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Phase 5 Engagement



We acknowledge that Nelson resides on the traditional and
unceded territory of the Ktunaxa, the Syilx, and the Sinixt, and is
also home to the Métis and diverse Indigenous Peoples. Together,
we summon the wisdom embedded in our collective traditions to
collaboratively shape a thriving city for both present and future
generations. Nelsonites not only inhabit but share a responsibility to
steward this Land. Our very presence in this city, its vitality, and
existence are indebted to the Land itself and the rich cultures that
have contributed to its development. City planning, including the
Official Community Plan, is fundamentally about land— the use of
land and connections to cultural practices. With the forthcoming
update to the OCP, we aspire to deepen the path of reconciliation,
acknowledging and celebrating the First Nations who have
stewarded this Land for millennia and honoring the Indigenous
Communities who proudly call Nelson home today. 

LAND ACKNOWLEDGMENT
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OVERVIEW & PURPOSE

2024

2025

Phase Two
Visioning
Public Engagement 
Summer 2023

Phase Three
Policy Review &
Development
Public Engagement 
Summer 2024

Phase Four
Draft Plan
Analysis, Research 
& Drafting 
Fall 2024

2023 Phase One
Project Scoping

Phase Five
Public Review of
Draft Plan & 
Public Engagement 
Early Winter 2025

OCP  TIMELINE

The City of Nelson is currently updating its Official
Community Plan (OCP), a strategic statutory document
guiding growth and change over the next 25 years.
This previous phase of the project (Phase Two:
Visioning) involved developing a robust community
vision for Nelson in 2050 that will serve as the
foundation for future planning and decision-making. A
well-supported community-driven vision, grounded in
best practices, ensures that new programs, policies,
and investments align with the diverse needs of both
current and future residents.

This report provides an overview of the engagement
activities and key feedback gathered during Phase 5 of
the OCP update. It explains how public input was
collected and used to refine the draft plan, building on
two years of community engagement—including
Phase 2 visioning and Phase 3 policy development.

Feedback from earlier phases played a key role in
shaping the first draft of the updated OCP in Phase 4.
Phase 5 focused on gathering public input to refine
this draft before moving forward.

This report summarizes these efforts, detailing the
outreach methods used, the feedback received, and
how it informed the next steps in the OCP process.

OCP Update Overview

What We Heard Purpose

Plan Adoption
Late Spring/Early
Summer 2025
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https://www.nelson2050.ca/_files/ugd/5bec3b_3352daafce0048bf91cf072e829a9d9a.pdf


SUMMARY
The first draft of the 2025 City of Nelson Official Community Plan (OCP) was
released on January 21st, 2025. Public engagement was held from January 22nd to
February 12th and then extended to February 22nd. 

The public was invited to participate online through two surveys, a Q&A, and a
discussion forum and to attend one of two open house events. Dozens of
community and governmental organizations were invited to participate. Meetings
were held with the OCP Advisory Committee as well as many others. 

Altogether, an estimated 332 people, 11 organizations, and two First Nations
actively took part in this round of engagement. 

Even more people were paying attention to the draft OCP: 
2,082 unique visitors to nelson2050.ca during the consultation period 
1,274 unique visitors to letstalk.nelson.ca, the City's online engagement
portal 

52% of people returned at least a second time 
The draft OCP document was viewed or downloaded a total of 798 times 

Considerations:

Estimated 332 people: This estimate includes the number of “policy survey”
responses + number of letters received from individuals + the members of the
advisory committee + half of the open house participants + half of the number of
individuals who participated in the online forum and Q&A. We therefore assume
that half of open house and online forum/Q&A participants also responded to the
policy survey, and that 100% of those who responded to the long-form feedback
form also participated in some other manner. 

Finally, we include in this count 3 people from each participating organization,
although the real number of individuals who participated in drafting their
organization’s letter is likely higher.

Unique visitors: are defined as the number of people who visit a website one or
more times, meaning that if the same person visits multiple times, they are still
counted as only one visitor.



KEY MESSAGES

Most people who participated are overall supportive of the draft OCP. Their
reasons for supporting the plan vary: for some, it is its new focus on health,
equity, and climate; for others, it is its policy directions on housing. 

It is important for Indigenous peoples that Nelson’s OCP accurately reflect their
history with this land and that OCP policies address specific environmental,
cultural, and economic and generational inequity issues that are of concern to
them. 

Potecting heritage buildings is the issue that has the most consensus and
unifies the community the most. 

Although it has some detractors, the majority of respondents are supportive of
introducing neighbourhood hubs. 

Affordable housing and densification tend to be the most debated topics. There
is no consensus on these issues, with just as many people saying that the draft
OCP goes too far as there are those who say it is doing what needs to be done,
or even that it doesn’t go far enough. 

Climate action, transit, and active transportation are also key issues amongst
participants. Most people want the City to do more on these fronts, although
some think the opposite. 
Wildfire risk, clean and available water, and the environment are on the
forefront of many people’s concerns. 

Many people want the OCP to recognize and integrate the important role
community nonprofits play, in particular in recreation and arts & culture. 

Many people expect the OCP to be more detailed and committal than it is, with
detailed implementation plans, precise definitions, and more specific policies
and strategies. While an OCP can include some of these elements, public
expectations often go beyond its intended purpose and mandate. This
highlights an opportunity for the City to better communicate the role of the
OCP and how it fits within the broader framework of policies, bylaws, and
plans. 



A vast communications strategy was employed to convey a
simple message: help shape our city’s future, this is the time
to review the draft OCP and provide feedback, visit
www.nelson2050.ca. 

The following tools were used to get the word out: 
Newspaper, radio, and social media ads 
A full back page ad in the Nelson Star on January 24 and
February 6 
A radio ad that ran 91 times on 103.5 The Bridge 
Two Facebook ads leading to 2,105 link clicks 
Two ads on local public transit for a total of eight weeks 
Sandwich board at entrance to City Hall 
Media release  
Email to the OCP e-newsletter subscribers (over 275
people) 
City’s messaging board in front of City Hall 
Mention of the OCP update process on the garbage &
recycling mailout  
Hand-delivered 120 flyers to Rosemont residents 
Posted information at the Selkirk College Silver King
campus and in front of the KTK Rosemont Market & Cafe 

To support this round of engagement, we launched a new
online engagement platform, Let’s Talk Nelson. 

In addition to releasing the draft OCP itself, the following
communications materials were prepared to help summarize
key information: 

A presentation video featuring the mayor that garnered
over 290 views over the consultation period 
Concise background information on the Let’s Talk Nelson
website. 
A 4-page "What You Need to Know” summary of major
changes 
A 2-page handout on how the draft OCP impacts
affordability 
A 1-page handout on how public feedback has
contributed to this first draft of the updated OCP 
A physical copy of the draft OCP was made available for
on-site consultation at the Nelson Public Library. 

HOW WE 
REACHED OUT
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The OCP project team attempted to engage all community
members using the engagement strategies noted above in
"how we reached out". In acknowledgment of the time and
energy it takes to participate, a draw was held for one of two
$250 gift cards for the local Nelson business of the winner’s
choice. 

The Sinixt Confederacy (Confederated Tribes of the Colville
Reservation), Ktunaxa (Yaqan Nukiy), and Syilx were
contacted to invite them to participate, either through in-
person meetings or in writing. Staff also used their online
consultation portals, as this is the protocol preferred by many
Nations. 

The City’s OCP Advisory Committee, Advisory Planning
Commission, and Cultural Development Committee were
invited to submit feedback and suggest changes. 

Direct emails were sent to dozens of organizations reaching
out to invite them to participate in the process by submitting
written feedback: 

The 50 community change agents
Organizations that were identified and contacted as
part of previous phases of the OCP update process;
see complete list in Appendix 1

Regional District of Central Kootenay 
Directors of surrounding electoral areas 
Planning staff 
Nelson & District Chamber of Commerce 
Interior Health  
School District 8 
Ministry of Transportation and Transit 
CPKC Rail 
BC Transit 

Staff reached out to Nelson-based architects, specifically
regarding the updated development permit design guidelines. 

Staff were invited to present at the RDCK’s Nelson & District
Recreation Commission No. 5 meeting in February 2025. 

WHO WE REACHED 
OUT TO
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WHO WE HEARD
FROM
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Altogether, an estimated 332 members of the public
participated. What we heard from them is detailed in the
sections below. 

In addition to submissions via the online platform and the open
house events, 10 people wrote to ocp@nelson.ca over the
course of the engagement period with detailed feedback,
questions, and suggestions. 

Staff met with representatives of the Ktunaxa Nation Council
and the Sinixt Confederacy (Confederated Tribes of the Colville
Reservation). 

Feedback was received from the following organizations. In
most cases, a letter was received and, in some cases, City staff
met with representatives: 

Regional District of Central Kootenay 
Cheryl Graham (Director, RDCK Electoral Area E) 
West Kootenay Climate Hub 
Kootenay Carshare Coopertive 
West Kootenay/Nelson chapter of the Council of
Canadians 
Nelson Disk Golf Society 
Interior Health 
BC Transit 
City of Nelson Cultural Development Commission 
Nelson Pilots’ Association 
Nelson And District Airport Society 

Their feedback is summarized in the section “Feedback from
Organizations” below.  

When a letter has been received, it has been included in
Appendix 4. 



One of the most common questions we got is: how many
people have participated in this process, and is it enough? 

Having gone through three phases of consultation in the
previous two years, we have had a total of 462 in-person
interactions and 1,267 survey responses, in addition to other
forms of participation such as letters, informal interactions, and
thousands of views of the website and videos. We cannot know
exactly how many individual residents this represents, whether
it was the same citizens participating in each round of
engagement or new people.

Engagement is not just about volume of responses, but also
about trying to capture a diversity of opinions and
perspectives. 

We're not alone in our efforts to engage and represent a
broader cross-section of our community. Like many other cities,
we face challenges in turning outreach into active participation
and ensuring more voices are heard. 

If we compare various BC cities’ OCP survey response rates, we
find that Nelson has an above-average participation rate:

Nelson's year-2025 survey received responses from the
equivalent of 2% of the population, our year-2024 OCP
surveys garnered responses from over 1% of our population,
and 2023's OCP engagement survey, nearly 5.5%. 

For the first survey for Cranbrook’s new OCP (adopted in
January 2025), 212 people participated (1% of its
population). 98 participated in its second survey, then 84 in
the final survey (0.4% of its population). 

Victoria’s 2024 OCP survey had 1,457 responses (1.5% of its
population). 

In the final round of Prince George’s OCP engagement, 152
survey responses were received (0.2% of its population). 

Vancouver, despite having an entire team strategizing and
working on public engagement in multiple languages even,
also has a low participation rate. For their latest city plan,
they had an average survey response rate of 2,000 per
survey, or 0.3% of their population. 

FAQ: HAVE ENOUGH 
PEOPLE PARTICIPATED

Vancouver
0.3 % of Population

*Per City Plan Survey

Nelson
2.8% of Population

*Average participation for
 three rounds of engagement

Prince George
0.2 % of Population

*Based on final 
round of engagement

Cranbrook
0.8 % of Population

*Average participation for
 three rounds of engagement

Victoria
1.5 % of Population

*Based on 2024 Survey

Comparing the
Numbers
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The Sinixt Confederacy and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation submitted a
detailed letter.

The letter provides numerous recommendations of specific wording, historical elements, policies,
and targets that the draft OCP should include, in particular for the riparian development permit
area. Some of the key messages, as summarized by City staff, include: 

The Sinixt advances that “the ethnographic record provides strong evidence for two tribes:
the Sinixt/Lakes Indians and the Lower Kootenay Indian Band/Ktunaxa” and “ask that the
city’s OCP make specific reference to how Nelson will address and actively repair this great
loss to our community, and to the Sinixt people." 

Requests for more consultation and dialogue 

Frustration that the Kootenay Lake Partnership has excluded the Sinixt Confederacy 

The OCP should “plan for and support areas that could reflect Indigenous values, in particular
those of the Sinixt, who had a pithouse village in Rosemont, and one at the mouth of Grohman
Creek on the north shore of the Kootenay River, just downstream of Nelson’s airport.” 

Prioritize the restoration of Cottonwood Creek and the old transfer station lands, for example
with natural parkland and a tribute meadow for Sinixt Indigenous plants 

“Nelson must specifically address the economic and generational inequity that comes from
exclusion of Indigenous Sinixt people across a century. An example of ongoing inequity that
directly affects the Sinixt: Since the Desautel Decision, several Sinixt people from the Inchelium
community have attempted to purchase homes in Canada, in or near Nelson, but have been
taken aback by the enforcement of a B.C. “foreign” buyer tax that makes already high home
prices prohibitive for them. The City of Nelson could lobby the provincial government to end
this foreign tax for its Indigenous people who have Aboriginal rights.” 

The Sinixt conclude by saying that “In general, this OCP draft speaks of the integration of
Indigenous values in abstract terms but offers no concrete reference-points. As is, the document
emphasizes settler needs and values, within legal protection of these settler rights through zoning
and development guidelines. It offers no assurances for Indigenous values.” 

City staff met with a representative of the Ktunaxa Nation Council and are awaiting formal
feedback. 

City staff are in the process of connecting with Syilx Okanagan Nation alliance and are awaiting
formal feedback. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
INDIGENOUS PEOPLES FEEDBACK

What We Heard Phase 5
Feedback       8
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A meeting was held on February 3, 2025, with the Official
Community Plan Advisory Committee since the release of the
first draft.  

