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From: j
Sent: October 22, 2025 10:41 PM
To: Info; Council Mailbox; Corporate Services
Subject: letter for the agenda package for the October 27th meeting
Attachments: Transition Sooke to DOS re OCP Oct 22, 2025 FINAL (2).docx

Hello District of Sooke Council and Mayor................ 
I am attaching a letter from the members of Transition Sooke in support of the 2025 draft OCP with the aim that it will 
included in the agenda package for the October 27th Council meeting. 

Thank you, 
Jo Phillips, Secretary, Transition Sooke 

s.22 (1)
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Mayor and Council, 

District of Sooke, 

October 22, 2025 

Transition Sooke Supports the 2025 Draft OCP 
 

We are writing on behalf of Transition Sooke to indicate support for the 2025 draft Official 
Community Plan and the Development Permit Areas (DPAs) contained within it, which will 
be discussed at the upcoming Council Meeting October 27, 2025. 

We appreciate the care the District has taken to ensure as wide a community consultation 
as possible on the draft OCP, and we are pleased to hear that a majority of responses have 
been positive. 

The draft OCP paints a vision of a compact town surrounded by farms, ocean and forested 
hills; a climate-resilient community doing its part to mitigate environmental damage, with 
a vibrant local economy, exceptional public transportation, a network of parks and trails, 
and quality, resilient and safe neighbourhoods of low carbon homes that keep people 
comfortable during extreme heat or cold. 

The DPAs contained in the OCP describe how this vision can be made reality, for example, 
by encouraging the use of regionally sourced, low embodied-carbon building materials; or 
by feeding groundwater aquifers with bio swales and rain gardens. They outline a clear 
path for our community’s preparation for climate change and transformation over coming 
years. Their inclusion ensures the objectives they serve are always top of mind as our town 
continues to grow, and so they can be used to modify the bylaws and policies that builders 
use going forward.  

The intent of the DPAs is overwhelmingly tilted toward encouraging environmental 
protections. DPA 1’s purpose “is to address the climate emergency head-on and make 
meaningful strides towards the District’s Net-zero emissions targets through the reduction 
of building-related emissions.” The major intent is of DPAs 2 through 5 is protection of the 
environment from development, while DPAs 6 through 8 provide direction toward the 
form and character of walkable neighbourhoods, area revitalization, and increased 
connection between “vibrant, pedestrian- oriented, functional neighborhoods.”  Such 
statements are echoed in the DPAs of many other Island communities and are vital to the 
District of Sooke in managing growth, building our local economy, and generating climate 
resilience during very challenging times.  

Some residents fear that the DPAs will negatively impact individual homeowners.  It should be 
noted that the circulation of misinformation about how the OCP addresses woodstoves and 
setbacks generated this fear. Individual homeowners are broadly exempted from the DPAs—
unless they are engaged in substantial development on their property that changes the 
building envelope. 



The Sooke Builders Association (SBA) claims that “The policies and development permit 
requirements in this OCP will add substantially to the cost of new homes”. Leaving aside the 
fact that the DPAs are statements of intended direction rather than “requirements”, let’s look 
at this statement critically.  

Excluding energy saving or alternative energy sources in the build of a home might make it 
cheaper to buy. But the purchaser will then be on the hook for increased costs of heating, 
cooling, lighting, hot water etc. over the life of the building or be faced with costly retrofits. 
Such a purchaser might prefer to pay a little more and then reap years of saving, rather than 
constant financial drain.    

The trope that “building green is too expensive” is countered by plenty of evidence (links 
below) that attractive, comfortable low carbon homes can be built and sold at affordable 
prices. Recognizing that some builders may feel overwhelmed by the need to use unfamiliar 
systems, some jurisdictions in BC, such as Nelson, have developed tools for developers and 
others to learn how to build green.       

Many worry that the DPAs concerning Climate Action will carry additional costs to the 
property taxpayer.  To the contrary, the BC government is encouraging municipalities to 
speed housing construction as well as developing GHG emissions reduction targets, 
climate action plans and environmental regulations.  The Province has given municipalities 
and local homeowners tools to help them achieve these environmental targets in the form 
of special grants to municipalities and rebates to homeowners.   Failure to pass the draft 
OCP will prevent our community from attaining these amenities and leave Sooke open to 
continued careless development, for which the District will incur infrastructure and 
maintenance costs for decades to come— long after the developers have made their money 
and left.  Taxes from new developments will not cover these extended costs and thus all our 
taxes will rise to cover the cost of new development.  

Finally, there is devastating cost to not taking climate action seriously.  For example, faced 
with high claims due to increasing intensity and number of wildfires, floods, heat domes, 
and other extreme weather events, insurance companies have been raising premiums, 
limiting the extent of their coverage, and raising the deductibles.  This will create 
significant challenges for homeowners, businesses, and municipalities if there is no 
evidence that the municipalities have taken measures to mitigate the damage that could 
occur.  

This draft OCP is a signpost for responding to the challenges ahead by adopting a more 
holistic approach to land use and development.  Keeping our town thriving in a climate 
emergency is going to take the creativity and good will of everyone. We all must change our 
habits; municipal governments, developers, builders, and homeowners included. 

Thank-you. 

Transition Sooke Steering Committee: Lily Mah Sen, Keith Rimstad, Paula Johanson, David 
Merner, Jo Phillips 

https://www.nelson.ca/905/Low-Carbon-Buildings


Green building links: 

https://cleanenergycanada.org/report/building-toward-low-cost-and-carbon/ 

https://news.bchousing.org/affordable-sustainable-houses-coming-for-vancouver/ 

https://edmontonjournal.com/life/homes/sonnen-blatchford 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2666784321000371 (click on view 
pdf button top centre of screen) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://cleanenergycanada.org/report/building-toward-low-cost-and-carbon/
https://news.bchousing.org/affordable-sustainable-homes-coming-for-vancouver/
https://edmontonjournal.com/life/homes/sonnen-blatchford
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2666784321000371
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From: Corporate Services
Sent: November 19, 2025 1:44 PM
To: Corporate Services
Subject: FW: waterfront buffer ocp
Attachments: Sooke_15m_Buffer_Review.pdf

From: Herb Haldane <herbhaldane@yahoo.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 10:06 PM 
To: Council Mailbox <council@sooke.ca> 
Subject: waterfront buffer ocp  

EXTERNAL EMAIL - This email was sent by a person from outside your organization. Exercise caution when clicking links, opening 
attachments or taking further action, before validating its authenticity.  

This was sent to me from the waterfront land owners group. They would like some changes to the plan as they want to 
keep property rights intact for the taxes they pay. 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to 
which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended 
recipient it may be unlawful for you to read, copy, disclose or otherwise use the information in this 
communication. If you received this transmittal in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
immediately.  
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Scientific Review of Sooke’s 15■Meter
Environmental Buffer

This note evaluates the District of Sooke’s use of a fixed 15■meter setback above the High■Water
Mark as an ‘environmentally protected area’ purported to protect bird habitat. Scientific and regulatory
sources indicate that this fixed-width approach is inappropriate for avian nesting protection, particularly
for raptors and herons. Instead, site■specific protection mechanisms such as covenants tied to verified
habitat inventories are recommended.

