
The Corporation of the City of Courtenay 

Community Information Meeting 
Summary Report 

To:      Council           File No.: 3360-20-2507/RZ000096 
From:      Andrew Stewart-Jones, Planner 2  Date: February 13, 2026 
Subject: Community Information Meeting for Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 3219 - (4680 and 4694 

Headquarters Road) 

PURPOSE: 
A Community Information Meeting (CIM) is an information meeting to provide residents with an opportunity 
to learn more about a development application, ask questions and share their insights and feedback aligned 
with City of Courtenay’s “Development Procedures Bylaw No. 3202”. 

BACKGROUND: 
• Application: Zoning Amendment Application for 4680 and 4694 Headquarters Road.
• Date, time, location:

o February 13, 2026, 5:30 -7:30pm,
o Meeting Room, Lewis Centre, 489 Old Island Hwy

• Number of attendees:
o 10 members of the public - Those in attendance indicated they were neighbours to the property

and had received the mailout (within 100m).
o 3 representatives of the applicant
o 1 Planner representing the City of Courtenay

• Meeting format – In-person format:
o Open House from 5:30pm – 6:10pm
o Formal presentation with a question-and-answer period from 6:10pm – 7:10pm - note copy of

presentation slides attached.
o Post-presentation Open House from 7:10pm – 7:30pm

• Notification methods used:
o Mailout to owners and occupants whose property lines are within the 100m mailout distance.

WHAT WE HEARD: 
Questions were raised on topics noted below, before, during and after the presentation by the developer. 
These questions were answered by both the developer and city staff. Attendees overall had a few specific 
concerns, especially regarding drainage and notification process. In general, most attendees supported the 
proposed design and density of the development and appreciated the ponds and forested buffers the 
applicant provided on the property.  

General Questions and Design Questions 
The applicant spent time at the event answering questions about the proposed development from members 
of the public. Questions related to: tenure, number of units, type of units, if the powerlines would be 
underground, how strata associations work and how to communicate with these associations, etc. The 
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applicant answered these questions, while also emphasizing that many details would be confirmed at 
Development Permit stage.   

Stormwater/Drainage 
There were concerns about drainage and surface runoff. City staff indicated that the applicant will be 
required to complete a drainage plan, which will take place at Development Permit stage. Staff highlighted 
numerous ways of addressing drainage, including holding tanks/ storm storage unit and permeable surfaces 
(parking, landscaping, bioswales, etc.), among others. Staff spoke to how drainage would be required to 
meet Subdivision and Development Servicing (SDS) Bylaw, which requires that drainage offsite is the same 
post-development as pre-development 

There were some concerns about floodplain. Staff communicated that the property is outside of floodplain 
and is not subject to floodplain regulations.  

Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
One member of the public asked why the applicant is not required to meet the 30m setback requirement for 
Riparian Areas in the Official Community Plan (OCP). Staff responded that the 30m setback is a guideline in 
the OCP but is not binding. The city aims for a 30m setback but will default to the province and the Riparian 
Areas Protected Regulation (RAPR). In the case of this application, the applicant used a biologist to complete 
an assessment of the required setbacks and applied to RAPR with 10m setbacks for the stream. The 10m 
setbacks were approved by the province and accepted by the city.      

Landscaping 
Members of the public generally had a positive view of the proposed landscaping, including the greenspace 
provided and ponds. Many mentioned of how the forested buffers were large and made the site attractive. 
One person asked about the trees along the Island Highway and how these would be affected. Staff answered 
that a treed buffer would be kept along the east (Island Highway) side of the property, which would be 
secured at the Development Permit stage.    

Process 
Members of the public questioned why they could not be involved in the Development Permit process. Staff 
explained that the Development Permit process is not a public process and involves technical analysis of the 
application by qualified professionals. Staff clarified that the Community Information Meeting (CIM), as well 
as written comments provided prior to the Council meeting, were the best way for the public to provide 
feedback.  

