelopment of brownfields, filling in gaps and 
regulating growth rather than encouraging urban sprawl. 
 
The conservation of water should be encouraged, and including new service areas into the CRD 
water supply area will exacerbate the need to find new and probably expensive sources for 
drinking water in the CRD. 
 
The financial benefits of the proposed project to the District of Highlands may be small in 
comparison to the cost that everyone in the CRD will have to bear.  Based on the comparatively 
good financial situation of the District of Highlands at the current, the need for additional 
development of the proposed magnitude appears questionable.   
 
Regards, 
 
Ingo Lambrecht  



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
February 16, 2007 and May 9, 2007.  The CRD accepted comments regarding the proposed 
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The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Sonja Young 
814 Cuaulta Cres 
Colwood, BC  V9C 3H3 
 
Municipality:  
Colwood 
 
Comments: 
 
May 8/07 
Proposed Amendments to Regional Growth Strategy 
 
Since the RGS was set up in 2002 there has been a continuing increase in traffic from the 
westshore to town.  As there are no plans at present for considering a transportation plan for this 
area, then I do not think the urban containment boundaries should be expanded for the following 
reasons. 
1. No alternatives are available for transit of people or goods to town other than by road, 
which expansion is both costly and takes up much land; 
2. There is much infilling to be done of vacant or under used lots in core and areas up to 
urban containment boundary; 
3. All single story commercial buildings, such as stores, should have apartments above, which 
would provide affordable and mixed housing 
4. Growth outside present urban containment areas would constitute ?sprawl?, which 
necessitate provision of roads and electricity, removal of natural or agricultural use of land, 
increased greenhouse gases from cars servicing such lots, more congestion from these cars on 
approaches to town.   
5. Canada was a signatory to the Rio Convention on Biodiversity and steps should be taken to 
preserve native plants and preserve habitat for native species; proposed amendments to the 
RGS are contrary to these aims; 
6. I have just flown over Japan and they seemed to have more forest cover than on 
Vancouver Island, but then they have been preserving their forests since 1650! 
 
For these reasons the lot sizes should not be reduced from 100 HA in the Juan de Fuca Electoral 
Area and City of Langford. 
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The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
Harris Nitya 
3182 Humpback Road 
RR 6 
Victoria , BC  V9B 5Y8 
 
Municipality:  
Langford 
 
Comments: 
 
1.  The Forest Land Reserve lands and Prov. Cap. Comm. lands should not be converted to 
residential development as this will directly increase urban sprawl in this area which is contrary to 
the goals of the urban containment boundary. 
2.  If some lands are removed from the Forest Land Reserve, then equavalent land in large 
parcels (100 Hectares and more) need to be added as protected areas. 
3.Shrink the Highlands area to be included in the Regional Urban Containment and Servicing 
Policy Area. 
4.  Do not allow the conversion of forest lands in the Otter Point-Jordan River Coastal area to 
settlement containment areas as this will spur sprawl in this area.   
5.Similarly, do not allow the conversion of forest lands to settlement containment areas in the 
Port Renfrew area. 
The main objective of the Urban Containment boundary is to replace the past policy of sprawl 
with densification of the urban core and the retention of a green zone.  All of the above initiatives 
are contrary to this objective and should not be considered in the RGS amendment. 
 



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
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Received: 8-May-07 
 

From: 
mary catherine reader 
218 Ross-Durrance Rd. 
Victoria, BC  V9E 2A3 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
As a resident of the Highlands, I oppose the extension of the urban containment boundary to  
include part of the Highlands. I think the original reasons for placing the boundary where it is 
were sound and the proposed extension will not generally benefit the Highlands or the CRD as a 
whole.  



 
As part of the RGS amendment process, a public consultation period was established between 
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The following comments were received from the web survey only. 
 
 

Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Allen Dobb 
574 Corry Rd 
Victoria, BC  V9E 2A3 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
I am writing to encourage the CRD not to accept extension of Regional Urban Containment and 
Servicing Policy Area (RUCSPA) to accommodate the Highlands Servicing Area for the Bear 
Mountain Comprehensive development plan.  
 
This amendment has been put forward despite wide opposition from a majority of Highlands 
residents.  The argument for the extension has been made on economic grounds, and but is not 
substantiated by factual, unbiased and broad analysis.  The economic sustainability of the 
Highlands is not dependent on this extension, despite the arguments presented to the CRD by 
Highlands Mayor Cardinal.   Potential income to the Highlands from this development has been 
continually eroded, by modifications to the development plan and a recent Provincial tax ruling. 
Long term social and environmental analysis, both regionally and locally, and impacts related to 
the amendment have not been adequately considered. 
 
The current growth being experienced throughout the CRD must be recognized for what it is.  We 
must not sacrifice true long term sustainability for short term economic gain. The original version 
of the Regional Growth Strategy was visionary and sound.  If this amendment is approved, it 
would be a major step backward and a precedent for further destructive changes to the Regional 
Growth Strategy.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Allen Dobb 
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Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Garry Stubbs 
8436 Alec Rd 
Saanichton, BC  V8M 1S4 
 
Municipality:  
Central Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
 To whom it may concern 
 
 I am emailing to voice my opposition to allowing The Bear Mountain Development to recieve 
special status so they can have water and sewer lines installed inside on the Highland 
community borders.  Please do the right thing and turn down this application by Bear Mountain 
and help preserve a part of Greater Victoria that makes this area a very liveable and unique 
place. We must keep the Highlands green and support this community as much as possible so  
they don't turn into just another mini Langford which I very much fear could happen one day.    
 