1. 15■Meter Setback Is Not Scientifically Justified for Bird Habitat
A uniform 15■meter buffer above the high tide line is not supported by British Columbia’s wildlife
science or best■management practices. Guidelines for bald eagles and great blue herons routinely
prescribe buffers of 60–300 meters, often larger depending on site exposure, disturbance, and visibility.
These are designed around nest locations, not arbitrary shoreline lines. A 15■meter zone cannot
functionally reduce disturbance to nesting raptors or herons.

2. Site■Specific Science Must Drive Protection
Provincial ‘Develop with Care’ and Raptor Conservation Guidelines (BC Ministry of Environment, 2014;
2013) require buffers to be determined according to local topography, vegetation screening, and
species sensitivity. The Breeding Bird Nest Survey Protocol (2025) confirms that buffer width and
configuration must be set case■by■case after verified biological inventory. Therefore, a fixed buffer
applied across all marine uplands lacks scientific legitimacy and risks misclassifying properties that do
not support nesting.

3. Better Protection Tools Exist
Where verified nesting or rookeries exist (e.g., mapped eagle nests or active heron colonies), the
District should use site■specific protection mechanisms such as restrictive covenants, conservation
agreements, or tailored Development Permit conditions. These tools directly reference mapped wildlife
features and can adapt to real ecological data. Such covenants ensure that protection measures align
with actual nest locations and allow flexibility as habitat changes naturally over time.

4. Trails and Disturbance Within Buffers
Allowing an ‘aspirational trail’ within the 15■meter setback conflicts with both eagle and heron
management guidance, which explicitly prohibit recreational use inside active nesting buffers. Trails
and dog activity cause repeated disturbances that can lead to nest abandonment. For any parcel with
mapped nests, trail placement must be based on professional habitat assessment, not a standard
policy line.
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5. Recommended Policy Direction
• Replace the 15■meter ‘bird habitat’ protection line with a requirement for inventory■based mapping
of nests and colonies.
• Use conservation covenants or environmental DPAs linked to actual features, not generalized
shoreline distances.
• Maintain flexibility so buffers can expand, shrink, or relocate as nest sites change.
• Ensure any proposed public trail or amenity is independently reviewed for proximity to active nests.
• Integrate the provincial Raptor Conservation and Heron Management BMPs as reference appendices.

Conclusion
The 15■meter shoreline buffer currently used by the District of Sooke does not reflect ecological
science for bird habitat protection. It is a generalized planning device rather than a functional
conservation tool. True habitat protection requires site■specific data, species■appropriate setbacks,
and adaptive instruments such as registered covenants. Applying the 15■meter buffer without
supporting inventory or scientific justification risks undermining both environmental credibility and
landowner confidence.



References
• BC Ministry of Environment. (2014). Develop with Care 2014: Environmental Guidelines for Urban and
Rural Land Development.
• BC Ministry of Environment. (2013). Guidelines for Raptor Conservation during Urban and Rural Land
Development.
• BC Ministry of Environment. (2014). Develop with Care Fact Sheet #11 – Herons.
• BC Ministry of Transportation. (2025). Breeding Bird Nest Survey Protocol.
• U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service. (2007). National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines.
• Green Shores for Homes Program. (2020). Coastal Stewardship Practices for BC Shorelines.
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From: Susan Belford 
Sent: October 27, 2025 11:46 AM
To: Council Mailbox; Info; Corporate Services
Subject: Susan Belford letter in support of OCP
Attachments: Susan Belford Supports Sooke OCP.docx

Hello, 
Please find attached my letter in support of the current draft of the Sooke OCP. 
Susan Belford 

s.22 (1)
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

From: Susan 

Corporate Services 

November 19, 2025 3:05 PM 
Corporate Services 

FW: For today's Council meeting Oct 14/2025: confusing messaging in OCP 7.6 Bylaw 800 

Sent: Monday, October 27, 2025 3:04:26 PM 
To: Kevin Pearson <kpearson@sooke.ca>; Maja Tait <mtait@sooke.ca>; Tony St-Pierre <tstpierre@sooke.ca>; Jeff 
Bateman <jbateman@sooke.ca>; Herb Haldane <hhaldane@sooke.ca>; Megan McMath <mmcmath@sooke.ca>; Al 

Beddows <abeddows@sooke.ca> 

Subject: Fw: For today's Council meeting Oct 14/2025: confusing messaging in OCP 7.6 Bylaw 800 
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EXTERNAL EMAIL - This email was sent by a person from outside your organization. Exercise caution when clicking links, opening 
attachments or taking further action, before validating its authenticity. 

This e-mail was not represented on today's Oct 27th, 2025) Council agenda as being received. It speaks 

against the passing of OCP, for reasons stated below, and many more stated in Randy Clarkson's letter 

submitted to Council as well. 

Please include it for today's submissions. 

Thank you 

Susan Bexson 

From: Susan 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2025 9:37 AM 

To: Info <info@sooke.ca> 

Subject: For today's Council meeting Oct 14/2025: confusing messaging in OCP 7.6 Bylaw 800 

From: Susan 

Sent: Monday, October 13, 2025 11:32 PM 

To: info@sooke.ca <info@sooke.ca> 
Subject: Re Council meeting Oct 14/2025: confusing messaging in OCP 7.6 Bylaw 800 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

As a waterfront property owner, the proposed OCP: DPA #3, conveys a switch in perspective from what has 

been communicated from yourselves, to the concerned waterfront/shoreline owners in previous council 
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meetings on this subject. The assurances previously stated should be reflected in the DPA#3 to relieve the 
concerns of so many, taxpayers who have been subjected to this worrisome contradiction. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Bexson 

 
Sooke B.C. 
 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to 
which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended 
recipient it may be unlawful for you to read, copy, disclose or otherwise use the information in this 
communication. If you received this transmittal in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
immediately.  
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

From: 

Corporate Services 

November 19, 2025 3:15 PM 
Corporate Services 

FW: OCP - Monday meetinq 
Letter to Council.docx 

Sent: Sunday, October 26, 2025 3:02 PM 

To: Info <info@sooke.ca> 

Subject: OCP - Monday meeting 
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The attached letter from Randy clearly shows the serious issues if council proceeds with the current version of 

the OCP. Sooke will no longer be a desirable place to live and there will be many legal battles to fight an OCP 

that lacks any kind of evidence or support for its environmental claims and is definitely an arbitrary noose 

around hard-working property owners. Might as well say that the entire island is environmentally sensitive! 