The committee brought many valuable suggestions on policy
and wording to the table and highlighted numerous gaps and
areas of the document requiring improvement, different
language, and clarification. In small group discussions, staff
recorded over two pages of notes, recommendations,
questions, and corrections. Key recommendations include: 

Add a glossary 

Identify ten new strategies from Nelson Next for inclusion
in the annual workplan  

Amend policy 4.1.4 to consider more than 4 storeys of
height for student housing 

Remove policy 4.1.3 (to consider mandating that all new
homes be suite-ready) 

Remove the development permit requirement for laneway
houses over 5 metres tall 

The layout and spacing were well received, making the
document feel accessible and easy to navigate. 

Mixed opinions on policies related to secondary suites and
housing density. Some felt policies were too prescriptive
and preferred incentives over regulations. There were also
suggestions to broaden height and housing type
considerations. 

Suggestions to refine or combine overlapping policies,
particularly around post-secondary institutions and
housing support, as well as certain land use policies. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
OCP ADVISORY COMMITTEE



City staff hosted two public open houses to provide the
community with information and gather feedback on the project. 

One open house was hosted at Wildflower School and the
other was hosted at Rosemont Elementary School.

Attendees had the opportunity to review 25 informational
boards that outlined the project's background and key policies in
an accessible format. 

To gauge public sentiment, participants could place a sticky dot
along a spectrum to indicate their support or opposition for
various policy directions. 

In addition to viewing the display boards, attendees could: 
Complete paper copies of the online survey 
Leave sticky note comments on policy directions 
Review both the current plan and the draft plan 
Engage in discussions with planning staff and volunteers or
ask questions

The day following the second open house event, the info boards
were posted on the online public engagement platform for the
wider community’s benefit. 

The first took place on Thursday, February 6, 2025, at
Wildflower School and was attended by 31 people: 

For most policy areas, 100% of participants expressed strong
support or support. Only one person expressed
disagreement with the housing and reconciliation policy
directions. 

Participants at this open house did not choose to leave
comments on sticky notes, but many took the time to
engage in fulsome discussion with City staff. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
OPEN HOUSES

What We Heard Phase 5
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WHAT WE HEARD:
WILDFLOWER OPEN HOUSE

https://hdp-ca-prod-app-nelson-letstalk-files.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/8017/3937/1818/VERSION_FOR_WEB_-_Open_House_Posters.pdf


The second open house was held at Rosemont School on
Tuesday, February 11, 2025, and was attended by 39 people.
The main messages that we heard: 

The vast majority of participants expressed strong support
for all policy directions. No one expressed disagreement in
the ‘sticky dot’ voting exercise. 
Most comments concerned recreation, green space, and
transportation: 

Acknowledge the importance of the tourism industry,
and mountain biking in particular, to the local economy 
Acknowledge and support the community groups that
provide recreation opportunities 
Improve public spaces and follow up on the Downtown
Urban Design Strategy 
Make space for community gardens 
Complete buildout of the cycling route, and build cycling
infrastructure going out of town too 
Bike share and bike parking 
Improve snow clearing 
Ensure continuous sidewalks 
Traffic calming and traffic planning for a growing
community 
Participants emphasized their support for the proposed
targets and said that it is important to them that the
City track implementation and monitor how we are
achieving our targets 
Concerns about the cost of living 
Act upon the United Nations Declaration on the Rights
of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) 
Concern about landscaping and wildfire risk, as well as
whether the City is doing enough to ensure sufficient
water supply 

Other comments expressed by individuals: 
Prioritize housing but balance with green space 
Concern about Granite Pointe redevelopment and about
neighbourhood hubs being counterproductive to OCP goals 
Interest in the possibility of increasing the riparian area
development permit area to 30m 
Creating opportunities for more outdoor live music 
Support for retrofits, citizen climate engagement, and
effective composting 
Prioritize maintaining that infrastructure that we have 

WHAT WE HEARD:
ROSEMONT OPEN HOUSE
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228 responses were received on the policy survey. Below are
the key demographics: 

80% of respondents indicated that they live in the City of
Nelson. 

10% of respondents moved to Nelson in the past 5 years,
whereas census data tell us that 32% of Nelsonites moved to
the city in the past 5 years. 

46% self-identified as female, 42% as male, and 3% as
gender nonbinary. The most recent census reports that
Nelson is slightly more female than male. 

4% of respondents are Indigenous, which is consistent with
census data. 

66% of respondents are between 32 and 63 years old,
whereas this age group represents 48% of the population.

 
14% are 64 years old and over. Seniors were therefore
underrepresented, as they represent 21% of Nelson’s
population.

Youth were very underrepresented. Only one respondent
was below 18. 

71% of respondents indicate that they own their home, and
20% are renters. According to the last census, 63% of Nelson
households own their home and 37% are renters.

81% of respondents live in a single-detached home or a
duplex. They are therefore quite over-represented, as
census data places them at 61%. 

7% of respondents live in an apartment, whereas census
data indicate that they represent 20% of all Nelson
households. 

The complete survey results are attached as Appendix 2,
including the demographics of respondents. 

WHO WE HEARD FROM:
POLICY SURVEY

What We Heard Phase 5
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The policy survey was designed to be accessible to the entire
community, regardless of whether they take the time to read the
draft OCP. It was entirely composed of multiple-choice
questions. 

All 16 policies proposed in the survey received the support of
the majority of respondents. 

Top 3 most popular policies: 
Heritage rules for buildings on Baker Street through
implementation of a Heritage Conservation Area 

1.

84% support, 7% oppose, 8% neutral 
Develop various incentives to expand heritage protection
throughout the city, including through potentially providing
reduced fees and charges, tax exemptions, encouraging
adaptive reuse of heritage buildings and relaxing existing
rules for heritage buildings 

2.

74% support, 9% oppose, 17% neutral 
The gradual creation of neighbourhood hubs 3.

72% support, 18% oppose, 8% neutral 

The three policies with the most disagreement, but that
nonetheless received support from the majority of respondents:
 

Provide underutilized City-owned land to non-profit
housing organizations to build housing in partnership with
BC Housing or other housing funding organizations 

1.

53% support, 40% oppose, 7% neutral 
Consider adopting new rules to mandate that new housing
developments include units that are universally accessible
for those with mobility issues or disabilities 

2.

Only 56% support, 24% oppose, 20% neutral 
The City should work with local Indigenous Nations on
potential economic development opportunities 

3.

55% support, 21% oppose, 24% neutral (this was the
question with the most “neutral” responses) 

The complete survey results are attached as Appendix 2,
including the demographics of respondents. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
POLICY SURVEY
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The OCP Feedback Form was designed to collect feedback and
impressions of the draft OCP from those who have read the
draft, in whole or in part. It allowed for long-form text answers
of up to 3,000 characters. 

83 responses were received. 80% live in the City of Nelson. 
 
First, we asked respondents if they feel that the draft OCP
represents them as individuals: Overall, on a scale of 0-10, do
you feel that the draft OCP represents you? 

A score of 10 meant “I fully support this draft OCP” and 0
indicated “Does not represent me at all”. 

The average response of all respondents was 5.1, indicating
that half of respondents support the plan and half are
uncomfortable with it 
Support from those who live within city limits was slightly
higher, at 5.4 
33.9% of responses were between 8 and 10 (very
representative) 
25.8% of responses were between 0 and 2 (not at all
representative) 

Next, we asked if they feel that the draft OCP represents their
community: Overall, on a scale of 0-10, do you feel that the
draft OCP is representative of the community’s vision,
aspirations, and needs? 

A score of 10 meant “It fully reflects our community’s vision”
and 0 indicated “Does not represent the community at all”. 

The average response was 5.3 (in the middle) 
The average response those who live within city limits was
5.4 
33.3% of responses were between 8 and 10 (very
representative) 
27.3% of responses were between 0 and 2 (not at all
representative) 

 

 The complete results are attached as Appendix 3. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
OCP FEEDBACK FORM
OVERVIEW + IMPRESSIONS

What We Heard Phase 5
Public Feedback       14



Next, we asked what the strengths of the draft OCP are. 42% of
respondents participated in this question. The top three
strengths are: 

The OCP prioritizes housing and affordability 1.
Liveability: heritage policies, active transportation, creating
mixed-use neighbourhood hubs, health, environment, and
wildfire resilience 

2.

Praise for being easy to read (plain language), well laid out
and thorough 

3.

 
The next question was on the plan’s weaknesses. Nearly all
respondents participated, for whom the top three weaknesses
are: 

Many respondents criticized the idea that our city needs to
grow, highlighting concerns about the implications of growth
on the community; these included issues related to
densification, gentrification, and too much focus on
affordable housing 

1.

Lack of specificity, detail, concrete actions, prioritization,
and definitions 

2.

More support needed for recreation and volunteer
nonprofit organizations 

3.

Other reoccurring themes include public safety (sense of safety
in the downtown), protecting community character (what makes
Nelson ‘Nelson’), critique of OCP public engagement, and the
need to plan for more specific, concrete actions for the
environment and active transportation. 

 The complete results are attached as Appendix 3. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
OCP FEEDBACK FORM
STRENGTHS & WEAKNESSES
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WHAT WE HEARD:
OCP FEEDBACK FORM
LONG FORM RESPONSES
The feedback form included a final open-ended, long-form
response question to provide any other comments. 

Here are the top three recurring themes from the comments: 
Concerns about growth and the processes surrounding how
affordable housing developments are approved and
integrated into the community 

1.

Preserve the Nelson airport, in particular for medical
transportation reasons but also for tourism and business 

2.

Calls for more specific measures, particularly for climate
action, wildfire, and matters of livability, rather than broad
terms like "climate resilience." 

3.

Many respondents used the survey to express concerns and
opposition regarding the current BC rezoning application for
1306-1308 Fell Street. 

Although many were critical of increased building height and
development, some were supportive of more density and
housing.  

Several people took the opportunity to compliment the plan and
left encouraging feedback. 

The complete results are attached as Appendix 3. 
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Both the Q&A (question & answer) page and the discussion
forum were spaces where people could, anonymously or using
their real name, ask questions, state their opinion, and interact
with others’ posts. In the Q&A, only City staff can post responses
to questions, whereas the discussion forum allows anyone to
respond and comment on other’s thoughts and questions. 

Participation in numbers: 
31 posts and questions 
17 individual participants 
333 views of the discussion forum 

Residents’ feedback and concerns expressed through the online
platform can be summarized as follows: 

Question about how Nelson’s vulnerable populations have
been engaged 
Docking for boat-access communities 
Questions and concerns about neighbourhood planning,
including Granite Pointe and Upper Fairview 
Concerns about the Trevor Street extension 
Concerns about population and housing growth, as well as
growth in the wildfire interface area and parking 
Support for community gardens and green spaces 
Concern that not enough is being done to protect Kootenay
Lake 
Criticism of the policy encouraging the regional district to
adopt zoning 
Question about whether non-market housing pays property
taxes 
Questions about specific land use designations and the OCP
process (engagement and amendments) 

The questions and answers can still be consulted online at
https://letstalk.nelson.ca/ocp-update.  

WHAT WE HEARD:
ONLINE Q&A AND 
DISCUSSION FORUM

What We Heard Phase 5
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Correspondence received by individuals advocated for the
following points: 

A direct bus link between Nelson and the Trail regional
hospital 

Strengthen the implementation policies by identifying ten
new strategies from Nelson Next for inclusion in staff’s
annual workplan 

Work with partners to improve docking options for residents
of boat-access communities 

Concerns that allowing buildings and suites without enough
off-street parking will lead to congestion, safety issues
during evacuations, and difficulties for snowplows and
garbage trucks

An argument that densification needs to be concentrated
closer to downtown and the lake, warning against building
near forested areas and high-risk wildfire areas 

The need to improve active transportation infrastructure 

Letters addressed to Council are included in Appendix 4. 
 

WHAT WE HEARD:
EMAILS & LETTERS
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The feedback received from each organization is summarized
below, based on written correspondence received and/or
meetings held with representatives. Formal letters are attached
as part of Appendix 4. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
FEEDBACK FROM ORGANIZATIONS

WEST KOOTENAY 
CLIMATE HUB
The West Kootenay Climate Hub urges the City to accelerate,
prioritize, and fund implementation of the Nelson Next climate
action plan. This involves developing a prioritized list of actions
and accountability mechanisms (see Aspiration 7 of Nelson
Next). 

Specifically, they recommend that the OCP: 
Review Nelson Next and develop a minimum of 3 prioritized
actions each year and develop initiatives to facilitate and
accelerate the implementation of these priorities. 

1.

Regularly review and update policies and commit staff and
financial resources to keep the City and community on track
to achieving its stated carbon and greenhouse gas emissions
reduction targets. 

2.

KOOTENAY CARSHARE COOPERATIVE
The carshare cooperative requested that carsharing be identified
in the OCP as part of multimodal, sustainable transportation
solutions, alongside transit and active transportation, that can
assist the community in reducing its greenhouse gas emissions. 

They also ask that carsharing be considered as part of mobility
planning and transportation demand management for major
residential development projects and that more opportunities
for integration of carshare vehicle parking be considered on
public property, particularly in the downtown and the transit
exchange. 
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WHAT WE HEARD:
FEEDBACK FROM ORGANIZATIONS

REGIONAL DISTRICT OF  CENTRAL KOOTENAY
The City of Nelson is bordered by two regional district electoral areas. 

In a formal letter from the planning staff, and reviewed by Electoral Area E and F Directors, the
RDCK indicates that “Nelson’s Draft OCP does not appear to conflict with any of the relevant
objectives or policies contained within the Electoral Area ‘E’ OCP”.

With respect to the Area ‘F’ OCP, they also find it compatible, except with respect to policy 4.8.4
of the draft Nelson OCP, which reads as follows: “On the North Shore, commercial uses geared
towards visitors and drive-through traffic will be limited to parcels that border Highway 3A. Light-
industrial activities compatible with nearby residential lands will be considered on a case-by-case
basis.” 

