
Page 1 of 3 
 

 Mark Daniel  
 
 
 
 
  
 
31st July 2026 
 
 
Islands Trust 
700 North Road 
Gabriola Island, BC 
Canada V0R 1X3 
T: 1-250-247-2063 
Fax: 1-250-247-7514 
Email: northinfo@islandstrust.bc.ca 
 
 
Dear Islands Trust, 
 
I am wriƟng to provide feedback on the current draŌ of the 2026 Gabriola Official Community 
Plan (OCP). 
 
My concerns relate to zoning classificaƟon changes and changes to the Land Use Bylaw (LUB) 
which would need to be enacted to be consistent with vague provisions concerning a “flexible 
housing policy” in the draŌ OCP, if adopted in its current form.  These provisions would allow 
rezoning for addiƟonal dwelling units including “alternaƟve housing” within a maximum floor 
area outside the defined freshwater hazard area.  The areas where this could occur have not 
been explicitly idenƟfied but from a review of the defined freshwater hazard area one can see 
would be situated primarily in the centre of the island, in low-density areas now zoned Large 
Rural ResidenƟal.  DraŌ OCP provisions allowing for and frankly encouraging significantly greater 
densificaƟon beyond current regulaƟons consƟtute an unacceptable deviaƟon from the 1997 
Gabriola OCP that has well protected the social and natural character of Gabriola Island to date. 
 
Let me say that I do not argue against a need to create addiƟonal housing for service industry 
workers.  I do feel however that the perhaps well-intenƟoned but drasƟc changes proposed in 
the draŌ OCP stand to have negaƟve impacts far beyond the threats that some would perceive 
now.  There is an old adage about a need to be careful about intervening in ecological systems, 
because of unintended consequences that cannot possibly be foreseen at the outset.  We need 
to heed this warning.  AƩempts to promote greater densificaƟon of Gabriola Island should mind 
that, at a given point, the creaƟon of low-cost housing units will become incommensurate with 
what is required, creaƟng a situaƟon where new residents aƩracted by low-cost housing strain 
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exisƟng services to the breaking point.  ExisƟng services will need to be intensified and services 
not currently required will need to be provided.  New commercial opportuniƟes will capitalise 
on greater numbers of people.  Even more addiƟonal housing will become necessary, creaƟng a 
self-perpetuaƟng cycle of need-fuelling-need, and irreparable changes to the social and natural 
character of Gabriola Island.  What kind of island do we seek to live on?  A suburban extension 
of Nanaimo?  I think not.  The Ɵme to act is now, to apply sensibility and common sense. 
 
I strongly object to the removal of the small and large rural residenƟal designaƟons in the 1997 
Gabriola OCP.  These provisions need to be retained in the draŌ OCP.  The large rural residenƟal 
designaƟon provides substanƟal protecƟons to the community, protecƟons not dependent on 
bureaucraƟc provisions or social engineering.  It preserves open space, the social character of 
the community, and wildlife habitats by providing clear guidelines on the maximum allowable 
buildings and floor space of a single secondary dwelling.  I am appalled to imagine that Gabriola 
Island could see itself subject to a flexible housing policy like that which applies to the Mayne 
Island LUB.  Mayne Island is very different from Gabriola Island.  I take umbrage to unacceptable, 
gross lack of clarity in the draŌ OCP as to how a “flexible housing policy” would work in pracƟce, 
including implementaƟon and, especially, monitoring and enforcement.   
 
The introducƟon in the draŌ OCP (2.4.3.6) of the proposed “Rural ResidenƟal” (RR) designaƟon 
combining the current Small and Large Rural ResidenƟal designaƟons does not define lot size for 
rural residenƟal properƟes.  Policy 2.4.3.6.2 specifies buildings allowable on lots 2+ hectares but 
not for properƟes that are less than 2 hectares.  This policy must be clarified to make explicit the 
buildings allowable on lots of 2+ hectares and lots of less than 2 hectares.  The “flexible housing 
policy” (2.4.3.6.3) is problemaƟc as lot size is not defined and the maximum allowable number 
of buildings is not specified.  I do not see that Policy 2.4.2.1.2. on flexible housing is parƟcularly 
helpful is providing any clarificaƟon to Policy 2.4.3.6.3.  Both flexible housing policies (2.4.3.6.3 
and 2.4.2.1.2) as they pertain to rural residenƟal properƟes are vague as to maximum allowable 
number of buildings, floor space, and lot size – essenƟal consideraƟons for policy, all undefined.  
Policy 2.4.2.1.4 is in fact grammaƟcally incorrect and confusing: “… permiƫng a secondary suite 
and a detached secondary units on lots larger than 2 hectares …,” leaving unclear if a single unit 
or plural secondary units is intended to be promoted. 
 
I request eliminaƟon of the flexible housing policy from the rural residenƟal designaƟon, on the 
basis that it is so vague it opens to door to “Mayne Island type” bylaws which would destroy the 
social character of many rural residenƟal neighbourhoods on Gabriola Island.  People now living 
in rural residenƟal areas made a clear choice to reside on Gabriola Island, based on their values, 
principles and desires.  I would assert that “a policy that is vague is no policy at all” and can only 
lead to wildly variable interpretaƟons and complicaƟons for all involved.  If separate projects are 
needed to make explicit what is now unclear then such projects ought to have been done before 
proposing policies that are unduly vague as is presently the case. 
 
This is one reason why the flexible housing policy needs to be removed.  It can be interpreted in 
many different ways, by many special interest groups, and stands to engender major inequity on 
this island.  Certain residents with means will seize the opportunity to build addiƟonal dwellings 