The current version of the OCP is extremely undemocratic as is the process. I support Randy's suggestions and 

DO NOT support the current version of the OCP. Please make the appropriate changes that recognize a 

democratic approach to private land use and the consultation process. Thank you, 

Lydia 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is 

addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended recipient it may be 

unlawful for you to read, copy, disclose or otherwise use the information in this communication. If you received this 

transmittal in error, please contact the sender and delete the material immediately. 
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Submission to Council – Procedural and Evidentiary 
Deficiencies in the Draft OCP (DPA 3 and Related Policies) 
Submitted by: Randy Clarkston 
Concerned Waterfront Property Owner, District of Sooke 
Date: October 27, 2025 

 

1. Procedural Fairness and Consultation 

The revised OCP (Attachment 05) provides no record of direct notice or consultation with 
waterfront property owners. While Section 1.3 lists community-wide engagement, no specific 
outreach or mailed notices were issued to affected parcels. This omission undermines the 
procedural fairness required under s.475 of the Local Government Act (LGA). 

 

2. Absence of Scientific Mapping or Environmental Inventory 

The Environmental Stewardship section acknowledges that mapping and inventory work will be 
conducted in the future. No current data, technical appendix, or QEP-certified mapping 
accompanies the OCP. As a result, the 15-metre shoreline designation lacks the evidentiary basis 
required under LGA ss.488–491. 

 

3. Financial Burden Placed on Private Owners 

The draft continues to require that each applicant provide their own Qualified Environmental 
Professional (QEP) report for any activity within the 15-metre zone, without District 
contribution. This shifts all data-collection and compliance costs to individual owners, contrary 
to equitable planning practices used by comparable jurisdictions. 

 

4. Arbitrary and Overbroad Regulation 

The clause directing that setbacks may be “expanded where possible” remains in DPA 3 (p.121). 
This grants open-ended staff discretion and fails to provide objective criteria, creating potential 
for inconsistent and ultra vires application contrary to LGA s.491(2). 

 

5. Transparency and Evidence Deficit 



No technical appendices, shoreline inventories, or supporting QEP reports accompany the new 
draft. Map 4 remains schematic and lacks survey or coordinate references. Council is effectively 
being asked to adopt a policy with no factual baseline or impact assessment. 

 

6. Requested Council Actions 

Before proceeding to adoption, Council is respectfully asked to: 

1. Defer second reading until a shoreline inventory is completed; 
2. Direct staff to notify all affected waterfront owners; 
3. Amend DPA 3 to remove discretionary language and establish clear exemptions for 

single-family residential uses and maintenance activities; and 
4. Publish supporting technical studies and mapping before the OCP proceeds to a 

public hearing. 

 

7. Conclusion 

Waterfront owners support responsible environmental stewardship but require evidence-based 
and lawful policy. Proceeding without consultation or mapping invites unnecessary legal 
exposure and community division. Council is urged to defer adoption until these deficiencies are 
corrected. 

 

8. Conflict Between the Parks & Trails Master Plan and OCP DPA 3 

The Sooke Parks and Trails Master Plan (PTMP) shows an “Aspirational Waterfront Trail” 
drawn inland across private waterfront parcels instead of along the natural high-water mark. This 
alignment overlaps directly with the 15-metre DPA 3 zone, effectively reserving a public-access 
corridor on private land without disclosure or compensation. 

Unlike most B.C. municipalities, which map shoreline trails along public foreshore or existing 
parklands, Sooke’s PTMP draws conceptual trails through private property without policy 
explanation or acquisition framework. 

This inconsistency reinforces the concern that environmental regulation is being used to secure 
future trail corridors indirectly. Council should require staff to clarify trail-alignment intentions 
and confirm that no private land is being designated for public use without due process. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 



Randy Clarkston 
Concerned Waterfront Property Owner 
District of Sooke 

 



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

From: james burns 

Corporate Services 

November 19, 2025 3:20 PM 

Corporate Services 

FW: Draft OCP - NOT AGAIN??!! 

Sent: Sunday, October 26, 2025 9:53:00 AM 

To: Council Mailbox <council@sooke.ca> 

Subject: Re: Draft OCP - NOT AGAIN??!! 

EXTERNAL EMAIL - This email was sent by a person from outside your organization. Exercise caution when clicking links, opening 
attachments or taking further action, before validating its authenticity. 

Dear Sooke Council, 

It defies belief that a few misguided individuals at staff level continue to attempt expropriation without 

notice, negotiation or compensation. Is this ever going to end? Even in the event that Council ignore the oft­

stated and strongly-held opinions of your voters, this ludicrous nonsense will not be tolerated and you can 

bank on an extended and expensive court battle. Until the next election when voters can elect councillors 

who actually REPRESENT them. 

Thank you, 

James Burns 

On Tue, 6 Jun 2023 at 18:16, james burns <burnsjfc@gmail.com> wrote: 

Mayor Tait and Sooke Councillors, 
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Below you will find an email I sent last March when a motion was before Council to expropriate waterfront 

property by default without compensation. Council wisely and fairly dropped the matter last year and voted 

to keep the 15 m minimum. My points then are the same now. 

I understand that the 45 m outrage has reared its ugly head again. 

I do not recall a SINLGE SOLITARY candidate for election last fall proposing this as part of their platform. This 

measure emanates from who knows where - but certainly not the voters and residents of Sooke. NO ONE 

was elected on the basis of proposing this change to the OCP. To re-introduce it now sneakily and 

disrespectfully is shocking. At the very least a measure such as this which affects so many Sooke residents 

needs to be subject to the electorate's approval through election platforms or a referendum. 

I would urge Council to stop this attack on property owners and focus on the matters of concern to us all 

such as unrestricted growth with no new services and roads to handle it. Now THAT is a quality of life issue 

that Sooke residents actually DO care about. 

Thank you for your consideration and in anticipation of common sense and fairness prevailing yet again this 

year, 

1 
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Yours sincerely, 
James Burns 
 
 
Email sent March 29, 2022. 
Mayor Tait and Councillors, 
 
I visited Sooke for the first time in 2019 and fell in love with this magical part of the world. After multiple visits 
I purchased a small 70-year old cabin on the cliff in the Whiffin Spit area. It is my dream come true. I invested 
a lot of money in renovating and modernising the old cabin through 2020 and am now only a few days away 
from retiring from my job in Alberta on March 31 and becoming a full-time resident of beautful Sooke.  
 
When I was notified by a neighbour of the proposed change to the setback rule I was shocked. For a cliffside 
property such as mine (on Richview Rd in the Whiffin Spit area) such a change has absolutely nothing to do 
with enabling greater waterfront access to the public. I am a hundred feet above the waterline. And from 
what I know of Sooke there are not a lot of waterfront properties left - high up ones or sea level ones - that do 
not already have buildings. That proposed OCP change in my opinion was simply form over substance. It 
would have been nothing less than expropriation of people's property value with no commensurate 
compensation. Damaging value and punishing people who invested in our community in good faith.  
 

I am now informed that Council will be voting on April 11 to retain the 15 meter setback which I relied on 
when buying my property and investing so much money in bringing it up to first class environmental energy 
and septic standards.  
 