Accordingly: 
The RDCK "requests that the City give careful consideration to what makes a light industrial
use compatible with surrounding residential lands, given that the RDCK lands on the North
Shore bordering the municipal boundary are designated for Suburban Residential and Country
Residential land use”. 

Both adjacent RDCK OCPs encourage “a coordinated approach to development between rural
areas and municipalities”. Other areas of mutual interest are also highlighted, including “the
reduction of the use of private automobiles”, supporting public and shared transportation,
mitigating impacts of future light-industrial land uses, lake access, and natural environment
management. 

Area F OCP supports developing more housing in the City of Nelson: “Direct high density
residential development to established residential areas and municipalities to ensure efficient use
of existing services, amenities, and infrastructure.” (Residential Land & Housing Objective 11.2.3) 
 
Director of Electoral Area E 
The Director requests that the next draft of the OCP remove all mentions of boundary expansion
and policies encouraging zoning for Area E. 

 Formal letters are attached as part of Appendix 4. 
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 Formal letters are attached as part of Appendix 4. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
FEEDBACK FROM ORGANIZATIONS

CITY OF NELSON 
CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION (CDC)
The Cultural Development Commission (CDC), composed of 11
representatives of the community’s arts & culture sector as well
as the City’s Cultural Development Officer, provided an
annotated version of the draft OCP with over 400 comments,
recommendations, ideas, revisions, and questions. 

The majority of members’ comments and recommendations
focused on giving more space to arts & culture in various areas
of the OCP, as well as on Indigenous history, reconciliation,
equity, inclusion, and diversity. Staff have carefully studied their
comments, ideas, and recommendations, many of which will be
incorporated into the second draft. 

INTERIOR 
HEALTH
Interior Health supports the draft OCP. Their letter highlights
which policies support key public health priorities, including
affordable housing, as “being supported to stay in one place for
a longer period of time improves social well-being and fosters
community connection.” 

Interior Health states that the City should consider donating land
for emergency and short-term shelters. 
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 Formal letters are attached as part of Appendix 4. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
FEEDBACK FROM ORGANIZATIONS

COUNCIL OF CANADIANS 
WEST KOOTENAY/NELSON
CHAPTER
The letter from the local chapter of the Council of Canadians
(approximately 40 members, of which approximately 10 are
active and have reviewed the letter) urges the City to provide
more specific actions, timelines, and commitments in the OCP.
The main points are: 

The OCP should more clearly acknowledge and address
major challenges such as wildfire risks, greenhouse gas
emissions, inadequate public transit, affordable housing
shortages, and others. The Plan should specify how the City
will collaborate with other governments to tackle these
issues. 

1.

Nelson should aim to become a major tourist destination by
improving pedestrian areas, enhancing waterfront
development, and addressing transportation gaps. They
suggest closing the airport, pedestrianizing Baker, and
transforming the western waterfront into parkland. 

2.

The OCP's climate section is too vague, relying too much on
the Nelson Next plan without clear accountability measures.
The letter calls for specific commitments, such as banning
fossil fuel heating in new buildings, transitioning the City’s
fleet to electric, and improving public transit with park-and-
rides served by electric minibuses. 

3.

The OCP needs clearer transportation commitments,
detailed plans and timelines, and measurable targets. 

4.
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 Formal letters are attached as part of Appendix 4. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
FEEDBACK FROM ORGANIZATIONS

NELSON PILOTS’
ASSOCIATION
The Nelson Pilots’ Association opposes the policies in the OCP
that consider one day repurposing the airport lands and
highlight the many uses and benefits of the airstrip to the
community. Their letter also highlights that there is a covenant
on title that the land shall remain an airport, due to previous
federal funding, and that remediation of the lands would be
problematic. 

They request that the airport not be referred to as a land bank. 

NELSON AND 
DISTRICT AIRPORT SOCIETY 
The board of the Nelson and District Airport Society has
submitted a letter describing the history, cultural significance,
economic/tourism importance, and other roles that the Nelson
airport plays. It describes the city’s airport as ranking “as one of
the world’s most iconic small airports”. 

The letter concludes with “the airport is a significant part of
[Nelson’s] tenacity and remains a multi-faceted asset. To
consider redeveloping the airport, or even part of is not simply an
economic error but a serious cultural mistake.” 

BC TRANSIT
BC Transit is supportive of the draft OCP. 
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Formal letters are attached as part of Appendix 4. 

WHAT WE HEARD:
FEEDBACK FROM ORGANIZATIONS

NELSON DISK
GOLF SOCIETY 
The board of the Nelson Disk Golf Society requests that the role
of community, volunteer nonprofits in building and operating
recreational amenities be recognized in the OCP. 

The Society also requests that the OCP include specific support
for its 9-hectare Highwater Disc Golf Course, located within city
limits on private land in the public utility sector west of the city.
This privately-owned public space is open to the public for free
year-round with no operational support from local government 

The Society highlights that the City of Nelson provided them with
a letter of support on March 15, 2024, and that having support
for their work in the OCP is critical to help them obtain third-
party capital funding. 
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LESSONS LEARNED:
Engagement Fatigue
After more than two years of outreach, we observed signs of
engagement fatigue, with some community members appearing
disengaged or overwhelmed by overlapping initiatives. Balancing
engagement timelines to avoid competing projects will be
important moving forward.

Timing Considerations
Engagement timing played a role in participation. Cold weather
may have impacted attendance at open houses, while summer
has traditionally been a difficult time to engage residents.
Finding the right window for meaningful participation remains a
challenge.

Streamlining Engagement Platforms
The introduction of a dedicated city-wide engagement portal
was effective but had a learning curve. Future efforts should
consolidate information into a single (one-website), accessible
platform to improve user experience and ensure key resources
are easy to find.

Framing Engagement Questions
Some questions, like “Does this OCP represent you?”, were too
subjective and may have led to further confusion about the
OCP’s role as a policy document. Future engagement should
focus on clear, actionable questions that assess how well policies
align with community priorities.

Clarifying the OCP’s Purpose
Despite significant engagement, there was a perception that
little progress had been made. This highlights the need to better
communicate what an OCP is, its scope, and key milestones to
demonstrate progress and reinforce community input.

Coordinating with Other Initiatives
To reduce engagement fatigue and improve public input, future
OCP engagement should be better coordinated with other major
projects, such as rezonings, allowing residents to focus on fewer
initiatives at a time.
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APPENDIX 1:
LIST OF COMMUNITY CHANGE AGENTS

Ankors 1.
Central Kootenay Food Policy Council 2.
Chamber of Commerce 3.
Columbia Basin Alliance for Literacy 4.
Columbia Basin Environmental Education
Network 

5.

Columbia Basin Trust 6.
Community Energy Association 7.
Cover Architects 8.
Cube Climbing 9.
Doctors and Nurses for Planetary Health 10.
Fridays for Future West Kootenay 11.
Friends of Kootenay Lake 12.
Intercultural Kootenays 13.
Kootenay Association for Science &
Technology 

14.

Kootenay Carshare Co-op 15.
Kootenay Kids Society 16.
Kootenay Lake Partnership 17.
Kootenay Pride Community Forum 18.
Kootenay Rideshare 19.
Kootenay Seniors 20.
Kootenay Society for Community Living
(KSCL)  

21.

Living Lakes Canada 22.
Neighbours United 23.
Nelson & District Women's Centre 24.
Nelson and Area Action Group for Better
Public Transportation 

25.

       

26. Nelson and District Seniors Coordinating  
       Society
27. Nelson at its Best 
28. Nelson Cares 
29. Nelson Community Food Centre 
30. Nelson Cycling Club 
31. Nelson District Arts Council
32. Nelson Electric Tramway Society 
33. Nelson Filipino Community of BC Society 
34. Nelson Museum, Archives and Gallery 
35. Nelson Regional Sports Council 
36. Nelson Tenants Union 
37. Osprey Foundation 
38. Our Daily Bread 
39. Poverty Reduction Group 
40. Rotary Club 
41. Selkirk College 
42. Selkirk College Students' Union 
43. Stanley Office of Architecture 
44. Studio 9 Architects 
45. Urban Systems - Nelson Office 
46. West Kootenay Climate Hub 
47. West Kootenay Cycling Coalition 
48. West Kootenay Landlord Association 
49. West Kootenay People for Racial Justice 
50. West Kootenay Regional Arts Council 



APPENDIX 2:
POLICY SURVEY RESULTS





2. The City should undertake initiatives to support Nelson’s residents understanding of Indigenous history
and culture.
Select Box | Skipped: 4 | Answered: 224 (98.2%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 33.48% 75

Somewhat Support 28.57% 64

Neutral 20.98% 47

Somewhat Oppose 7.14% 16

Strongly Oppose 9.82% 22

Prefer not to answer 0% 0

Total 100.00% 224

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 2 of 22



3. Continue with heritage rules for buildings on Baker Street through the use of a Heritage Conservation Area
Select Box | Skipped: 4 | Answered: 224 (98.2%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 54.02% 121

Somewhat Support 30.80% 69

Neutral 8.48% 19

Somewhat Oppose 4.91% 11

Strongly Oppose 1.79% 4

Prefer not to answer 0% 0

Total 100.00% 224

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 3 of 22



4. Develop various incentives to expand heritage protection throughout the City, including through
potentially providing: reduced fees and charges, tax exemptions, encouraging adaptive reuse of heritage
buildings and relaxing existing rules for heritage buildings.
Select Box | Skipped: 5 | Answered: 223 (97.8%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 40.81% 91

Somewhat Support 33.18% 74

Neutral 16.59% 37

Somewhat Oppose 4.93% 11

Strongly Oppose 4.48% 10

Prefer not to answer 0% 0

Total 100.00% 223

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 4 of 22



5. Consider adopting new rules to mandate that new housing developments include units that are universally
accessible for those with mobility issues or disabilities
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 34.07% 77

Somewhat Support 21.68% 49

Neutral 19.91% 45

Somewhat Oppose 11.95% 27

Strongly Oppose 11.50% 26

Prefer not to answer 0.88% 2

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 5 of 22



6. Consider adopting new rules to mandate that new multi-unit housing development includes family-sized
units (e.g. two-, three-, and four-bedroom units)
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 41.59% 94

Somewhat Support 23.45% 53

Neutral 14.60% 33

Somewhat Oppose 8.85% 20

Strongly Oppose 10.62% 24

Prefer not to answer 0.88% 2

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 6 of 22



7. Consider adopting new rules, complimentary to the Province, that discourage demolition of existing rental
housing and that discourage displacement of existing renters through “renovictions” (a practice where a
landlord evicts a tenant to renovate a building or unit with the intent to increase rent over what was charged
to the previous tenant)
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 39.38% 89

Somewhat Support 17.70% 40

Neutral 11.50% 26

Somewhat Oppose 9.73% 22

Strongly Oppose 20.80% 47

Prefer not to answer 0.88% 2

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 7 of 22



8. Allow institutional uses (e.g. churches, hospitals and schools, colleges and universities) to build housing on
their properties
Select Box | Skipped: 1 | Answered: 227 (99.6%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 49.34% 112

Somewhat Support 22.03% 50

Neutral 8.81% 20

Somewhat Oppose 7.49% 17

Strongly Oppose 12.33% 28

Prefer not to answer 0% 0

Total 100.00% 227

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 8 of 22



9. Provide underutilized City-owned land to non-profit housing organizations to build housing in partnership
with BC Housing or other housing funding organizations
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 40.27% 91

Somewhat Support 12.83% 29

Neutral 6.64% 15

Somewhat Oppose 11.95% 27

Strongly Oppose 27.88% 63

Prefer not to answer 0.44% 1

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 9 of 22



10. Continue to practice comprehensive, multi-modal “complete streets” transportation planning, as shown in
the draft OCP and Active Transportation Plan.
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 31.42% 71

Somewhat Support 30.53% 69

Neutral 19.91% 45

Somewhat Oppose 8.85% 20

Strongly Oppose 7.52% 17

Prefer not to answer 1.77% 4

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 10 of 22



11. Consider offering free transit in off-peak hours and when air quality is above ‘6’ on the Provincial Air
Quality Health Index, both to encourage people to use transit and to protect the health of community
members who would otherwise be walking to help preserve their health.
Select Box | Skipped: 3 | Answered: 225 (98.7%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 49.33% 111

Somewhat Support 23.11% 52

Neutral 14.22% 32

Somewhat Oppose 6.67% 15

Strongly Oppose 6.22% 14

Prefer not to answer 0.44% 1

Total 100.00% 225

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 11 of 22



12. To what extent do you support the gradual creation of neighbourhood hubs?
Select Box | Skipped: 0 | Answered: 228 (100%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 46.05% 105

Somewhat Support 28.07% 64

Neutral 8.33% 19

Somewhat Oppose 6.58% 15

Strongly Oppose 10.96% 25

Prefer not to answer 0% 0

Total 100.00% 228

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 12 of 22



13. To what extent do you support additional neighbourhood-level planning in Upper Fairview specifically?
Select Box | Skipped: 1 | Answered: 227 (99.6%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 33.48% 76

Somewhat Support 26.87% 61

Neutral 21.15% 48

Somewhat Oppose 4.41% 10

Strongly Oppose 13.66% 31

Prefer not to answer 0.44% 1

Total 100.00% 227

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 13 of 22



14. Avoid supporting the development of economic activities that have negative effects on human and
ecosystem health (for example, mining and heavy industry).
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 47.35% 107

Somewhat Support 12.39% 28

Neutral 11.95% 27

Somewhat Oppose 8.85% 20

Strongly Oppose 19.47% 44

Prefer not to answer 0% 0

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 14 of 22



15. To what extent do you support the City working with the Greater Nelson Economic Development (GNED) to
attract new investment to Nelson; and working with GNED to develop a Regional Economic Development
Strategic Plan in partnership with other urban centres and the Regional District of Central Kootenay?
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 29.65% 67