There was general concern about a lack of engagement with the public. Staff clarified that as per Local 
Government Act requirements, the city is prohibited to hold a public hearing on this application as the land 
is designated for Multi-Residential in the city’s Official Community Plan (OCP). Staff explained that the CIM 
is intended to provide an opportunity for engagement. Staff mentioned that the public will receive a mailout 
prior to the 1st reading of the bylaw and that the public is welcome to attend the meeting, although there 
will not be an opportunity for the public to speak.  
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Density 
There were some concerns about density and the number of units proposed, with some members of the 
public mentioning that they had purchased their property under the assumption that the neighbourhood 
would stay rural and did not want to see higher densities.  

Lighting 
Members of the public were concerned about lighting and asked if there is a DarkSky policy. Staff answered 
that the DarkSky policy is a policy used by the Comox Valley Regional District and does not apply to the City 
of Courtenay. Instead, there are several policies regarding lighting in the Development Permit Guidelines 
that encourage low glare lighting that faces downward, rather than upwards (full cutoff lighting). Applicant 
mentioned most lighting will be using bollards. 

Timeline   
Residents had questions about the timeline of the application. The applicant responded that they estimated 
a 3–5-year timeline for the entire buildout, depending on market conditions. 

Transportation 
Some concerns about traffic and parking. The applicant shared the details of the traffic study findings, as well 
as parking, which is proposed to exceed the zoning requirements.  

One person asked about how the site fits into the active transportation plan and what type of infrastructure 
upgrades would be required to active transportation. Staff said that frontage upgrades, such as sidewalks 
and bike lanes, would be required at the Building Permit stage of the development, as determined by the 
Subdivision and Development Servicing Bylaw.   

Written Feedback 
Written comments were received from five members of the public. One member was in support, three 
were opposed or recommended significant changes to the proposed development (limit development to 
outside of 30m riparian area, propose lower density development, etc.) and one was neither for not 
against but recommended that the applicant conduct a hydrogeological report. 

Those who were against the development mentioned environmental concerns regarding development 
within a Riparian Area. Riparian area setbacks were previously addressed through an application to the 
Riparian Areas Protected Regulation (RAPR) with the province as a part of the Environmental Development 
Permit for 4694 Headquarters Road. There were also concerns about drainage on the property, which will 
be addressed at the Development Permit stage.  

SCHEDULES: 
Schedule 1: Community Information Meeting Presentation Slides 
Schedule 2: Community Information Meeting 100 m Mailout Notice 
Schedule 3: Written Responses 

Prepared by: Andrew Stewart-Jones, Planner II – Development 
Reviewed by: Patricia Maloney, Acting Manager of Development Planning 
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Dear City of Courtenay Staff and Council:

This letter is intended to address our opposition to the current plans for the
Environmental Development Permit on 4694 Headquarters Road, for the creation of a new
stream channel. This letter has been prepared by Brett and Theresa Restemeyer. We are
the current occupants and owners of property in Courtenay. We have
reviewed the information submitted to the City by the owner Monterra Projects Ltd. for the
properties of 4694 and 4680 Headquarters Road. We have many concerns and oppositions
to the proposed development including its process, extensive tree cutting greater than
Courtenay’s Tree Density Target and on steep slopes, and moving of the current stream
channel that would drain a wetland and does not meet the new OCP riparian zone targets.

We have noted that Garry Renkema (owner of Monterra Projects Ltd.) is listed as an
advisor to development for the new Official Community Plan which was adopted on July
25/22. It seems incredibly likely that Monterra was aware of and influential in knowing that
the properties of 4694 and 4680 Headquarters Road would change zoning from RR-5 to
multi-residential. The fact that the aforementioned properties were sold within a few weeks
prior to the new OCP becoming public seems to prove this statement. There is also the fact
that there is an arborist report from May 12/23 and an EIA/CEMP from June 7/22 prepared
for Mr. Renkema. This is in direct violation of the Procedures and Conduct for the Official
Community Plan Advisory Committee. Section 7.4 states, “Members must declare any
conflicts of interest, including property interests, and must excuse themselves from
recommendations or deliberations related to said interests.”