I applaud this sensible reconsideration and respectfully urge you to all vote in support of retaining the existing 
15 meter setback as it has always been. I will definitely be in attendance on the 11the to lend my support to 
the others who are equally upset and perplexed by the initial idea. 
 

Thank you for your consideration and time and all the best as you undertake your reponsibilities to make 
Sooke an even better place than it already is! 
 

James Burns 
 

PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to 
which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended 
recipient it may be unlawful for you to read, copy, disclose or otherwise use the information in this 
communication. If you received this transmittal in error, please contact the sender and delete the material 
immediately.  
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WestCoast Design & Dev. 
Services Ltd.  

   

 
Sent with Mailbird for Windows 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended recipient it may be 
unlawful for you to read, copy, disclose or otherwise use the information in this communication. If you received this 
transmittal in error, please contact the sender and delete the material immediately.  



Submission to Council – Procedural and Evidentiary 
Deficiencies in the Draft OCP (DPA 3 and Related Policies) 
Submitted by: Randy Clarkston 
Concerned Waterfront Property Owner, District of Sooke 
Date: October 27, 2025 

 

1. Procedural Fairness and Consultation 

The revised OCP (Attachment 05) provides no record of direct notice or consultation with 
waterfront property owners. While Section 1.3 lists community-wide engagement, no specific 
outreach or mailed notices were issued to affected parcels. This omission undermines the 
procedural fairness required under s.475 of the Local Government Act (LGA). 

 

2. Absence of Scientific Mapping or Environmental Inventory 

The Environmental Stewardship section acknowledges that mapping and inventory work will be 
conducted in the future. No current data, technical appendix, or QEP-certified mapping 
accompanies the OCP. As a result, the 15-metre shoreline designation lacks the evidentiary basis 
required under LGA ss.488–491. 

 

3. Financial Burden Placed on Private Owners 

The draft continues to require that each applicant provide their own Qualified Environmental 
Professional (QEP) report for any activity within the 15-metre zone, without District 
contribution. This shifts all data-collection and compliance costs to individual owners, contrary 
to equitable planning practices used by comparable jurisdictions. 

 

4. Arbitrary and Overbroad Regulation 

The clause directing that setbacks may be “expanded where possible” remains in DPA 3 (p.121). 
This grants open-ended staff discretion and fails to provide objective criteria, creating potential 
for inconsistent and ultra vires application contrary to LGA s.491(2). 

 

5. Transparency and Evidence Deficit 



No technical appendices, shoreline inventories, or supporting QEP reports accompany the new 
draft. Map 4 remains schematic and lacks survey or coordinate references. Council is effectively 
being asked to adopt a policy with no factual baseline or impact assessment. 

 

6. Requested Council Actions 

Before proceeding to adoption, Council is respectfully asked to: 

1. Defer second reading until a shoreline inventory is completed; 
2. Direct staff to notify all affected waterfront owners; 
3. Amend DPA 3 to remove discretionary language and establish clear exemptions for 

single-family residential uses and maintenance activities; and 
4. Publish supporting technical studies and mapping before the OCP proceeds to a 

public hearing. 

 

7. Conclusion 

Waterfront owners support responsible environmental stewardship but require evidence-based 
and lawful policy. Proceeding without consultation or mapping invites unnecessary legal 
exposure and community division. Council is urged to defer adoption until these deficiencies are 
corrected. 

 

8. Conflict Between the Parks & Trails Master Plan and OCP DPA 3 

The Sooke Parks and Trails Master Plan (PTMP) shows an “Aspirational Waterfront Trail” 
drawn inland across private waterfront parcels instead of along the natural high-water mark. This 
alignment overlaps directly with the 15-metre DPA 3 zone, effectively reserving a public-access 
corridor on private land without disclosure or compensation. 

Unlike most B.C. municipalities, which map shoreline trails along public foreshore or existing 
parklands, Sooke’s PTMP draws conceptual trails through private property without policy 
explanation or acquisition framework. 

This inconsistency reinforces the concern that environmental regulation is being used to secure 
future trail corridors indirectly. Council should require staff to clarify trail-alignment intentions 
and confirm that no private land is being designated for public use without due process. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 



Randy Clarkston 
Concerned Waterfront Property Owner 
District of Sooke 

 



Conflict Between Parks & Trails Master Plan and OCP DPA 
3 – Shoreline Alignment Analysis 
Prepared by: Randy Clarkston 
Date: October 27, 2025 

 

Summary 

The Sooke Parks and Trails Master Plan (PTMP) illustrates an “Aspirational Waterfront Trail” 
that crosses private waterfront parcels rather than following the natural high-water mark. 
This conceptual route overlaps with the 15-metre DPA 3 (Foreshore/Shoreline) zone proposed in 
the OCP. 
Together, these policies effectively reserve a public corridor within private land without 
transparent consultation, compensation, or mapping justification. 
This alignment conflicts with standard municipal practice elsewhere in coastal B.C., where 
shoreline trails are drawn along existing public foreshore or Crown-land boundaries. 

 

Comparative Table 

Feature Parks & Trails Master Plan (PTMP) OCP DPA 3 (Foreshore / Shoreline) 

Alignment 
Aspirational Waterfront Trail drawn 
inland across multiple private 
waterfront parcels. 

Fixed 15 m setback above the high-water 
mark, extending through same private 
parcels. 

Legal Status 
Illustrative only; no indication of 
acquisition policy or legal rights-of-
way. 

Binding regulatory area restricting 
development; effectively reserves 
corridor. 

Consultation No record of direct contact with 
affected property owners. 

No specific consultation or mailed 
notices to waterfront owners. 

Mapping 
Basis 

Conceptual schematic map; no parcel 
boundaries shown. 

Generalized map; no geospatial data or 
QEP inventory. 

Policy Effect Suggests future public access route 
across private property. 

Restricts land use in identical corridor; 
doubles as de facto trail buffer. 

 

Conclusion 

In combination, the PTMP and DPA 3 establish overlapping designations that blur the boundary 
between public aspiration and private property rights. 
Council should require staff to clarify trail alignment, identify affected parcels, and confirm that 



no public access will be pursued through private lands without transparent negotiation and 
compensation. 

 

Prepared and submitted by: 
Randy Clarkston 
Concerned Waterfront Property Owner 
District of Sooke 
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Doris Pickelein 
Sooke resident and home owner 
 
 
 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended recipient it may be 
unlawful for you to read, copy, disclose or otherwise use the information in this communication. If you received this 
transmittal in error, please contact the sender and delete the material immediately.  