Somewhat Support 27.43% 62

Neutral 22.57% 51

Somewhat Oppose 7.52% 17

Strongly Oppose 11.50% 26

Prefer not to answer 1.33% 3

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 15 of 22



16. The City should work with local Indigenous Nations on potential economic development opportunities.
Select Box | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Strongly Support 30.53% 69

Somewhat Support 23.89% 54

Neutral 24.34% 55

Somewhat Oppose 9.29% 21

Strongly Oppose 11.95% 27

Prefer not to answer 0% 0

Total 100.00% 226

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 16 of 22



17. Do you consider yourself any of the following? Select all that apply.
Multi Choice | Skipped: 2 | Answered: 226 (99.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Female 46.46% 105

Male 42.04% 95

Gender Non-binary 2.65% 6

LGBTQIA2S 13.27% 30

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 17 of 22



Caregiver for a child or children 19.91% 45

Caregiver for a parent or family member 7.52% 17

New to Nelson (moved to Nelson in the past 5 years) 9.73% 22

Retired 8.85% 20

Student 2.65% 6

Person with a disability 7.96% 18

Member of a racialized group 3.54% 8

Indigenous 4.42% 10

Refugee 0.44% 1

New to Canada (moved to Canada in the past 5 years) 1.33% 3

Prefer not to answer 8.85% 20

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 18 of 22



18. Please indicate your age group.
Multi Choice | Skipped: 0 | Answered: 228 (100%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Under 18 0.44% 1

18-24 2.19% 5

25-31 8.77% 20

32-42 27.63% 63

43-63 39.47% 90

64 and over 13.60% 31

Prefer not to answer 7.89% 18

Total 100.00% 228

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 19 of 22



19. Where do you live?
Multi Choice | Skipped: 0 | Answered: 228 (100%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Within Nelson city limits full-time 80.26% 183

Within Nelson city limits, seasonally/part-time 1.32% 3

Outside of Nelson city limits, but in the Regional District of Central Kootenay 17.98% 41

Other 0.44% 1

Total 100.00% 228

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 20 of 22



20. If you live in Nelson, do you (or someone in your family) own or rent your home?
Multi Choice | Skipped: 9 | Answered: 219 (96.1%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Own 71.23% 156

Rent 20.09% 44

I don't live in Nelson 7.76% 17

Other 0.91% 2

Total 100.00% 219

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 21 of 22



21. What type of housing structure do you live in?
Multi Choice | Skipped: 3 | Answered: 225 (98.7%)

Answer choices Percent Count

Single-detached house or duplex 80.89% 182

Basement suite 4.44% 10

Townhouse/Rowhouse 2.67% 6

Apartment/Condo 7.11% 16

Laneway House 0.44% 1

Prefer not to say 3.56% 8

Other 0.89% 2

Total 100.00% 225

Lets Talk Nelson - Form Results Summary (22 Jan 2025 to 22 Feb 2025) Page 22 of 22



APPENDIX 3:
FEEDBACK FORM RESULTS
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APPENDIX 4:
LETTERS & CORRESPONDANCE

 Airport Society1.
 BC Transit2.
 Council of Canadians Nelson/West
Kootenay Chapter

3.

 Disk Golf Society4.
 Interior Health5.
 Kootenay Carshare Cooperative 6.
 Nelson Pilots Association 7.
 RDCK8.
 RDCK - Area E Director - Cheryl Graham9.
 West Kootenay Climate Hub (Letter#1) 10.
 West Kootenay Climate Hub (Letter#2)11.
 Andrew Hamilton (Citizen)12.
 Andrew Murray (Citizen) 13.
 Becky Quirk (OCP Advisory Committee)14.
 Pegasis McGauley (Citizen) 15.
 Steveland Ambrose (Citizen) 16.

Note:  The letters included in this
document have been approved for public
release by their respective contributors
prior to publication.

The planning team is still awaiting
confirmation on publication permissions
for other correspondence received
during the feedback period.

Should updated permission be received,
any additional letters approved after the
publication of this document will be
included in "Appendix 5: Late
Publications."



Submission to the City of Nelson from the Nelson And 
District Airport Society Regarding references to the 
Norman Stibbs Airport in the 2025 OCP 
 

The City of Nelson OCP refers to the Nelson Airport lands as a “land bank”.  The airport lands 
are the site of the regional land fill (dump) that was active for many years until the 1960’s.  The 
land fill contains a wide variety of waste, much of which would be considered toxic and it has 
leached into the Kootenay river for the last 70 years.  Evidence of this can be found along the 
shore of the river adjacent to the airport lands. (a brown sludge accumulated along the shore). 
Any plan to mitigate and clean up the former land fill has been considered far too expensive and 
identifying a location that could accept the land fill contents has not been found. As well, 
disturbing the toxic sludge would increase the problem of leaching into the Kootenay river. 
 
The airport runway was paved in the late 1970’s with a grant from the Federal Government 
(Ministry of Transport) with a covenant that the land remain an airport.  A layer of gravel was laid 
down over the garbage and then it was paved.  The runway has low and high sections as some 
garbage rots more quickly or slowly. Some of the hanger buildings on the airport ramp area are 
having to continue to pour additional concrete footings as the garbage rots under their hangers. 
The City’s assessment for the airport lands may not be taking into consideration that the land has 
limited uses given the huge accumulation of toxins that precludes most other uses besides an 
airport. 

However, notwithstanding all the above, the airport in Nelson represents much more than being 
simply another runway in the Kootenays. The first powered flight was famously achieved by 
Wilbur and Orville Wright in 1903 in North Carolina, and yet, a mere 9 years later, in 1912, a pilot 
flew his wood, fabric and wire plane into Nelson as part of Nelson’s annual fruit fair. The fields 
around Thrums and Glade were a popular spot over the years for visiting pilots, but it wasn’t until 
just after WW2 that the City of Nelson, courtesy of a Federal Grant, purchased the site of the 
current airport from CP and the Ministry of the Environment and launched a visionary plan.   
 
In 1944 the City had drawn up plans for ‘Project No 1’, a 3400ft runway, as part of a series of 
post-war lakeside projects, and in the early 1960s created one of the world’s most spectacular 
airports. Nelson airport was named after the multi-term popular wartime mayor, Norman Stibbs, 
who is remembered for always making the time to personally see off all departing servicemen 
and women, and to be there to greet them on their eventual return, a fitting memorial indeed for 
such empathy. By now, aviation had reached unparalleled levels of sophistication and air travel 
started to become part of the economy with local businesses investing in airplanes and later in 
helicopters. The airport was a dramatic addition to the downtown. 

70 years after those bold plans, the airport today remains a dramatic and very valuable piece of 
infrastructure and supports a wide variety of commerce, including tourism, medical evacuations, 
wildfire control operations and recreation to name a few. It brings substantial business to our 
community, especially the local ski lodges that use the airport to fly their guests to the lodges as 



well as bringing guests from other locations to Nelson by aircraft. Almost every business user on 
the airport uses the runway for fixed wing as well as for rotary operations. Every rotary operator 
on the field also owns or operates fixed wing aircraft for logistical support for their primary ops. 
Many of the privately owned planes on the field are in fact owned by business owners from within 
and around the City and are used at least in part to further the City and region’s economy. The 
airport also hosts the only flight school in the West Kootenays, which trains over 20 new pilots 
every year and serves the wider pilot community with check-outs, recurrency and advanced 
training. 

In aviation circles, the airport ranks as one of the world’s most iconic small airports. Nestled in 
challenging terrain, with its skill-demanding approaches and jaw-dropping scenery the airport is 
on many pilots’ bucket list of places they must visit. Its downtown location brings a connection to 
the aviation inventors and dreamers of our past to the very doorstep of every resident and visitor 
to Nelson. Local schools enjoy field trips to the airport for their first introduction to the magic of 
flight, and it takes no more than a child’s imagination to connect the small planes they get to sit in 
with intercontinental flight and space travel. The City’s Air Cadet squadron relish their first 
powered flight experiences right off the Nelson runway and then they celebrate their progress 
with an annual parade on the airport apron. On Remembrance Day, the resident pilots of Nelson 
fly over the Cenotaph to remind us that aviation has not always been as benign as a sightseeing 
trip over the local glacier whilst Open Days at the airport give all of us direct access to flights and 
the world of aviation.  

Nelson is unique. Its 19th and early 20th century mining heritage is rich and its survival following 
the exhaustion of local ores is a testament to its residents’ economic and cultural tenacity. The 
airport is a significant part of that tenacity and remains a multi-faceted asset. To consider 
redeveloping the airport, or even part of is not simply an economic error but a serious cultural 
mistake.  

 

Submitted 25th February, 2025 

 

Rupert Robin – NADAS Chair 



 

 

 

28 February 2025 
Alex Thumm 
Planner, Development Services & Climate Leadership 
City of Nelson 
Re. City of Nelson Official Community Plan Update – BC Transit 
 

Alex, 

Thank you very much for giving BC Transit the opportunity to review the first draft of your 2025 Official 

Community Plan (OCP). We applaud the City in identifying the role that mixed-use development plays 

in improving housing stock and developing balanced, complete neighbourhoods. Sections 4 and 5 have 

several policies encouraging infill growth to protect green spaces. We also applaud the City’s plans to 

develop more safe, multimodal transportation connections and infrastructure. These community-minded 

objectives will support transit and active transportation choices, foster a more efficient transit service, 

and reduce conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles.  

Here is a list of general recommendations for your consideration when developing policies and 
objectives: 

• That the City of Nelson continue to work with BC Transit to provide and improve transit services 

and infrastructure in the City through the implementation of the Transit Future Service Plan, and 

any subsequent transit plan. 

• Focus on the development of high density, complete communities in close proximity to transit. 

• Maintain and invest in bus stop and transit exchange amenities and infrastructure. 

• Avoid greenfield development and focus on infill and intensification. 

• Within areas within 400 metres of a transit stop (already some language around this in policies 

4.3.1 and 4.3.3): 

o Allow for a mix of uses, including residential, commercial, institutional, and recreational. 

o Increase the utilization of land through increased density. 

o Reduce or eliminate minimum parking requirements. 

• Improve active transportation networks and their connections to transit services. 

• Prioritize the needs of transit and active transportation when new development or 

redevelopment occurs, and when designing new infrastructure. 

If you have any questions or need clarification, please feel free to reach out to me. I am also available 

for any future review of the OCP as it is developed.  

Thank you, 

Jen Getz 
Transit Planner 

jgetz@bctransit.com  
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Draft Critique of the 2025 Official Community Plan 

West Kootenay/Nelson Chapter of the Council of Canadians 

 

1. Nelson faces a variety of challenges going into the future. Many of these issues are common to 
other municipalities in BC, but that does not mean they should not be acknowledged and dealt with 
in the city's Community Plan. They include the fact that the city is in danger from forest fires, has 
buildings that emit greenhouse gases, suffers from an inadequate public transportation system, has 
insufficient affordable housing, has a substantial proportion of its inhabitants living in poverty, 
lacks adequate easy access to health care, and is plagued by a toxic drug crisis. 

 Sections of the OCP should recognize and address these challenges in a systematic way, 
indicating how the City intends to cooperate with other municipalities, the Provincial Government, 
and the Federal Government to address them. In some instances, for example on housing, the Plan 
does do so; in others it does not, or does not do so adequately. What is in the draft should be 
reviewed with the question in mind: how well do these sections function as direct responses to 
specific challenges and how concrete and detailed are the answers? 
 
2. Our city also faces certain challenges that are more specific to Nelson. To recognize and address 
these one needs a vision of the Nelson in the future. It seems obvious that Nelson is highly unlikely 
to become a centre of heavy, or even light, industry. On the other hand, it has great potential to 
become an even more attractive tourist destination. Nelson could become the Jasper of the West 
Kootenays. It has a beautiful location, on a lake set among mountains, yet within easy distance of 
Highway 3 and the regional airport at Castlegar. It already has many amenities attractive to tourists. 

 However, it also has some deficiencies. Unlike Kimberley, it lacks a pedestrian centre, free 
from vehicle noise and pollution and suitable for multiple outdoor cultural events in summer. It 
makes very poor use of a potentially very attractive large waterfront section, currently occupied 
mainly by an unnecessary airfield that serves only a small number of private aircraft, which cause 
noise and air pollution. There is a lack of good communication links between that western 
waterfront area and downtown Nelson. The pedestrian and bicycle routes within the city, and 
particularly along the waterfront, need improvement.  

If Nelson can, as quickly as possible, address these challenges and solve them, it has huge 
potential as a prime tourist destination, with the attendant commercial and job opportunities. It 
would not be too difficult to make Baker Street a pedestrian zone, nor is there a major obstacle to 
closing the airfield and commencing the redevelopment of the western waterfront, which should 
include both a new park similar in size to Lakeside Park, a beach area, a marina, and other suitable 
facilities. 

 
3. Climate Resilience is one of the three Guiding Principles of the OCP, and it is included in one 
of the Four Foundational Values. It is therefore very surprising that the section on Climate is so 
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short and perfunctory. It comprises five very general statements. By comparison, there are long 
detailed lists of specific actions  under topics such as land use, housing, parks and recreation, 
infrastructure, transportation etc. The excuse for this is the following statement: "Nelson Next 
should be continually referred to, as our community’s climate action strategies and tactics are 
contained therein and have not been transposed into the Official Community Plan”  

This is an unfortunate cop out. Simply making reference to being  guided by Nelson Next is 
effectively meaningless unless more specifics are included in the OCP. At present there is a lack 
of prioritization and accountability. At the very least  some of the specific priority tactics in Nelson 
Next should have been transferred over here to  clarify which are seen by the city as most important 
and implementable. This is something we have been waiting to hear for years. As it stands now, 
there is no way to hold the city to account on climate  measures as everything in the climate section 
of the OCP is so non-specific compared to all the rest. 