In addition to the above, the Environmental Development Permit Application was
hastily submitted prior to the adoption of the new OCP on July 22/23. This is shown in an
email on page two of the AppFeeChequeScan document. It is noted in this document that
the application is “time sensitive” and was to be submitted prior to the new OCP being
adopted. We assume that the developer is hoping to use the former and weaker
environmental regulations of the previous OCP as opposed to the new and stronger
environmental regulations of the current OCP. It is also noted by us that if Monterra wanted
to put a development of 9 residential and 1-2 commercial units on these properties under the
old OCP then they would have had to submit a rezoning application. The former zoning of
RR-5 would have only allowed 10 residential homes to be constructed. It is inappropriate
that this application is attempting to use previous OCP environmental regulations but wants
to use the new zoning regulations for their development. It is also disappointing that this
seems to be supported by City Planning and environmental assessors as per the
AppFeeChequeScan document.

Another concerning issue with this development permit is the 10 metre setback being
proposed next to the unnamed creek and its wetlands. This will result in extensive tree
cutting and ecosystem destruction in the riparian zone. Again, the proposal is trying to use
old language from the previous OCP however the new OCP clearly states “all new
development must be set back at least 30 metres from all watercourses.” The 10m setback
would fit none of the DPA-Enviromental objectives on page 208 of the new OCP. It is also to
be noted that this riparian area is listed under the OCP Terrestrial Environmentally Sensitive
Areas on page 209. There is also a proposed plan by Current Environmental for a red listed
wetland (ID-B) to be removed as per page 6 on the updated memorandum memo from Jan

Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



27/23. The “compromise” to this is to create a wetland in a different location where a parking
lot and corner of a building were previously proposed. Yet the new location for the wetland is
already in a protected area due to a 60 metre bald eagle setback zone, therefore there is no
net gain of protection for the Environmentally Sensitive Area. The bald eagle zone should
remain protected from development and the wetland ID:B should at least be maintained, if
not enhanced. This would fit with the policy highlights of “Remaining sensitive ecosystems
are protected; lost or degraded sensitive ecosystems are restored.” Extensive tree
cutting/site degradation in this area would turn it from a biodiverse ecosystem/forested
wetland to a narrow strip of trees.

There was an original environmental report of this riparian area and the unnamed
creek which was funded by the city of Courtenay on July 19, 2019. In this original report, the
wetlands are referred to as an inline floodplain/wetland character slough sedge meadow with
flows that become shallow and unconstrained. The new environmental report prepared in
2022, funded privately by Monterra, lists part of this area as a “fallow field.” It is interesting
how the language has changed with a negative connotation when there is a different payer
to the project. This seems like an unfortunate consequence of a flawed process where our
society has environmental experts be paid by private interests.

It is noted in the Current Environmental Memo from January 27/23 on page 4 that
the unnamed creek is non fish bearing. However, the report from July 19, 2019 reports that
the creek is likely non fish bearing however it states that there was no fish presence
assessment completed as part of the report. To our knowledge, there has not been a fish
presence assessment report completed as part of this permit. It is to be noted that the
Riparian Areas Protection Regulation Technical Assessment Manual (2019) states “fish
bearing streams are ones in which fish are present or potentially present if introduced
obstructions could be made passable.” The description of impassable barriers includes
“human made permanent barriers that cannot be reasonably modified to allow fish passage
e.g. large weirs or dams” (pg.18). It states, “It may be necessary to conduct an assessment
of man made barriers to fish passage. Where these circumstances exist the QEP must
provide sufficient documentation in the Assessment Report to confirm the existence of a
“permanent” man made barrier. This should include providing measurements of the barrier,
calculations of flows where this is identified as the problem, and confirmation from
responsible authorities that a man made barrier cannot be reasonably modified or replaced
with a passable structure. If the man made barrier can be made accessible then the stream
is to be considered fish bearing.” We do not see any assessment findings of this detail in the
documentation included for this EDP.