1-11



1-12







1

From: Corporate Services
Sent: November 19, 2025 4:16 PM
To: Corporate Services
Subject: FW: OCP Input - Need to Increase Foreshore Protection from 15 m to 30 m

From: J  
Sent: Sunday, November 2, 2025 8:54:23 AM 
To: Maja Tait <mtait@sooke.ca>; Jeff Bateman <jbateman@sooke.ca>; Megan McMath <mmcmath@sooke.ca>; Tony 
St-Pierre <tstpierre@sooke.ca>; Al Beddows <abeddows@sooke.ca>; Kevin Pearson <kpearson@sooke.ca>; Herb 
Haldane <hhaldane@sooke.ca>; Raechel Gray <rgray@sooke.ca>; Jeff Carter <jcarter@sooke.ca>; Jayden Riley 
<JRiley@sooke.ca>; Christina Moog <cmoog@sooke.ca>; Chris Marshall <CMarshall@sooke.ca> 
Subject: OCP Input - Need to Increase Foreshore Protection from 15 m to 30 m  

EXTERNAL EMAIL - This email was sent by a person from outside your organization. Exercise caution when clicking links, opening 
attachments or taking further action, before validating its authenticity.  

November 1, 2025  

Re: Need to Increase Foreshore Protection from 15 m to 30 m 

Mayor, Council and Staff: 

I am writing to request that Council reconsider the recent reduction of the foreshore protection zone from 30 meters to 
15 meters, which was approved on March 28, 2022, in response to feedback from a group of waterfront property 
owners. While their concerns regarding property entitlement is understandable, we must recognize the long-term, 
broader consequences for our community, the environment, and our shared future in the face of climate change. 

The Need for Foreshore Protection 
The urgency of this request has been made even clearer by Sooke’s recently commissioned study of Whiffen Spit, which 
revealed critical findings regarding the detrimental effects of foreshore development. Retaining walls along the 
foreshore will accelerate the degradation of critical coastal features, including the eventual disappearance of "Whiffen 
Island." This will lead to the loss of habitat, biodiversity, and the natural processes that sustain the delicate balance of 
our coastal ecosystems. 

As we all know, Sooke’s coast is highly vulnerable to the effects of rising sea levels and increasingly unpredictable 
weather patterns. The foreshore is our first line of defense, and as such, it is critical that we ensure its resilience, not 
just for the waterfront property owners but for all members of the Sooke community. 

Rising Sea Levels and Foreshore Disintegration 
Evidence of foreshore disintegration in response to rising tidal waters is already visible in areas such as Ed MacGregor 
Park, as demonstrated by the attached images. The impact of rising sea levels and increased storm intensity is not a 
distant threat—it is already happening. For example, the 2021 atmospheric river event caused a culvert failure on West 
Coast Road, leading to a significant foreshore landslide. The subsequent geotechnical study confirmed that the bank is 
comprised of medium slippery clay, highly susceptible to failure when subjected to increased water infiltration. 
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Furthermore, undercutting from rising sea levels is weakening slopes and exacerbating erosion, endangering both 
private property and public infrastructure. 

The Cost of Inaction 
The costs of failing to address these risks are substantial. The $2.2 million spent by the Ministry of Transportation and 
Transit to remediate the slope after the landslide on West Coast Road is one example of what Sooke taxpayers will bear 
as the consequences of inadequate foreshore protection become more apparent. While this remediation was funded by 
the province, it was ultimately Sooke residents who financed the broader costs. 

In addition, the expected rise in insurance premiums due to the increased risk of flooding, landslides, and foreshore 
failure will impact every resident in Sooke. This is a financial burden that can and should be mitigated through stronger 
protective measures today. 

The long-term environmental and economic consequences of allowing development too close to unstable foreshore 
areas are clear. As climate change accelerates, we can expect more frequent and severe storms, rising sea levels, and 
increased flooding risks. By failing to take action now, we are setting ourselves up for future crisis—one that will be 
visible to everyone, with irreversible damage to our natural environment and significant financial costs to all taxpayers. 

The Case for a 30 Meter Foreshore Protection Zone 
We are not alone in recognizing the importance of robust foreshore protection. Municipalities across the region, 
including Colwood, Metchosin, and East Sooke, have adopted a 30-meter foreshore protection zone to safeguard 
against these threats. As Sooke continues to prioritize environmental stewardship and sustainable development, it is 
imperative that we align our policies with the best available science and climate adaptation strategies. 

It is time for Sooke to show leadership by committing to stronger foreshore protection and extending the buffer from 15 
meters to 30 meters, in line with the recommendations of climate adaptation studies and the protection of our unique 
coastal environment. 

Conclusion 
The decision to reduce foreshore protection from 30 meters to 15 meters was made in response to the concerns of a 
select group of waterfront property owners, but the broader community must be considered in this matter. We all 
stand to lose from the erosion of our foreshore, whether through direct property damage, higher insurance premiums, 
or the loss of the unique and natural beauty of our coast. 

I respectfully urge Council to reconsider this decision and take action to increase the foreshore protection zone back to 
30 meters. This is not just a matter of protecting property—it is about ensuring the long-term health of our coastal 
environment, the resilience of our community, and the preservation of Sooke’s natural beauty for future generations. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I look forward to seeing the council take action that reflects both the needs 
of our community and the reality of climate change. 

Sincerely, 

Janel Kent 
Sooke, V9Z 0A2 

 
 

 
Attachments  
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Image 1 

Disintegration of the foreshore due to rising sea levels evidenced at MacGregor Park 
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Image 2, 3, 4 & 5 
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Context - These pictures were taken from the west end of the Ed MacGregor boardwalk 
looking toward the government wharf.  
In 2021 as a result of an atmospheric river, a culvert failed on Westcoast Road between 
Ed MacGregor Park and Maple Ave. resulting in a foreshore landslide. The resulting 
geotechnical study included a core drill to 20 m. This drill confirmed there was no bedrock, 
and that the bank was comprised of a medium slippery clay that water logs and fails when 
subjected to the intrusion of fresh water. The slope was further weakened by undercutting 
of the foreshore due to rising sea levels. This undercutting steepens slopes as the toe of 
the bank moves inland. The pictures show the remedial work undertaken by the Ministry 
of Transportation and Transit. The denuded slope clearly shows the vulnerability of the 
high clay bank with houses built too close to the edge without bedrock underpinning. The 
cost of the remediation was $2.2 million. Three offshore barges with an overhead crane 
and onboard excavator assisted the project.  
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Picture 6  

Clearcutting adjacent to Ed MacGregor Park three years ago and construction down the bank was enabled by the 
reduced 15 m foreshore protection. These properties are a few doors down from the landslide on the same clay slope. 
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Picture 6 
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While the District Sooke did not directly pay $2.2 million for the landslide remediation, 
Sooke taxpayers did. Sooke taxpayers will also bear the increased costs for lowland 
foreshore flooding predicted by the CRD climate adaption studies. And, all residents will 
pay the costs of rising insurance premiums caused by large payouts for foreshore failure, 
flooding and landslides.  
 