 Examples of the sort of things that should be included are: banning the installation of fossil-
fuel based heating in all new buildings; end the purchasing of fossil-fuel using vehicles by the 
City; replace diesel and gas buses with electric ones; create a system of electric minibus routes 
with continuous services  linking Baker Street with a variety of car parks and key facilities, 
including Lakeside Park, Chahko Mika Mall, Railtown, the hospital, the Prestige waterfront 
complex, and the RDCK building. 

 
4. Transportation, and Related Issues. Various specific statements in the draft Plan, while 
promising, need rewriting in a more detailed and positive manner. Examples are: 
 5.8.17: A comprehensive transportation and traffic assessment plan is indeed needed. Since 
this is urgent it should not be left as a vague promise but when and how it will be done should be 
specified. The new plan should include the electrification of the existing bus fleet and the creation 
of a small fleet of electric minibuses that would run continuously to the Baker Street pedestrian 
core from a variety of locations in the suburbs or on the fringes of downtown, as suggested in 2 
above. 
 5.8.1.8 & 9: About Baker Street: this should be a commitment to make the street a 
permanent (not temporary) public space, in which only walking and cycling are permitted, and to 
develop the area as a venue for cultural events and markets. [NB. the car-free option for Baker St. 
was the most supported item among responses to the OCP opening public survey held from July 
to September 2023. The results of that survey should be included as an appendix to the OCP.] 
 5.8.1.10: The creation of additional pedestrian and vehicular linkages to the Waterfront. A 
new connection between Lakeside Drive and Baker Street will be negotiated with the railway and 
accommodated at the west end of Baker Street. This is an excellent, clear objective, but a time 
frame is missing. The feasibility of alternative options for this road, cycle-path and pedestrian 
crossing should be examined immediately. Presumably they are a level crossing with traffic lights, 
a tunnel, and an overpass. Cooperation and financing from the Provincial Government will be 
required and should be sought immediately. 
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 5.8.1.12: This commitment to re-evaluate the land use of the airport is a major advance. It 
is another excellent, clear objective. It needs a time-frame, and an elaboration of the kind of 
waterfront development which would replace it. Such should include a large park, a beach facility, 
possibly a marina, and certainly a large carpark at the western end of the development. Retaining 
the helipad is unnecessary; it causes severe noise pollution and could be accessed from a site 
outside the downtown core just as easily for emergency purposes. 
 5.8.2: The commitment to enhance and prioritize the convenience, safety, and comfort of 
active and low carbon transportation modes year-round to reduce the need for single-occupant 
vehicle use is very sensible. Measurable objectives need to be included to make this meaningful 
rather than a vague aspiration. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Nelson Disc Golf Society​
1613 Ward Street​
Nelson, BC​
V1L 1V7 

March 4, 2025 

Alex Thumm​
Planner​
City of Nelson​
Suite 101, 310 Ward Street​
Nelson, British Columbia​
V1L 5S4 

Dear Mr. Thumm, 

We hope this letter finds you well. We, the Board of Directors of the Nelson Disc Golf Society (NDGS), are 
writing to request support from the City of Nelson for the Highwater Disc Golf Course. 

The Highwater Disc Golf Course, a 9-hectare ‘privately owned public space,’ is a vital recreational asset 
to our community, providing tens of thousands of hours of low-barrier recreation annually. The NDGS 
operates this valuable community recreation facility for anyone to use for free from dawn until dusk 365 
days a year.  

The Nelson Disc Golf Society is actively working to enhance accessibility of the course by adding 
washrooms, a picnic shelter, creating easier disc golf holes, and promoting climate resilience through tree 
planting and forest fuel management. NDGS respectfully requests that the City of Nelson include content 
in their Official Community Plan to recognize the Highwater Disc Golf Course and support its ongoing 
development and operation. We suggest the following content for consideration: 

“Support development and operation of accessible outdoor recreation infrastructure (i.e., washrooms, 
picnic shelter, trails, and educational signage) at the Highwater Disc Golf Course.” 

This inclusion in the Official Community Plan will greatly assist in future fundraising efforts to ensure 
continued improvement of the course and sustainability of Nelson Disc Golf Society’s mission to operate 
the course.  

We appreciate your consideration of this request and look forward to any opportunity to discuss this 
further. Should you have any questions or require additional information, please don’t hesitate to reach 
out. 

Thank you kindly for your support. 

Sincerely, 

Iraleigh Anderson – NDGS Chair Jeremy Lindley – NDGS Treasurer 



On behalf of the Nelson Disc Golf Society Board of Directors​
Forrest Mac Ivor – Secretary​
Maxence Jalliet – Vice Chair​
Artur Gryz – Director​
Nelson Disc Golf Society 
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Health and well-being for all 

Quality | Integrity | Compassion | Safety  

 

 

February 19th 2025  

 

Alex Thumm, Planner  

City of Nelson  

Suite 101, 310 Ward Street 

Nelson, British Columbia  

V1L 5S4 

 

Attention Alex Thumm: 

Re: City of Nelson Draft Official Community Plan 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer input to the City of Nelson Draft Official Community 

Plan (OCP) from a population health perspective. This OCP presents an opportunity to improve 

the future health status of City of Nelson residents because it utilizes the principles of both the 

healthy built environment (HBE) and the healthy communities approach. The three core pillars 

(health, equity, and climate resilience) are strongly aligned with the principles of population 

and public health, and thus we commend the City of Nelson for the approach taken and are 

therefore very supportive of the draft Official Community Plan. We appreciate the opportunity 

to continue our collaborative efforts with the City of Nelson in support of healthy communities 

 

Healthy Built Environments and Healthy Community Development 

 

Healthy communities support equitable opportunities for community connectedness, access to 

healthy food, accessible options for active transportation, and affordable quality housing which 

together can help reduce health inequities. We work to achieve these goals through political 

commitment, multi-sectoral collaboration, community engagement, asset-based community 

development, a health in all policies approach, and applying the HBE principles. 

 

Healthy Transportation  

 

We were pleased to see in the OCP the efforts of the City of Nelson to promote diverse and 

active transportation methods. One of the core elements of HBE is transportation that is 

diverse and conducive to active modes of travel. Active transportation supports physical and 

mental wellbeing and social connectedness, as well as environmental impacts such as a 
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reduction in traffic congestion and pollution while enhancing business activity, and equitable 

access to jobs, services and other opportunities.  

 

The City of Nelson recognizes in sections 5.8.2, 5.6.2.2 and 5.6.3.1 that diverse low-carbon 

active transportation is a priority and must aim to be accessible to diverse ages and abilities, 

safe, and designed for all season usage. According to the Community Health Profile for Nelson, 

B.C., the potential years of life lost in Nelson related to falls and motor vehicle crashes is 

higher than the provincial average. By adopting a vision zero goal (5.8.4.1), the city can work 

to enhance the safety of the proposed active transportation routes. This will in turn foster 

positive health outcomes such as lowering rates of cardiovascular disease, obesity, diabetes, 

and improving mental health. Furthermore, as a population ages, having alternative methods 

for travel can provide continued independence for aging residents. 

 

Healthy Housing  

 

Healthy Housing and Complete, Compact, and Connected Neighborhoods  

 

Mixed use developments and complete neighborhoods can have a great impact on health and 

wellbeing. We were pleased to see the City of Nelson OCP support the prioritization of housing 

developments within walking distance of transit, green spaces, amenities, and commercial 

services (5.2.4.6 and 5.2.5.2). Mixed use and complete neighborhoods impact health and 

wellbeing as they are more convenient, socially engaging, generally consume less energy, and 

encourage regular physical activity and active transportation. 

 

Diverse and Affordable Housing  

 

We were pleased to see in the OCP the efforts of the City of Nelson to promote diverse 

housing tenure types and affordable, subsidized housing. Improved housing conditions can 

save lives, prevent disease, increase quality of life, reduce poverty, and help mitigate climate 

change. Housing can contribute to an increased sense of safety, decreased crime, greater 

social wellbeing, and improved quality of life.  
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The city has committed to addressing the results from the 2024 Housing Needs Report 

through planning that accommodates existing and future housing needs across the housing 

spectrum with diverse housing types, sizes, price points, and tenure types for all incomes, 

ages, lifestyles, and abilities (5.10.2.5, 5.2.1.1). This further supports the reduction of 

waitlists for affordable housing, development of non-market housing, and the donation of city 

owned land for affordable housing (5.2.2, 5.2.2.1, 5.2.2.3).  

 

Providing mixed income housing developments and supportive affordable housing programs 

has health and economic impacts such as increased disposable income for other essential 

needs such as nutritious food and medication. Being supported to stay in one place for a 

longer period of time improves social well-being and fosters community connection. 

 

Although there is an address to vulnerable populations, such as seniors, the unhoused, and 

women and children needing transition housing, City-owned land donations were referred to in 

section 5.2.2.3 but did not include land donated for emergency and short-term shelters, an 

important part of the housing continuum. Temporary and emergency shelters are associated 

with positive physical and mental health outcomes for patrons such as helping them stay safe 

from violence, injury and communicable disease.  

 

Healthy Housing and Climate Hazards 

 

Healthy housing supports healthy living by protecting people from hazards inside and near the 

home. Sections 5.2.2.6, 5.2.3.4, and 5.2.5.2 work to further promote healthy housing by 

supporting household heating and cooling costs and initiatives that can help seniors age in 

place. With climate change increasing the number of hot days in British Columbia, there is 

increasing urgency to mitigate the impacts of extreme heat.  

 

According to the BC Coroners Service report (2022), the 2021 B.C heat dome resulted in 619 

deaths in British Columbia. Short- and long-term heat exposure can lead to a variety of heat-

related illnesses and outcomes, including heatstroke, exhaustion, dehydration and 

hospitalization resulting from respiratory and cardiovascular diseases.  
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Past research has consistently shown that household air conditioning is one of the most 

effective adaptation strategies to reduce heat-related mortality and morbidity, particularly for 

renters and those who live alone. Interventions to mitigate the negative impacts of heat can 

be further supported by expanding section 5.6.3.3 to include cooling spaces in every 

neighborhood in the city to reduce accessibility barriers for at-risk groups, such as seniors.  

 

Health Equity and Indigenous Healthy Community Development  

 

According to Plan H, municipalities can support equity through zoning bylaws and land use 

decisions that create conditions that can improve the economic, political, and social systems 

that people navigate daily. Taking an equity approach to OCP’s, bylaws, and land use decisions 

can contribute to the development of sustainable, resilient, and healthy communities by more 

effectively and systematically addressing community well-being.  

 

Woven throughout the OCP was recognition and inclusion of the Ktunaxa, Sylix, and Sinixt 

people’s in who’s land the City of Nelson resides. The OCP identified the City’s work being 

done to build relationships with the Ktunaxa, Sylix, and Sinixt and their ongoing 

commitment to foster meaningful collaboration. This is witnessed through sections 5.1.1.5, 

5.1.2, and 5.1.2.5 in which efforts will be made to improve the outcomes and quality of 

life for Indigenous people in Nelson.  

 

As mentioned in the OCP, this will be achieved through meaningful government-to-

government relationships through improved recognition of mutual interests, and the 

development of supportive processes and actions that respect the interests, needs, and rights 

of First Nations. This section thus aligns with reconciliation efforts, particularly the Truth and 

Reconciliation Commissions' Calls to Action on Health, UNDRIP, and DRIPA.  

 

As exemplified in Plamondon, 2024, when cohesion between equity intentions and actions is 

prioritized, greater possibility for advancing equity emerges. Ripples of change emerge when 

all people, across all spheres of influence, consistently take up equity work.   

 

What our team can offer 
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As part of the Interior Health’s Healthy Community Development team, we welcome the 

opportunity to continue collaborating with the City of Nelson. Here are some examples of how 

our team can support and work together with City of Nelson staff: 

- Identification of further targets and indicators  

o e.g., Sense of belonging, length of multi-use pathways/length of new cycling and 

pedestrian networks, road traffic injuries, proximity to transit, housing affordability 

index, # of days when air pollution exceeds certain standards 

- Supporting the implementation plan (e.g., section 5.10.1.5)  

- Letters of support  

- Provision of health information, research, and resources  

- Health lens to current and long-term planning documents  

- Participation on committees  

 

We commend the City of Nelson for their ongoing work in support of healthy and sustainable 

community development. We support the City of Nelson Draft OCP which continues our 

collective progress in addressing diverse community needs. If you have any questions, please 

feel free to contact me directly at kelly.mccafferty@interiorhealth.ca 

 

Sincerely,  

 

   

Kelly McCafferty       Anita Ely  

Community Health Facilitator      Healthy Built Environment Specialist  
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RDCK Planning File No. R2505NEL 
 
February 13, 2025 
 
Alex Thumm, Planner 
City of Nelson 
Suite 101, 310 Ward Street 
Nelson, BC V1L 5S4 
 
Sent electronically via e-mail: athumm@nelson.ca  
 
ATTN: Alex Thumm, Planner 
 
 
RE: City of Nelson Official Community Plan (OCP) 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the City of Nelson’s Draft Official Community Plan (OCP). 
Nelson’s municipal boundary is bordered by Electoral Area ‘E’ on its south, west, and east as well as Electoral 
Area ‘F’ on its north. Electoral Area ‘F’ is covered entirely by an OCP and has zoning. Electoral Area ‘E’ is only 
partially covered by an OCP and has no zoning. 