                              Sincerly  
                              Garry & Tracy Stubbs                  
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Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Douglas Woodall 
1011 Moss St 
Victoria, BC  V8V 4P2 
 
Municipality:  
Victoria 
 
Comments: 
 
I am opposed to the amendment that would see water and sewer services extended into the 
Highlands to service the Bear Mountain development. 
 
Reasons: 
 
1. Doing so would contradict agreed-upon basic tenets of the RGS Plan, specifically: maintain 
current eco-systems; limit depletion rates of natural resources including the ability of natural 
systems to sustain life; limit car-use expansion; limit housing growth to the major urban 
containment centres of Victoria, Colwood and Langford; preserve rural communities; not disrupt 
natural water courses. 
 
2. Assist to prevent the excesses of development seen in the Bear Mountain development in 
Langford including strip forestry and eco-system destruction. We know of many instances where 
developers have expanded their needs and demands once initial approvals have been granted; 
they can take illegal actions and then pay a marginal penalties.  
 
3. The development seeks to provide services largely for non-resident people. 
 
I ask the committee and the CRD board, and eventually the municipalities to envision these 
potential scenarios ( a few of many: 
 
1. I drove up to look at Langford's Bear Mountain Development one year after it's beginning 
construction. There were virtually no trees left standing, no natural vegetation. And in the middle 
of the new ashpalt, equipment and unfinished houses was a solidary deer with no natual habitat 
within sight. This was its land, its food source. Where were all the other deer? and all of the 
botanical resources that sustain non-people life?   
 
2. the potential for the destruction and life-altering re-direction of water courses and water 
absorption that sustain the natural habitat that makes this area so unique as an oasis from urban 
housing. 



 
3. every person and business (resort, golf course) in the development 
being dependent on a car or truck to get in and out for every aspect of living - shopping, buying a 
simple quart of milk. It is sufficiently far from shopping resources to preclude walking. 
 
4. the area servicing vacationing visitors or parttime residents who must have a higher than 
average income to afford to be in the area for their selfish enjoyment ( golf, etc).   
 
5. golf courses are famous for pollution generation in spite of the best stated intentions of the 
developers.   
 
Finally, if the above reasons are insufficient, I recommend that there be no consideration of the 
extension of the services for the purposes of a Bear Mountain type development until 20 years 
have past so that the true impact of the Langford development can be assessed including long-
term impact on native plant and wild-life habitat; transportation patterns; vehicle and other 
emissions; natural water course flow patterns including during exceptionally dry and wet 
seasonal patterns etc.  It is the first development of its kind in unique hilly and formerly treed 
environment and we cannot afford to guess at its footprint.  We have a moral obligation to protect 
before we destroy/ 
 
Thank-you for the opportunity to make this submission. 
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Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Kevin Brown 
4043 Zinnia Road 
Victoria, BC  V8Z 4W2 
 
Municipality:  
Saanich 
 
Comments: 
 
1. I oppose extension of the urban containment boundary in Highlands to accommodate 
expansion of the Bear Mountain development.  
 
The RGS took many years to develop and was endorsed by all municipalities after community 
input. It quite clearly states the intent of the Greater Victoria community that urban development 
be confined to existing serviced areas. Expansion of the serviced urban area has significant 
economic and ecological costs to the region; it seems benefits largely accrue to those pursuing 
the development. 
 
The proposed extension of the UCB in Highlands sets a disturbing precedent. The costs to 
taxpayers for providing infrastructure are still not clear, the traffic impacts of the development are 
becoming more and more apparent, and the economic benefits to Highlands (a primary reason 
for the request to approve their context statement in March 2006) seem much less than 
promised. What next? Is the CRD Board then obligated to approve the next application because 
it has set an unwise precedent? If so, one has to wonder what the point of the whole exercise is.   
 
I would argue for one of two decisions: reject the proposal completely or reduce the area 
approved for inclusion to that essential for commercial, not residential, development. 
 
2. I also oppose the proposal to allow extensive rezoning to small lots of forest land in the Jordan 
River area.  
 
The forest lands near Jordan River are productive and accessible and are an important part of 
the forest land base of southern Vancouver Island. This proposal will accelerate un-needed 
residential development, reduce the productive forest land base, and make more difficult and 
costly the management of those lands for forest products and compatible uses. Servicing of such 
developments will likely be a significant cost to CRD taxpayers; upgrading the highway to handle 
demand of new residents will also cost taxpayers. Furthermore, it is likely that new developments 
would not benefit those in need of affordable housing. 
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Received: 9-May-07 
 

From: 
Jane Eert 
368 Millstream Lake Road 
Victoria, BC  V9B 6E9 
 
Municipality:  
Highlands 
 
Comments: 
 
Dear CRD planners - 
 
I am very opposed to the extension of the servicing boundary into the Highlands for the purpose 
of increased residential density.  There might be some justification for it if the purpose was to 
support commerial/industrial development but as it stands now, almost all the lands to be 
included in the extension are likely to be used for residential purposes.  This seems totally 
against one of the main objectives of the RGS - keep urban development compact.   
 
I won't go into the history of how this amendment comes to be requested; suffice it to say that 
much of the support it had was due to the impression it would help diversify the Highlands' tax 
base. Other considerations such as environmental damage (both to habitat destruction inside the 
devlopment and long-term resource use due to the distance this land lies from central services 
such as public transportation) and its effect on the Highlands community and CRD as a whole 
were put aside as the pie in the sky goal of more tax dollars was pursued.  Since the realisation 
of any increase in commercial taxes from the Bear Mountain development now seems unlikely, 
this servicing boundary extension has no reason to be approved. 
 
with thanks, 
 
Jane Eert 