Ignoring the short and long term effects of climate change is no longer a viable option. 
Dealing with residences built too close to unstable foreshores will come as at tremendous 
cost to residents and taxpayers. And our failures will be dishearteningly visible for 
everyone to see. This permanent degradation and disfigurement of our foreshore will last for the 
foreseeable future. Residents can longer walk the foreshore at low tide. Our town’s vision 
encompassed by the “Where the Rainforest meets the Sea” slogan has now become “Where the 
Rainforest meets the Remediated Foreshore”.  
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First, the Table of Contents is not complete. The first 15 pages of the OCP aren't referenced at all as contents. This is a material 
omission; every part of the OCP needs to be identified by page for its readers. Especially important to show in the Table of Contents 
are the Preamble, the single most important component of the OCP, which explains the six guiding messages that drive the OCP, and 
the OCP's vision statement. 
 
Enclosed is a proposed insert to the Table of Contents. It uses Roman numbers for pagination, which is a common way to differentiate 
lead-in materials from the body of a document (which then should start with a page number 1). 
 
Regards, Katherine Parsons 
 
 
 
 
 





INSERT (replacing �tle and vision statement paragraph on page xiv): 

 

PICTURE SOOKE:  THE VISION FOR OUR COMMUNITY 

We picture Sooke as retaining its unique “wild by nature” 
character while preparing for economic and population 
growth.  As a small town with a big heart, we are committed 
to improving the livability of our community1, protecting our 
natural environment2, facing climate change, and enhancing 
our relationship with the T’Souke Nation.  

 

 

In the other places in the OCP’s vision statement appears, e.g., second paragraph of Preamble and on 
the illustration on page 21, replace it there as well. 

 

 
1 This phrase is to reference the OCP’s commitments for affordable housing, increased mobility and transportation, 
improved infrastructure and enhancements to the Town Centre, and similar. 
2 This phrase is to reference the zero-emissions, energy-saving, ecology-preserving and similar commitments set 
forth in the OCP. 











INSERT (revisions in Part 4 to preserve Council flexibility): 

Objec�ve 4.4.2 “Promote construc�on of Construct new buildings to net-zero emissions 
standards.” 

 Make same revision on page 106 in the 2nd bullet of page under Complementary 
Green Building Objectives. 

 

Policy 4.9.1.1 “Allow suppor�ng in all areas of Sooke selected by Council….” 

 Absent this change, this policy contradicts the OPC’s directive to concentrate 
development in the Town Centre and Policy 4.9.6 that requires minimizing pressure 
on ecological and agricultural land. 

 

Policy 4.9.2.8 “Consider rezoning Rezone large lot parcels for smaller parcel sizes and 
subdivisions….” 

 

Policy 4.11.3.2  “Consider compensating Allow for the compensation of equity-seeking groups….” 

 Absent this change, the policy can be read to mandate that the District pay such 
compensation. 

 

 

 

 

 

This is an incomplete list.  Please review all stated policies and action items in Part 4 and revise potentially-
controversial District mandates into options for action by Council. 

 

























































































































Letter to the Editor of the Sooke New Mirror - October 30, 2025


The recent BC court decision granting aboriginal title to private property in some 
parts of Richmond should concern all homeowners and property owners in BC, 
but especially those of us who own homes or property in Sooke.  Why should 
this be the case? Because embedded in the new 232-page Official Community 
Plan (OCP) —which Council intends to pass before the end of this year —is the 
following goal: “[To] Commit to addressing the urgent need to respect and 
promote the inherent right of Indigenous peoples including their rights to the 
land, territories, and resources,” (p. 145).  In fact, in the Land Acknowledgement 
at the beginning of the document, this OCP lays the groundwork for this goal by 
claiming that “[these are] Indigenous .. land rights in the territory that includes 
and encompasses Sooke.”  


Further, deep within this lengthy, vague, and confusing document is Action 
4.11.1.2 (p. 146), which  requires Sooke to “  … commit to developing an action 
plan to implement UNDRIP locally.”  The term “UNDRIP" (which is not defined 
anywhere in the document) stands for United Nations Declaration on the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples.  This is a non-binding international declaration that the 
NDP government of BC has incorporated into DRIPA (Declaration on the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples Act).  Under this law, the NDP has completely failed to 
defend private property rights in BC.  


The consequences are real:  at least one Richmond homeowner has been 
informed that his mortgage will not be renewed because of title concerns. 


There are many other grave issues with this proposed OCP, ranging from very 
high levels of densification in Sooke (much more traffic) to numerous expensive 
net-zero initiatives that have not been costed and will result in much higher 
property taxes (to name but two of several other serious concerns).  I urge all 
homeowners and property owners in Sooke to find out about the proposed OCP, 
read the whole thing (if you can), and contact the Mayor and Councillors to let 
them know that you oppose this OCP.  Our future and the future of Sooke is at 
stake.


Veronica Pemberton-Billing

Sooke 
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From: Katherine Parsons
Sent: November 12, 2025 6:52 AM
To: Corporate Services
Cc: Maja Tait; Jeff Bateman; Raechel Gray
Subject: Withdraw email 3 of 8 re Part 6.1 of OCP
Attachments: Action Items from OCP Part 3 Land Use.pdf

Dear Sooke Corporate Services, 
I withdraw my prior email 3 of 8, and ask that you please disregard it. I was wrong; there are not inconsistencies 
between the Actions Items described in Part 4 of the draft OCP where they are repeated in Part 6.1.  

1. Part 6.1 is Mostly Redundant - I still encourage you to delete the nineteen pages of Part 6.1. They repeat the Action Items 
from Part 4 merely to denote items' general timeframe and leadership. These two bits of data can surely be shown with the 
Action Items in Part 4. (At the end of Part 4 you could note that the OCP sets forth over 120 Action Items, if it is important
to report the total. Also, please note that in Part 6.1, the row for item 4.6.4.6 is missing number "63" and so subsequent
numbers are off by one.)

2. Land Use Action Items - On a related topic, the first three rows of Part 6.1's charts, entitled "Action Items / Land Use"
set out Action Items not elsewhere found in the OCP. Such land use Action Items should be included in the body of the
OCP under Section 3.1 "Growth Management Objectives," but they are not. Please see the attached markup, where I've
numbered inserted these Action Items as #s 3.1.1.1, 3.1.4.1, and 3.1.4.2 (so that they appear here in the OCP's narrative
text and are not "lost in the reeds" of Part 6's charts). Plus see suggested language revisions.

Thanks for all your hard work on the OCP. 
Regards, Katherine Parsons 
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partnership opportunities and undermines the trust built through previous approvals such as Wadams Way and 
town centre improvements. 

The Need for Immediate Re-engagement with the Ministry 

Given the scale of growth contemplated under the new OCP and Bill 44, the bypass is no longer an optional long-term 
consideration—it is an essential component of Sooke’s transportation system. Re-establishing alignment with the Ministry 
is critical to ensuring: 

 regional traffic mobility
 emergency response reliability
 school and commuter traffic management
 future transit viability
 economic development and goods movement
 evacuation preparedness

Without a bypass, the transportation impacts of the new OCP will be severe and long-lasting. 