The following sections list the Electoral Area ‘E’ and ‘F’ OCP objectives and policies that may have relevance for 
the City of Nelson. The City may wish to consider the Draft OCP’s consistency with the following land use 
objectives and policies in any refinements it may make to the Draft OCP: 

Electoral Area ‘E’: 

The Electoral Area ‘E’ OCP does not apply to Electoral Area ‘E’ lands south (Perrier Road; Silver King Road) or 
west (Granite Road; Knox Road) of the City of Nelson (see attached maps for reference). As such, there are no 
OCP objectives or policies to provide guidance for these fringe area lands. The OCP does apply to lands east of 
Nelson’s municipal boundary (Mountain Station, Svoboda Road, Bealby Point).  

Electoral Area ‘E’ lands included in the OCP Plan Area adjacent to the City of Nelson are designated: 

• ‘Rural Residential’, ‘Resource Area’ and ‘Suburban Residential’ (Mountain Station) 
• ‘Forest Reserve’ (Anderson Creek Timber Co. Managed Forest Land) 
• ‘Administrative and Institutional’ (Svoboda Road)  
• ‘Country Residential’, ‘Parks and Recreation’, ‘Rural Residential’ (Bealby Road) 

Relevant objectives and policies include: 

Agriculture Policy #5: Recognizes that local agriculture contributes to local food production and the economy 
within the Plan area, the City of Nelson, and adjacent electoral areas. 

rdck.ca 
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General Residential Objective #2: To accommodate medium and higher density residential development in 
established residential areas in Procter, Harrop, Balfour and rural Nelson to ensure efficient use of existing 
services, amenities and infrastructure. 

General Residential Policy #8: Encourages a coordinated approach to development between rural areas and the 
City of Nelson. 

Suburban Residential (RS) Policy #4: Encourages directing development of this type [suburban] to municipalities 
or existing or proposed residential nodes where infrastructure services are available or can be provided. 

Commercial and Industrial Objective #6: To recognize and support the City of Nelson and selected areas within 
the unincorporated communities of Balfour and Procter as commercial and service centers. 

General Commercial Policy #4: Recognizes the commercial and service center role of the City of Nelson and 
selected areas within the unincorporated communities of Balfour and Procter; therefore commercial 
development in the Plan area will primarily be oriented toward serving local community needs, as well as tourist 
and traveler needs. 

Transportation Policy #9: Supports the reduction of the use of private automobiles and encourages the RDCK 
and member municipalities to investigate initiatives to expand public and shared transit, including the use of 
buses, car cooperatives and delivery services. 

Transportation Policy #10/GHG Emission Reduction Policy #13: Supports investigation into the feasibility of rail 
passenger service along the Harrop-Procter and Nelson Railroad between the communities of Procter and City 
of Nelson. 

Relevant community-specific policies in Electoral Area ‘E’ include: 

Community Specific Policy #59 (Bealby Point/Svoboda Road): Recognizes the isolation of the area 
from the remainder of Electoral Area E due to the boundaries of the City of Nelson and West Arm 
Provincial Park. 

Community Specific Policy #60 (Bealby Point/Svoboda Road): Supports the recognition and 
maintenance of public access to Kootenay Lake and beaches as a recreational asset to community 
members and the City of Nelson. 

Community Specific Policy #61 (Bealby Point/Svoboda Road): Encourages long term management 
and maintenance of the Nelson Salmo Great Northern Trail to Troupe Junction. 

Community Specific Policy #62 (Bealby Point/Svoboda Road): Recognizes the importance of the 
area for wildfire interface management for the community and City of Nelson. 

Community Specific Policy #66 (Mountain Station): Recognizes the importance of the City of Nelson 
Reservoir and encourages long term protection of the infrastructure associated with this value. 

The content of Nelson’s Draft OCP does not appear to conflict with any of the relevant objectives or policies 
contained within the Electoral Area ‘E’ OCP. 
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Electoral Area ‘F’: 

The portion of Electoral Area ‘F’ that interfaces with Nelson’s municipal boundary is primarily designated as:  

• ‘Suburban Residential’ (west – Johnstone Road, Gagne Road, Jorgenson/Valhalla Road); and, 
• ‘Country Residential’ (east – HWY 3A). See attached maps for reference. 

Relevant objectives and policies include: 

Growth Management Objective 7.2.3: Encourage development in areas where infrastructure, amenities and 
services are already established, or could be established where appropriate and supported by the local 
community. 

Growth Management Policy 7.3.1: Encourages a coordinated approach to development between rural areas 
and municipalities. 

Economic Development – Industrial Lands Policy 8.3.31: Encourages future industrial areas to be located with 
consideration of the existing and intended uses adjacent to the area and the associated impacts so as to ensure 
they are context sensitive and harmonize with adjacent land uses. Screening and buffering are required to 
mitigate land use impacts. 

Residential Land & Housing Objective 11.2.3: Direct high density residential development to established 
residential areas and municipalities to ensure efficient use of existing services, amenities, and infrastructure. 

Commercial Land Objective 12.2.2: Direct commercial development to existing residential nodes and 
municipalities where services and amenities are more readily available. 

Transit Policy 18.3.18: Supports the reduction of the use of private automobiles and encourages the RDCK and 
member municipalities to investigate initiatives to expand public and shared transit, including the use of buses, 
car co-operatives and delivery services. 

The RDCK respectfully requests that the City consider the following as it relates to proposed Policy 4.8.4: 

1. The RDCK requests that the City review the community feedback received from Zoning Bylaw Amendment 
Application Z2104F for Valid Manufacturing (see enclosed Staff Report) and consider revising proposed 
Land Use Policy 4.8.4:  

On the North Shore, commercial uses geared towards visitors and drive-through traffic will be limited to 
parcels that border Highway 3A. Light-industrial activities compatible with nearby residential lands will 
be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Specifically, the RDCK requests that the City give careful consideration to what makes a light industrial use 
compatible with surrounding residential lands, given that the RDCK lands on the North Shore bordering 
the municipal boundary are designated for Suburban Residential and Country Residential land use.  

Through Z2104F, residents noted concerns that industrial land uses, regardless of being light industrial 
uses, have a heightened risk of incompatibility with neighbouring residential uses and can be detrimental 
to the rural character of the area. These concerns, along with others, led to the proposed amendment 
bylaw being defeated at third reading, despite there being some policy support for the application (see 
Economic Development – Industrial Lands Policy 8.3.31 listed above and attached Staff Report). 

If there is a strong desire to rezone these lands to light industrial in the future then perhaps indicating 
strict adherence to the guidelines of DPA 1 could be a way of mitigating potential form and character 
concerns that could result from this policy. Careful consideration of the list of permitted uses for the light 
industrial zone should be given in order to ensure the uses are compatible with adjacent residential uses 



 
Page | 4  

 

and do not lead to future nuisance issues for surrounding residents (i.e. noise, light pollution, dust, traffic 
implications, hours of operation, snow clearing timing, etc.). Community water system capacity should 
also be considered at the outset of any rezoning proposal to ensure the system has the capacity to service 
the proposed development and its existing connections over the long term. 

Aside from the comment listed above related to proposed Policy 4.8.4, the content of Nelson’s Draft OCP does 
not appear to conflict with any other relevant objectives or policies contained within the Electoral Area ‘F’ OCP. 

 

If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me at (250) 352-8162, or by e-mail at 
cscott@rdck.bc.ca. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Corey Scott 
Planner 
 

 

encl.  Land Use Designation Maps 
Z2104F Valid Manufacturing Staff Report, dated May 26, 2021, prepared by Eileen Senyk, Planner 1 



Hi, 
 
My original email below discusses the airport leases and also the land use of the airport. Thus, it is 
relevant to the OCP. It was a long email so I’ll just summarize the two points here that I think should be 
included in the OCP. 
 

1. The business infrastructure at the airport supports about 200 jobs and there are another 100 
jobs that require the services of the airport throughout the year. These are mostly well-paying 
jobs that offer a good work/life balance. For instance, the 150 jobs at Baldface every winter. 

2. Essential services are provided at the airport including medical evacuations, search and rescue, 
forest fire suppression, and avalanche control by the Ministry of Transportation. If there is ever 
a fire in the mountains above the City of Nelson then the airport will be a critical staging point. 
Asking helicopters to operate from Castlegar would lead to delays that could be catastrophic. If 
there weren’t helicopters staged in Nelson last summer to fight forest fires, then the fire that 
was lit in Gyro Park likely would have burnt for at least an hour before a helicopter arrived. 

 
 
I am writing in my capacity as a co-owner of Purcell Helicopters Ltd., a company that leases two 
properties at the airport and operates a business from the airport. I also represent 1018586 B.C. Ltd. as 
an employee, another company that leases land at the airport and is associated with Kootenay Valley 
Helicopters Ltd. I am also writing as a Chartered Professional Accountant with experience and education 
in fair market value determination and taxes. 
 
I am also Dauna Ditson’s partner. Dauna declared the possible conflict of interest to Sonya. 
 
I am asking the City to answer the following question: why are the property owners at the airport paying 
15% of the land value as their annual lease rate? How was the 15% rate determined? That fact that a by-
law exists, indicating a rate of 15%, that has been haphazardly applied at the airport over the years is 
not an explanation. Taxes should be fair and lease rates too and the City should be able to explain why 
the 15% rate has been chosen. 
 
Lessees should be asked to pay the fair value for their leases. Revenue generation from the City’s 
perspective should be done through taxes and of course the property owners at the airport also pay 
taxes. 
Looking at it from an actuarial or an CBV CPA accountant’s perspective. They would say that the fair 
price for the lease rate is the fair market value. An actuary would determine fair market value as the 
value of the land multiplied by the fair market interest rate, which is the mortgage interest rate. That is 
the return that the banks would expect from their investment. And it is the fair return for the City of 
Nelson. When RBC invests in a property by mortgage lending they expect to earn roughly 5% these days 
on their investment. This is the fair rate that the City of Nelson should charge on the land value. I ask 
that the City of Nelson consult an expert to help determine the fair rate. 
 
Rupert Robin has done a tremendous job of doing some research into this issue and I fully support him 
as representing my interests. Rupert found that Kelowna’s Bylaw No. 7982 under section 12 indicates 
that “Land rental rates for airport leases and sub-leases will be based on current market value as 
determined by an independent appraisal” 
 



Why shouldn’t the City of Nelson charge more than the fair market value for rent? The language in the 
draft OCP to “consider the airport as a land bank” shows a lack of understanding regarding the airport’s 
purpose and support in the community. The airport supports many businesses in Nelson. For instance, 
Baldface employs 150 people in the winter. Baldface’s business depends on the use of the airport. There 
are transfers for multiple other lodges from the airport that support the businesses at the airport and 
the jobs at those lodges. Hundreds of local jobs depend on the airport. Here is a quick list of the 
businesses and a rough estimate of the number of employees from my own knowledge of the 
operations: 

Purcell Helicopters – 9 in summer, 4 in winter 
High Terrain Helicopters – 12 in summer, 10 in winter 
Columbia Helicopters and Columbia Wireless – 20 employees 
Bluebird Aviation – 2 employees 
Kootenay Lake Aviation – 2 employees 
Baldface – 150 employees in the winter, and 20 year round 
Kokanee Glacier Cabin – operated by the Alpine Club of Canada – 5 employees in the winter, 2 in 
the summer. 
Powder Creek lodge – 7 employees in the winter and 2 in the summer 

 
Other lodges that are supported by the Nelson airport include: 

Snowwater 
And likely a bunch more that I don’t know about because I don’t know all of the customers of my 
competition. And another lodge that I don’t want to disclose that Purcell Helicopters is working for in 
the Purcell range. Does the City know how many jobs the infrastructure at the airport supports?  I 
believe further analysis is needed by the City of Nelson. 
 
Throughout the year businesses such as Nelson Hydro, B.C. Parks, and the Ministry of Transportation, 
along with those involved with medical evacuations use the airport’s services regularly. There are many 
occasional users of the airport for wildlife surveys, fish and water level surveys, tree planting support 
and equipment moving, and the lodges and parks require helicopters for construction supplies to be 
moved to remote areas and waste removed. 
 
There are about 200 jobs that depend on the airport and another 100 jobs that require the services of 
the airport during the year. Further research is needed. 
 
There are 34 members in the Nelson Pilots Association. The NPA represents members of the community 
who are passionate about flying. 
 
The airport is used for medical evacuations, search and rescue, as a base for avalanche control done by 
the Ministry of Transportation and for forest fire suppression. If there is ever a fire in the mountains 
above the City of Nelson then the airport will be a critical staging point. Asking helicopters to operate 
from Castlegar would lead to delays that could be catastrophic. If there weren’t helicopters staged in 
Nelson last summer to fight forest fires, then the fire that was lit in Gyro Park likely would have burnt for 
at least an hour before a helicopter arrived. The airport provides essential services for the community. 
All of this is missing from the OCP and it seems that the City is making decisions about the airport 
without knowledge of its function in the community. 
 
A by-law from 2007 doesn’t represent the current council in Nelson. Nor does it likely represent the 
community anymore than an OCP from 2007. Forest fires and climate change were not as big of a 



concern in 2007 as they are now. The community has grown and so have the needs for search and 
rescue and medical evacuation. I could go on about the changes to the community since 2007, but I 
think its fair to say that there have been changes and old by-laws sometimes need to be reconsidered. 
 
Taxes should be used to generate revenue for the City and airport lease rates should be fair. The 
language of the OCP on page 54 (section 4.7.5) and on page 93 (section 8.1.1.12) asks that the City 
“Consider the municipal airport lands as a land bank” this shows that the City is out of touch with the 
role of the airport in the community. However, the OCP also states that “the City will re-evaluate this 
land use if the airport is no longer cost-effective to operate, or when a different use is supported by the 
community.” I am asking that the City of Nelson follow its OCP and evaluate the current land use and 
how it supports the community. 
 
I am on vacation until March 24. I’d like to discuss this in more detail after that date. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Andrew Hamilton, CPA, CA 
CFO / Accountable Executive 
Purcell Helicopters Ltd. 