Another area of concern is the extensive tree cutting and building that would take
place on the north slope of the property. It is documented in Grow Tree Care’s report that
this is an area of large, mature Douglas Fir and large Native Cherry forest. The city of
Courtenay's Tree Density Target (TDT) for both properties is not being met in this
application. The application is 92 trees below the TDT, many of which are to be cut on the
north slope. It is also noted in Grow Tree Care’s comments on page 15 that more trees
should be kept including keeping as many edge trees as possible along the Douglas Fir
stand to maintain the health and stability of this ecosystem. This mature, Douglas Fir
forested area is also highlighted in the Current Environmental original report from July 2019.
Again, another mature forest is proposed to become a narrow strip of trees. This area
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proposed for tree cutting and development is also listed under the Steep Slope
Development Permit Area of slopes greater than 30%. It is even noted directly on the site
plans for the development by the engineer that “these buildings would be last to be built and
are toughest to access.”

Overall, we have many concerns with the current development permit and proposed
site plan build, most of all that the permit is attempting to be submitted under old OCP
guidelines and that it appears to us there has been a conflict of interest in the OCP process.
Were this to be subjected to the new guidelines, many of the objectives of the new OCP are
not being met including a 30m setback for riparian areas, protection of biodiversity, the Tree
Density Target and protection of steep slopes. We are aware there is a housing crisis and
feel that this property could ease this burden however not at the expense of the biodiversity
crisis and climate change. The current building plans fail to meet the targets of climate action
set out by the city in the new Official Community Plan.

We hope the city staff and our elected officials keep their integrity and enforce the
new OCP regulations for the proposed development on 4680 and 4694 Headquarters Road.

Regards,

Brett & Theresa Restemeyer

Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report







Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Schedule 3 - Written Responses
Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report





Attachment No. 5 – Community Information Meeting Summary Report



From: Garth Parkin
To: Stewart-Jones, Andrew
Subject: FW: Garth re 4680 and 4694 Headquarters Rd
Date: Tuesday, February 24, 2026 9:51:08 AM

Hello Andrew – with thanks for your time and patience at the meeting and of course your input.
Rather than reiterate, I am including my comments to the company. All the best - Garth
 

From: Garth Parkin  
Sent: Thursday, February 19, 2026 12:10 PM
To: 'garry@monterrabuilders.ca' <garry@monterrabuilders.ca>; 'josh@monterrabuilders.ca'
<josh@monterrabuilders.ca>; 'jared@monterrabuilders.ca' <jared@monterrabuilders.ca>
Subject: Garth re 4680 and 4694 Headquarters Rd
 
Hi Guys – With thanks for the presentation and information on this application and proposal, it was
informative. I will also make comment to Andrew at the City. Let me first say that I do support the
development in this form rather than multi-family apartment rentals that was the horror story. The
phasing, ownership type, quality and underground services also appeal, as well, we do know that
Monterra are not inexperienced! It should be understood that there is always local opposition to
development “not in our area”, but with properties of this nature and zoning within city boundaries
it is almost inevitable, the trick is of course, to encourage the best possible, which apart from single
family is probably what your proposal represents, for us locals and actually, this general area. The
obvious concerns are the density and water run-off which was commented on somewhat
extensively, did you notice?. My own input re local knowledge and history were only included to
hopefully assist, as I have previously run into pre and post development situations in the past. It
required some 6 years and 8 months with one project mainly because the Regional District staff
would just not listen to locals nor investigate efficiently, nor I might add, to visit the property just 25
minutes from their offices. The mind boggles.
The best of luck - Garth           
 
 

 
Garth Parkin,
C: 250-334-7087
O: 1-800-638-4226
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City of Courtenay and local developers share these values and that the OCP will be enforced in
this situation. We would appreciate being kept informed moving forward.
 
Sincerely,
 
Heather Gordon and Dr. Jesse Gordon
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