Request 

For these reasons, I respectfully submit the following: 

The District should not advance the proposed OCP to Public Hearing until it has been aligned with the MOU and 
a clear, mutually agreed-upon transportation strategy has been re-established with the Ministry of 
Transportation. 

This alignment should include: 

 explicit protection of the bypass corridor, or
 a jointly endorsed alternative arterial solution that provides equivalent east–west capacity.

Only after this foundational transportation issue has been addressed should the OCP proceed to the public for formal 
consideration. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. The community deserves a growth plan that is both responsible and 
coordinated with the Province, ensuring that Sooke’s transportation network can support the rapid densification now 
underway. 

I would welcome the opportunity to discuss this further or provide supporting documentation upon request. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Randy Clarkston 

Sent with Mailbird - it's free 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL The information transmitted is intended only for the person or entity to which it is 
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the intended recipient it may be 
unlawful for you to read, copy, disclose or otherwise use the information in this communication. If you received this 
transmittal in error, please contact the sender and delete the material immediately.  









THEN THE DISTRICT EXCHANGED LANDS WITH PRESTIGE HOTEL IN ORDER TO
GIVE THEM A PRE-ZONED PROPERTY THAT ALLOWED THE HOTEL TO BE BUILT
EVEN THOUGH MINISTRY OF HIGHWAYS REFUSED THE APPLICATION  ---  THESE
TWO INSTANCES RUINED OUR CHANCES FOR ANOTHER GRANT AND MADE A
MOCKERY OF THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH MOTH

MOTH WAS NOT AMUSED

IN 2011 WE HAD A NEW MAYOR - WHO WAS AGAIN SHOWN THIS HISTORY
HE APOROACHED HIGHWAYS AND THEY
ASKED FOR A DISPLAY OF GOOD FAITH BY BUILDING PART OF THE BYPASS
AND SUBSEQUENTLY WE GOT PERMISSION FOR THE ROUND ABOUT AND
SIDEWALKS IN THE "TOWN CENTER" all at the taxpayers expense - no grants

THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WAS REINSTATED FEB 2013 WITH
SOME MINOR CHANGES TO THE ROUTE.



MINISTRY ALLOWED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF WADDAMS WAY
AND FOR THE SIDEWALKS AND ROUND-ABOUT IN THE TOWN CENTRE



WE LOOKED LIKE WE WERE BACK ON TRACK
THE NEW OCP HOWEVER DOES NOT RECOGINIZE THIS IMPORTANT FIX FOR
OUR TRAFFIC PROBLEMS , THE NEW TRANSPORTATION PLAN - HARDLY
TOUCHES ON IT  WHEN IT SHOULD BE THE CENTER OF THE TRANSPORTATION
AND MASTER PLAN AND THE NEW OCP OFFERS NO PROTECTION TO THE

BYPASS CORRIDOR
THE NEW OCP NEEDS THESE FRONT AND CENTRE AND OUR COUNCIL /
STAFF HAS TO START UP CONVERSATIONS AGAIN WITH MOTH TO SOLVE
SOOKES TRAFFIC DILEMA

MINISTRY ALLOWED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF WADDAMS WAY
AND FOR THE SIDEWALKS AND ROUND-ABOUT IN THE TOWN CENTRE
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From: Info
Sent: November 17, 2025 8:39 AM
To: Corporate Services
Subject: FW: HISTORY OF SOOKE BYPASS[7403]-Copy
Attachments: HISTORY OF SOOKE BYPASS[7403]-Copy.pdf

From: Ellen Lewers  
Sent: Sunday, November 16, 2025 12:56 PM 
To: Info  
Subject: HISTORY OF SOOKE BYPASS[7403]-Copy 

This is not discussed in the OCP or master transportation plan
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THE HISTORY OF SOOKES BYPASS ROUTE -

FOR MANY YEARS BEFORE INCORPORATION MINISTRY OF HIGHWAYS
HAS BEEN AQUIRING DEDICATIONS
ALONG THE GRANT ROAD CORRIDOR - AS SHOW IN ATTACHED MAPS

THESE DEDICATIONS WERE ALL LARGER THAN THE USUAL
 20 METER ROAD DEDICATION BUT THEY MARKED THE PATH



 20 METER ROAD DEDICATION

Sooke,B.C.

Great care and effort have been taken in the
making of this design and blueprint. Since
variations can occur with site conditions, local
building codes, municipal bylaws, weather
conditions etc., WestCoast Design &
Development Services cannot assume any
responsibility for damage as a result of errors
or omissions. It is recommended that the
owner and or builder consult a local engineer,
and check with you local building officials,
prior to start of construction

250-642-8803
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AT THIS TIME THIS WAS THE "PROPOSED ROUTE" OR CLOSE TO IT
IN 1999 - SEAPARK / MUSEUM SUBDIVISION WAS UNDERWAY

 THE NEW (TO BE MAYOR ) ED MCGREGOR WAS SHOWN THIS AND HE
STARTED DIALOGUE WITH THE MINISTRY TO START THE BYPASS
 AT A MEETING WITH DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS DEDICATING LAND TO THE
NORTH OF THE SWIMMING POOL WAS OFFERED TO THE MINISTRY
TO HELP ASSIST WITH THE BYPASS ROUTE

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AGREED AND PAID FOR THE SURVEY
UP TO POSTING PLAN

THEN WITH SOME BULLYING FROM A MEMBER OF MOTH -
THE SUBDIVISION WAS COMPLETED WITHOUT THE MOTH SIGN OFF .
AFTERWARDS,
 MAYOR MCGREGOR RETURNED TO MOTH AND EXPLAINED
THAT EVEN THOUGH THE SUBDIVISION WAS COMPLETE WE
STILL WANTED TO MAKE THE DEDICATION FOR THE FUTURE

BUT THEY MARKED THE PATH

MOTH STAFF MADE NO COMMENT AND THE
SURVEYED DEDICATION WAS ON HOLD

THIS WAS THE OFFERED DEDICATION



10 YEARS LATER THIS WAS SHOWN TO THE DISTRICT CAO (Evan Parliment)
  HE THEN ASKED FOR  A MEETING WITH THE HEAD OF DEPT OF HIGHWAYS
AT THAT MEETIN WE  WERE TOLD THAT -- THEY ABSOLUTLY
WANTED TO BUILD THE BYPASS ROUTE AND THEY WOULD ALSO BUILD
US A NEW BRIDGE

TO CREATE THE BYPASS AND TO IMPROVE HIGHWAY 14 THRU SOOKE
 WITH SIDEWALKS AND OTHER AMENITIES

CONFUSION REINED DURING THIS TIME - PEOPLE WANTED TO SAVE THE
GOLF COURSE - AND MUNIIPALITY - DID NOT WANT TO TELL THE PUBLIC THE
REAL REASON FOR THE GRANT -  AS A RESULT IT WENT TO VOTE AND THE
PUBLIC TURNED DOWN THE GRANT -