 



City of Nelson OCP Comments and Notes from Residents of Area E sent to Cheryl 
Graham, RDCK Area E Director 

4.5.12 Encourage the Regional District of Central Kootenay (RDCK) to adopt zoning and 
land use regulations in the areas surrounding the City of Nelson. Encourage those policies 
to prevent incompatible land uses, such as those that would result in soil contamination 
and to prevent fragmented growth near the City of Nelson boundary, preserving future 
opportunities for boundary expansion. 

Fact: Area F is already zoned 

There are many residents of Area E who oppose zoning who may not appreciate the City of 
Nelson imposing their desires of zoning onto their properties. Implying ‘soil contamination’ 
makes it sound like residents outside of the City do not care about the environment. What 
does ‘Encourage’ mean specifically? Does this mean spending taxpayers money?  

“preserving future opportunities for boundary expansion’ is worded to sound very 
‘unfriendly’ to neighbouring areas since it implies that the City is Planning to expand into 
neighbouring areas. Unless this is an actual plan with details? It would be suggested to re-
word or remove.  

 

5.5.1.6 The City will continue to work with the Regional District of Central Kootenay to 
ensure that cultural facilities, such as the Nelson Museum and Art Gallery and the Capitol 
Theatre, remain strong and vibrant. 

 

This implies that this is currently some kind of financial arrangement – what is this 
arrangement? How much money is involved? What service is this funded from?  

 

5.6.1.10 Enhance the Cottonwood Creek corridor and acquire land, or secure public 
access to lands, along slopes of the Cottonwood Creek Ravine and Highway 3A Corridor, to 
provide for walking trails, view opportunities and links to the Nelson-Salmo Great Northern 
Trail. 

Is the area referenced solely located within the jurisdiction of the city of Nelson? 

 

5.6.1.14 Support the provision of public parks and recreational opportunities in the North 
Shore, particularly in the event that the City expands its boundaries. 



We have been told this is statement “particularly in the even that the City expands its 
boundaries” is a throw back to a previous version of the OCP and that the City of Nelson 
has no current intentions to expand boundaries in the North Shore. This wording is not 
friendly to neighbouring areas. It is suggested to remove the section that reference as it 
comes across that Nelson is trying to annex parts of surrounding electoral areas.  

 

5.6.2.2 The City will promote and foster diverse human-powered recreation that is healthy 
and accessible to everyone, including an interconnected trail network that encourages 
walking and cycling. Establish trail linkages between parks within the City and to public 
recreation areas outside the City 

Which areas outside the City in particular are these?  

 

Other General Comments: 

For starters I do not like the style/format of surveys that are used as a basis for collecting 

“feedback”,  I find they lead people in a particular direction and seem to help specific interest 

groups push for what they want while  much of the public says ‘why bother’.  The number of 

public submissions seems quite low for something that has been  pushed for a couple of years. 

But that’s just my bias. 

  

I didn't find the Nelson 2050 online presentation to be much more than a flash-show of random 

thoughts without enough background. Certainly the costing seems to be ignored. But maybe I’ve 

missed something. 

  

The idea that Nelson can become a series of self sustaining mini communities within the current 

town completely ignores the reality of icy winters and steep hills in a tiny mountain town. What 

works for North Vancouver isn’t suitable for Nelson. 

  

To sum my feelings up I see way too much municipal power being asked for while taking away 

the rights of property owners/taxpayers to have any ongoing control of the future of their town. 

The old Nelson “vibe”is gone and won’t return but this new vision leaves me chilled. 

  



 
February 11, 2025 
 
To the OCP Review Team, 
 
The West Kootenay Climate Hub applauds the OCP team for the first draft of the Plan. There are many 
things that we like about the Plan, including having climate resilience be one of the guiding principles, as 
stated on page 26. We are focused in this response on section 5.3 Climate Resilience. 
 
Even though climate resilience is identified as a foundational value, there is very little in terms of actions 
in the draft Plan. This is apparently because in section 5.3.2.2 it is stated that “Nelson Next should be 
continually referred to, as our community’s climate action strategies and tactics are contained therein and 
have not been transposed into the Official Community Plan”.  
 
It is disappointing that section 5.3 does not extend beyond the five very general statements. By 
comparison, there are long detailed lists of specific actions under topics such as land use, housing, parks 
and recreation, infrastructure, transportation, etc. 
 
Simply making reference to being guided by Nelson Next is meaningless unless more specifics are in the 
OCP, including prioritization and accountability for implementing Nelson Next. The seven aspirational 
goals and some of the specific priority tactics in Nelson Next should be transferred to the OCP to clarify 
which of the many tactics are seen by the city as important and implementable, including timelines. 
 
As it stands now, there is no way to hold the city to account on climate measures as everything in the 
climate section of the OCP is so non-specific compared to the other priority areas. 
 
We suggest something for climate initiatives be included in a similar format to what is articulated for 
housing in 5.2.2.: Develop initiatives to facilitate and accelerate the development of non-market affordable housing 
and seek ways to help support the preservation of existing units. Supported initiatives include: 

●​ expediated approvals, 
●​ zoning and other bylaw relaxations, making City-owned land available for affordable housing, 
●​ fee waivers, 
●​ inclusionary zoning, 
●​ density bonusing, and 
●​ when possible, funding through the affordable housing reserve fund. 

 
We also suggest that the OCP includes the intention to fund the Climate Leadership staff and not be 
reliant on grants as this is not sustainable and would affect Nelson Next’s success measures if grant 
funding is not available. 
 
We look forward to the next draft, where you integrate these suggestions. 
 
Warm regards, 
 
Laura Sacks and Anni Holtby 
 
On behalf of  the West Kootenay Climate Hub Organizing Team 
https://www.westkootenayclimatehub.ca/ 
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March 3, 2025 
 
RE: Addendum to West Kootenay Climate Hub’s OCP review submission, as 
requested 
 
At the January 11, 2025 regular meeting of the West Kootenay Climate Hub, our 
members agreed to the City’s request to submit feedback to the draft OCP. The West 
Kootenay Climate Hub’s key response to the draft OCP (submitted on February 11, 
2025) is that Nelson Next is the City’s climate action plan and should be considered as 
part of this OCP. In recognition of the seriousness of the climate crisis, all City 
departments need to be proactive in contributing to the continued implementation of 
Nelson Next and commit resources towards reducing the community's carbon footprint 
and increasing climate resilience. 
 
In a follow up conversation with Alex Thumm regarding our suggestion of adding more 
detail in section 5.3 Climate Resilience for equal balance with other sections, we agreed 
with his reasoning of keeping the section shorter than others because the Nelson Next 
document already exists. However we expressed our concern that the draft OCP has no 
set of priorities, accountability or timelines for implementing actions in Nelson Next. We 
would like to see language to that effect in section 5.3 and section 6. 
 
To this end, we recommend the City OCP: 
 

1.​ Review Nelson Next and develop a minimum of 3 prioritized actions each year 
and develop initiatives to facilitate and accelerate the implementation of these 
priorities. This statement will hold the city to account on climate measures 
undertaken.  
 

2.​ Regularly review and update policies and commit staff and financial resources to 
keep the City and community on track to achieving its stated carbon and 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets.  

 
Refer to our first submission for further details. 
 
About the West Kootenay Climate Hub 
 
Formed in October 2021, the West Kootenay Climate Hub is a volunteer-driven and 
non-partisan organization representing approximately 50 active individuals and 25 
partner organizations who we collaborate with. Members and partner organizations are 
based across the West Kootenay region, with many based in Nelson and area. Our  
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members want more ambitious climate action to meet the urgency of the climate 
crisis. Our income is from fundraisers, individual donations and in-kind gifts. 
 
Our activities include facilitating regular meetings; hosting networking opportunities such 
as educational webinars, information tables and letter writing campaigns; engaging with 
the media, including a 10-part monthly column in the Nelson Star; and supporting 
partner organization’s community events. We are currently spearheading Nelson and 
Area Earth Week, involving a large cross section of the Nelson community, including 
artists, restaurants, youth, and other organizations. Our monthly newsletter reaches 
1000 people, and many people participate in our events and calls for action. 
 
We are part of the Canada-wide Community Climate Hub initiative.The Community 
Climate Hubs initiative recognizes and believes in the power of citizens and grassroots 
community-led action in building social movements that propel municipalities forward to 
implement climate justice-focused policies, and works to empower and connect these 
citizens and grassroots groups across municipalities together through the Community 
Climate Hub model and overarching Hub network. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 ​  

 
 
 
 
 
Laura Sacks and Anni Holtby 
On behalf of the West Kootenay Climate Hub organizing team 
 
 

2 of 2 



5.8 Transportation 
Official Community Plan 2024  Section 5: Land Use 92 

See below in bold and red. Pardon me for saying things which we all 
know already - but I feel the need to stress and elaborate certain 
points. Also, I know OCP looks at high level but I addressed some 
“objectives” as well.  
Thanks for all your work at the City. 
Andrew Murray 
February 12, 2025 

Three guiding principles: Health

5.8.1

Create and sustain an inclusive, efficient effective transportation network 
that supports all modes of travel, reflects Nelson’s community values, and 
evolves to meet the demands of future and current growth.

Equity


Climate Resilience

5.8.1.1 Practice comprehensive, multimodal “complete streets” (It is 
probably useful to define/decribe “complete streets”) transportation 
planning and infrastructure upgrades informed by population growth 
projections and the current dire and unfolding climate emergency It can 
be slowed and maybe stopped but not reversed.

5.8.1.2 Continue to maintain roads to ensure safe and comfortable use, 
including through pavement replacement. Leverage street improvement 
projects to deliver co-benefits for transportation (especially for improving 
conditions for safe and convenient walking and cycling along the 
streets), public space, water, and natural systems. Add sidewalks to 
every block in the City (both sides of the street - not only one side - to 
make it as convenient as possible to walkers) and along routes into 
and out of the City (contiguous with highway shoulders). Costs may 
seem high but the priority should be viewed as highly important. 

5.8.1.3 Continue to implement the Downtown Parking

Strategy and other transportation demand management measures to 
optimize the use of existing road infrastructure. Install substantially more 
bicycle parking shelters which are attractive, covered and well 
illuminated in order to support substantially increased use of 



especially e-bikes. Bicycles are large financial investments by 
residents and as such need to be protected against rain and snow; 
getting back to a wet seat on a wet bicycle is what cyclists do not 
want and will not accept. Such covered shelters need to be available 
throughout town for use for even short visits as somebody coming 
shopping has as much need for bicycle protection as someone who 
needs to park the bicycle for a working day. A here-an-there sidewalk 
bike parking post is not nearly sufficient infrastructure to encourage 
large scale use of bicycles. These efforts aim to DRAFT minimize the 
need for new road construction or road widening to accommodate 
increased motor vehicle traffic. Increased motor vehicle traffic must not 
be accommodated at all. Increased pedestrian and cycling traffic 
must be accommodated instead. Sorry for this and I know we are all 
on same page - but no harm in stressing the point. 

5.8.1.4 Encourage local traffic to avoid Highway 3A to avoid pressure to 
widen the highway in the future. Regardless of pressure the highway 
must not be widened ever (widening means doubling the lanes I 
assume) Anderson Street and Nelson Avenue will remain major City roads, 
but because they form part of the Provincial Highway system, the City will 
endeavour to reduce the amount of local traffic on them, by providing 
alternative cross-City routes. One can imagine thousands more 
residences on the North Shore and towards Slocan Junction - all 
these residents will have cars and they will also want to drive to 
Nelson. 

5.8.1.5 Adopt cost-effective, climate-aware techniques and materials 
where possible. Yes. Avoid more asphalt and more concrete. 

5.8.1.6 Adopt and implement an electric vehicle and e-bike charging 
strategy to facilitate their use. 

5.8.1.7 The City will assess when a Comprehensive Transportation Plan or 
a Traffic Impact Assessment may be appropriate for major development 
projects. Are multi-unit residential developments required to have top-
notch bicycle parking (accommodate many bikes, covered tops and 
sides, good lighting) For commercial uses, the plan must address how 
the development will support employee commuting and business- related 
transportation, in particular non-vehicular transportation. The provision of 
adequate bicycle parking along streets should be the responsibility of 
the City and not that of business owners; just as street vehicle 
parking provision is not the responsibility of business owners. 




5.8.1.8 Baker Street will continue to act as the “spine” of Nelson’s 
commercial core and, as such, will maintain its pedestrian orientation and 
amenity areas. Opportunities for pedestrian and cycling improvements and 
increased public space will be considered searched for with 
determination and with view to urgent implementation.

5.8.1.9 The City will continue to work with organizations and the business 
community to plan temporary closures of portions of Baker Street for 
selected events and celebrations through the year. Yes

5.8.1.10 The City will support the creation of additional DRAFT pedestrian 
and vehicular linkages to the Waterfront. A new connection between 
Lakeside Drive and Baker Street will be negotiated with the railway and 
accommodated at the west end of Baker Street. 

Can the City report on the extent to which interactions with railway 
authorities have been done and what outcomes and next steps are? Is 
progress being made? Is the railway authority collaborating well? 
Also sidewalks are needed at (1) the Cedar St railway crossing and 
along the pedestrian and cycling routes from the crossing to the Mall 
and (2) sidewalks at the end of Nelson Avenue/Second Street 
intersection near the Lakeside Park entrance to allow pedestrians to 
not walk on the travel lane when they go with kids to the park.

5.8.1.11 Ensure all transportation and infrastructure upgrades or 
developments maintain or increase capacity for emergency evacuation 
and response.