A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WAS SIGNED BETWEEN SOOKE AND
MINISTRY -  WHERE THE ONLY CLEAVIT WAS THAT THE BYPASS CORRIDOR
BE PROTECTED FOR THE FUTURE IN THE COMMUNITY PLAN

to avoid a lot of growth along that corridor

SHORTLY AFTER THIS MEMORANUM OF UNDERSTANDING

SHORTLY AFTER THE DISTRICT OF SOOKE WAS OFFERED A GRANT



THEN THE DISTRICT EXCHANGED LANDS WITH PRESTIGE HOTEL IN ORDER TO
GIVE THEM A PRE-ZONED PROPERTY THAT ALLOWED THE HOTEL TO BE BUILT
EVEN THOUGH MINISTRY OF HIGHWAYS REFUSED THE APPLICATION  ---  THESE
TWO INSTANCES RUINED OUR CHANCES FOR ANOTHER GRANT AND MADE A
MOCKERY OF THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH MOTH

MOTH WAS NOT AMUSED

IN 2011 WE HAD A NEW MAYOR - WHO WAS AGAIN SHOWN THIS HISTORY
HE APOROACHED HIGHWAYS AND THEY
ASKED FOR A DISPLAY OF GOOD FAITH BY BUILDING PART OF THE BYPASS
AND SUBSEQUENTLY WE GOT PERMISSION FOR THE ROUND ABOUT AND
SIDEWALKS IN THE "TOWN CENTER" all at the taxpayers expense - no grants

THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WAS REINSTATED FEB 2013 WITH
SOME MINOR CHANGES TO THE ROUTE.



MINISTRY ALLOWED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF WADDAMS WAY
AND FOR THE SIDEWALKS AND ROUND-ABOUT IN THE TOWN CENTRE



WE LOOKED LIKE WE WERE BACK ON TRACK
THE NEW OCP HOWEVER DOES NOT RECOGINIZE THIS IMPORTANT FIX FOR
OUR TRAFFIC PROBLEMS , THE NEW TRANSPORTATION PLAN - HARDLY
TOUCHES ON IT  WHEN IT SHOULD BE THE CENTER OF THE TRANSPORTATION
AND MASTER PLAN AND THE NEW OCP OFFERS NO PROTECTION TO THE

BYPASS CORRIDOR
THE NEW OCP NEEDS THESE FRONT AND CENTRE AND OUR COUNCIL /
STAFF HAS TO START UP CONVERSATIONS AGAIN WITH MOTH TO SOLVE
SOOKES TRAFFIC DILEMA

MINISTRY ALLOWED FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF WADDAMS WAY
AND FOR THE SIDEWALKS AND ROUND-ABOUT IN THE TOWN CENTRE
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From: Corporate Services
Sent: November 19, 2025 6:37 PM
To: Corporate Services
Subject: FW: Required Revisions to the Official Community Plan

From: Sean Hutchinson   
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2025 12:35 PM 
To: Info <info@sooke.ca> 
Subject: Required Revisions to the Official Community Plan 

Good afternoon Mayor and Council, 

I am writing to request several necessary revisions to the proposed Official Community Plan (OCP). After reviewing the 
draft, I have significant concerns regarding both the clarity and the basis of several components. The current language 
creates uncertainty for property owners and lacks sufficient justification. 

Accordingly, I request that the City address the following points: 

 Remove or rewrite DPA #2 and DPA #3. As written, these areas are overly broad, lack clear rationale, and
introduce unnecessary regulatory burdens. They require substantial clarification or complete
reconsideration.

 Conduct proper scientific and technical studies before designating private land under any environmental or
hazard-related DPA. Designations should not move forward without verified data, transparent
methodology, and publicly available findings.

 Directly notify all affected property owners prior to any DPA designation or policy change. Relying on
general public notices is insufficient; owners must be informed individually and given a clear
opportunity to respond.

 Provide explicit exemptions for existing single-family homes. Homeowners should not be subjected to new
restrictions that limit regular use, maintenance, or improvement of their properties.

 Clarify the relationship between the OCP and future public access requirements. The current wording raises
questions about whether private land could be subject to new public access expectations. The City
needs to clearly state how, or if, the OCP will influence any such requirements.

These matters are fundamental to ensuring transparency, fairness, and accuracy in the planning process. The OCP 
should not advance until these issues are properly addressed. 

I expect the City to review and respond to these concerns as part of the ongoing planning process. 

Sincerely, 

--  
Sean Hutchinson 
Owner/Operator 
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From: Joe deBalinhard s.22 (1)
Sent: Tuesday, November 18, 2025 11:34 AM 

To: Info <info@sooke.ca> 

Subject: DPA concerns 

Hello Mayor and Council, 

I am recently seeing increasing concern about the potential impacts of the proposed 

changes on waterfront property owners in Sooke. I am deeply concerned about why I 
am not receiving updated information. 

Making changes to private property, potentially altering how it is used and protected, 

should not be done without the property owner's awareness. 

I would like the city to be more transparent and provide much-needed information as 
to how this affects personal property. 

Over the last 9 years I have lived in Sooke, I have seen massive growth, not all good. 

Traffic is insane; we have hired countless employees for the city, yet it seems it just 
takes longer to get anything done. Property taxes have increased significantly, yet we 

seem to receive less. 

What is the goal of the Sooke Council? It seems to punish and control our citizens. 

This email is being sent from someone who rarely complains or has issues within a 
community. I just can't see the point or understand why this is happening at all. 

More information would be appreciated. 

Concerned citizen, 

Joe debalinhard 

s.22 (1)

1-32


	1. Transition Sooke - email_Redacted
	2. FW Waterfront_HH_Redacted
	3. Susan B_Redacted
	4. Susan Bexson_Redacted
	5. Summer C_Redacted
	6. Lydia_Redacted
	7. James B_Redacted
	8. Randy Clarckson - oct 26_Redacted
	9. Doris_Redacted
	10. Fred Brown_Redacted
	11. M and J Beckett_Redacted
	12. Ellen Lewers
	13. L and M Taylor_Redacted
	14. Kent_Redacted
	15. D. Bernard_Redacted
	16. Elsie R_Redacted
	17. Katherine Parsons(1)_Redacted
	18. Katherine Parsons(2)_Redacted
	19. Katherine Parsons(3)_Redacted
	20. Katherine Parsons(4)_Redacted
	21. Katherine Parsons(5)_Redacted
	22. Katherine Parsons(6)_Redacted
	23. Katherine Parsons(7)_Redacted
	24. Katherine Parsons(8)_Redacted
	25. Ellen L_Redacted
	26. Vernonica P._Redacted
	27. Katherine Parsons(9)_Redacted
	28. Randy Clarkston_Redacted
	29. Ellen_Redacted
	HISTORY OF SOOKE BYPASS[7403]-Copy.pdf
	mug
	8 X 11 PORTRAIT
	1 Layout
	2 Layout
	3 Layout
	4 Layout
	5 Layout
	6 Layout




	30. Sean H_Redacted
	31. Kelsey Y_Redacted