5.8.1.12 Re-evaluate the airport land use if the airport is no longer cost-
effective, or when opportunities for new land uses that may better serve 
the

community’s interests present themselves. Yes. Nonetheless, at minimum 
continue to maintain helicopter access. Frequent and loud helicopter 
noise happens increasingly often and is then just about unbearable 
(especially on weekends when one wants to relax). Can the heliport 
not be moved up the lake to near where the helicopters enter valley 
from the mountain lodges. They will need to fly shorter distances 
saving fuel (and help climate protection) and it will stop the severe 
noise pollution of many thousands of residents in town and along the 
North Shore. Such noise pollution harms humans in many ways 
(stress, anxiety, fatigue) and animals as well. Birds, for example, move 
away when human generated noise levels are high.  
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 5.8.2

Enhance and prioritize the convenience, safety, and comfort of active and 
low carbon transportation modes year-round to reduce the need for single-
occupant vehicle use. I suggest a plan be devised to select the top 10 
Active Transportation objectives (especially lower hanging fruit) and 
complete them within the next two years. Borrow the money and if 
need be increase taxes for a couple of years - these infrastructure 
installations and upgrades cannot wait until (and if) grants become 
available over periods of numerous years. I don’t think I am being 
dramatic if I say that the situation we find ourselves in, is dire and 
requires this bold and decisive approach by our leaders. 

5.8.2.1 Nelson Next will continue to inform and guide transportation policy. 
Nelson Next strongly encourages residents to participate, collaborate 
and support the City - it is an inspiring and hopeful document.

5.8.2.2 Transportation planning will provide for a variety of transportation 
modes in all areas of the city to ensure that people are not obliged to use a 
vehicle to safely access all areas of the city. This means ensuring that safe, 
comfortable active transportation and transit access is located where 
people need it, as well as prioritizing accessibility for all ages and abilities. 
Very strongly support this. Achieving this will require a very large 
financial and staff investment in the short term to achieve overcoming 
a very large deficiency/ backlog in infrastructure. Until we have a true 
infrastructure network we will not see the necessary and required 
shift in behaviour by residents. We all need a large shift away from 
vehicles towards walking, cycling and transit use and this will requite 
a large shift in financial and staff resources towards the provision of 
this. One should not underestimate the likelihood of a large uptake by 
residents of using walking, cycling and transit use once a real 
network is in place. Getting there will require hard, urgent and even 
controversial work and action. 

5.8.2.3 Implement and regularly update the Active Transportation Plan and 
prioritize all-ages-and- abilities, and four-seasons designs of active 
transportation routes. The citizens need to be involved - a dynamic 
website is necessary and we need it now. “Create webpage with 
interactive map to allow residents to provide feedback on Active 
Transportation” “AT Plan Review Implementation Plan 2020-2025” 



“Timeframe” dated as “Immediate” in “2019”). “Regular Updates”
could be posted on this website. Ask public to collaborate with the 
City to plan and develop and maintain the website. 

5.8.2.4 Work to offer solutions and incentives for the DRAFT community to 
use non-vehicular means of transportation for more and more of their daily 
trips. The primary solution, to my mind, is the provision of the 
necessary and sufficient conditions for a network (unless it is fully 
contiguous / joining / connecting it is not a network - it is just 
separate components of a network wannabe). This, in itself, will be 
the incentive. People want to walk and cycle but not if it is unpleasant 
or unsafe. Riding in a car is convenient, safe and pleasant. People 
want to walk and cycle and use transit because they (and I know 
everybody knows this) are worried re the climate, they like to walk 
and cycle, it saves money, it is healthy and so on. But people will not 
primarily do it because they are encouraged to do it. They will only do 
it if it works better for them. And until then, cars work great for most 
people. 

5.8.2.5 The City will strive to include funding for targeted road and active 
transportation plan improvements in each year’s capital budget.

5.8.2.6 Secure a continuous, publicly owned waterfront trail with a 
minimum width of 4 metres which will be accomplished through a variety 
of measures

including rezoning and subdivision applications. But please do not cover 
gravel walkways with concrete or asphalt. And consider using gravel 
for new paths and walkways. 
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DRAFT

5.8.2.7 The City, in cooperation with the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure, will explore development of a sidewalk and bicycle pathway 
along Highway 3A, including on the Nelson Bridge to promote safe and 
alternate methods of travel from the North Shore to Downtown. From the 
north/east end of the bridge up to the Johnstone Road intersection 
the conditions for walking and cycling is dangerously inadequate on 
both sides of the highway. The only sidewalk is on the lakeside side 
along the first maybe 200 meters where the steel railing is.  This 
railing prevents a large high ridge of sand and soil being graded away 
and this then washes onto the sidewalk (sometimes centimetres 



thick) and on to the grates blocking them. This excessive amount of 
sand makes walking difficult. People also cycle on the sidewalk (even 
though it is not allowed) as they feel too unsafe to cycle on the travel 
lane. Cycling on such sand is unsafe and makes wheels swerve. It has 
been said that there is no need for this railing; can it not be removed? 
if so why not now? Then this spring the sidewalk and grates will be 
clear.   
Pedestrians otherwise need to walk on narrow rough paths on both 
sides of the highway - in some sections they walk a foot or two away 
from passing trucks. The presence of these rough paths indicate the 
need people have to find ways to get to town (see even the two 
“feeder” trails leading from Johnstone Road to the parking lot at the 
hotel). Even for cyclists the shoulder is so narrow in one spot that it is 
scary to cycle there. An unnecessary grate and asphalt berm force 
cyclists into the travel lane. These are all “low hanging fruit” in my 
estimation. The City and MOTI can solve these problems this year I 
think; but please also ask for input from community cyclists and 
pedestrians. Fixing the bridge is very important but the approach to 
the BOB is equally so. And this does not have to wait for the BOB fix. 
The approach can be fixed now and that will help a great deal already.
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 5.8.3

Ensure all Nelson residents have equitable access to affordable, efficient 
public transit, and work to enhance transit options to meet community 
needs. Covered convenient nice bus shelters everywhere (wait out of 
the rain and comfortable) along with easily readable posted bus 
schedules and routes will make using a bus much more enticing  and 
more likely to be considered by potential users. The Nelson and Area 
Action Group for Better Public Transportation has ability to provide 
excellent user input to the City.

5.8.3.1 Work and commit resources to support the improvement, service 
frequency, price attractivity, and use of easy-to-use, seven-days- a-week 
urban and intracommunity public transit in collaboration with BC Transit 
and regional partners. Yes

5.8.3.2 Consider offering free transit in off-peak hours and when air quality 
is above a ‘6’ on the Provincial Air Quality Health Index, both to encourage 



modal shift and to protect the health of community members who would 
otherwise be walking to help preserve their health. Yes

5.8.3.3 Explore micro-transit solutions for Nelson, if deemed useful for the 
community, supportive of our low-carbon goals, and cost-effective. Yes - I 
have seen it work very well. DRAFT
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 5.8.4

Develop a safe transportation system for all ages and abilities and all 
modes.

5.8.4.1 Adopt the “Vision Zero” goal of achieving zero traffic fatalities or 
severe injuries. Enhance safety by regularly analyzing transportation 
networks and making changes that prioritize the safety of road, sidewalk, 
and bike route users. Seek ongoing input from walkers, pedestrians 
and cyclists about unsafe conditions. Use a website and community 
groups as necessary resources. Act urgently when problem areas are 
identified. Report back on improvements and fixes.  

5.8.4.2 As a means of improving pedestrian linkages between upper 
Fairview and Lakeside Park, the City will collaborate with the Ministry of 
Transportation and Infrastructure with respect to the sequencing of 
pedestrian crossings of Highway 3A to reduce the number of conflicts 
between pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles.

5.8.4.3 Advocate for the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure to 
install pedestrian-activated flashing lights at high-volume pedestrian 
crossings YES to enhance safety and reduce conflicts between 
pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles DRAFT

5.8.4.4 Enhance year-round public safety through temporary and 
permanent street infrastructure (bump-outs, crosswalks) that reduce 
collisions and enhance walkability for all Nelsonites. Use popup, “tactical “ 
infrastructure and pilot projects to test concepts. YES

5.8.4.5 Consider opportunities to implement traffic circles, which are 
proven to increase safety for pedestrians and drivers alike all while 
improving. YES but I guess it will be tough to find space for it. 

traffic flow.

5.8.4.6 Implement safe, universally accessible sidewalk design, 
maintenance, and snow clearing. I am vaguely aware of a system where 
sidewalks can be interconnected between two street corners with a 
raised “sidewalk” crossing the street travel lanes. This will slow down 
traffic and make drivers aware of need to take care. It will also 



support walkers in that they will feel considered. I don’t know if I 
described this properly but it seems like a very useful “nearly low 
hanging fruit”. 


5.8.4.7 Maintain traffic calming on the primary cycling route to reduce the 
number of conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles, and 
consider applying similar measures on other streets where needed, 
ensuring that emergency access is not unreasonably impacted.

5.8.4.8 The City will work with the railway to plan for safe vehicular, 
bicycle, and pedestrian crossings of the rail line. Again, it is from time to 
time reported that the City endeavours this but we have not seen any 
reports regarding whether meetings have taken places, what the 
barriers and options discussed were and what next steps are and 
when. Can the City report on this?  

The Nelson Community consists of those who live within City 
boundaries and those who live in nearby / adjacent neighbourhoods 
(along Johnston Road and towards Six Mile, towards Blewitt and 
Taghum, in the Perrier Road neighbourhood). These folks are “Nelson 
Residents” by virtue of going to school within the City, shopping here, 
working here, recreating here, doing chores here, going to church 
here, enjoying entertainment here etc. But they live in RDCK Areas E 
and F. They are Nelsonites in the true real sense of the word 
nonetheless. BUT, when they want to cycle with their e-bikes or 
regular bikes to town, the cyclists have without exception no option 
but to ride onto the travel lane sharing it with logging trucks. There is 
not a single separated (i.e. safe) bicycle route to ride into or out of 
town from anywhere. Similarly, if they want to walk to or from town, 
the multitude of rough walking paths along all these City/RDCK 
highway intersections attest to the fact that people do want to walk 
and cycle in and out of town. But the infrastructure does not in the 
slightest support this. A shoulder will end, then no walking/cycling 
infrastructure for a hundred or two hundred meters and then a 
sidewalk will start. The great majority of people therefore drive 
instead of walking and cycling. We suggest that the City and MOTI 
and residents who walk and cycle these routes come together and fix 
these gaps. I would suggest that if such access routes are optimal 
maybe two hundred less people will drive (single occupants in most of 



these vehicles) into town every day and use two hundred less parking 
spots downtown. And the upgrading (it needs to be a big upgrade) of 
the Rosemont Tunnel will result in this potentially wonderful route to 
be used by many coming from the west into town and from 
Rosemont. This will provide a convenient and safe (separated from 
highway) route for many right into downtown. The path from the 
upper end of Railway Street to the tunnel entrance will need to be 
levelled so that the gradient is as minimal as can be, the tunnel needs 
total cleanup and very bright lights needs to be installed in the tunnel 
and at entrances and the south exit should be changed so that a 
sloped access from the west is added (these re all plans that the City 
has already considered). Also, a side rough trail near the tunnel north 
entrance leads up to next to the highway going west and then goes 
along until the shoulder starts. This should, we think, also be made 
into a formal trail so that people cycling towards the west can cycle 
with ease and safety from Baker Street via Railway St to the Highway 
towards Taghum.  

I looked at the Cycling and Trail Routes Map Schedule F . I see the 
blue routes are designated “City Bicycle Routes” and red routes as 
“Secondary Bicycle Routes”. What determines whether it is  
designated as a “Route”? Is it based on data of use? Is there signage 
which indicates these as routes? What determines whether it is a 
“City Bicycle” route or a “Secondary Bicycle” route? I see the map 
includes 8th St and 7th St - but do people cycle there more because 
of these designations? 

Snow removal on sidewalks - Needs reliably to be done first thing.  
People will not walk to work or school after snowfall if they do not 
know that the sidewalk will be clear.  

Pursue the plans for transportation education for walkers and cyclists 
and vehicle users - teach cycling skills from pre-school years until 
youth leave school - teenagers need a great deal of good direction.  
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Alex Thumm

From: Becky Quirk 
Sent: Saturday, February 8, 2025 5:39 PM
To: OCP - City of Nelson
Subject: Re-emphasizing my OCP feedback

I have clicked on the “OCP feedback form” a couple of different times on the letstalk.nelson.ca page and nothing 
happens (as in I don’t get a form or anything) .  I am on an older computer, so that might be the issue.  At any rate, I am 
now using the email address to re-emphasize some feedback on the draft that is important to me. 
 
I’d like to focus on pages 112 and 113 if the draft which address objectives, policies and targets.   
 
I applaud that a policy is to achieve carbon neutrality by 2050, and that targets include net-zero GHG municipal 
operations and 75% reduction in GHG community wide in five years, and net-zero community-wide GHG by 2040 .   
 
To leave these goals and policies without concrete policies for achieving them is akin to saying, “the world will be a 
better place in five years”.  How are we going to achieve these goals and who is going to tell us that we are making 
progress? 
 
I note that one of the policies includes that, “The City will identify at least three OCP policies for inclusion in staff’s 
annual workplan.”   
 
I am asking that city staff be directed to identify ten new strategies from Nelson Next for inclusion in the staff’s annual 
workplan.  I emphasize “new” because for years we’ve been hearing about the same steps that have already been taken; 
it’s time to lean into Nelson Next and make it happen.   
 
At the presentation of the draft to city council, we heard that Nelson Next is “embedded “ into the OCP.  I’m not sure 
what that word means in this context, but certainly further steps to implement Nelson Next (a plan embraced by city 
council) is a reasonable request for an “embedded “ document. 
 
To quote from the city council’s letter in Nelson Next, “We can and will continue to build on our long history of 
environmental achievements as we embrace our new future, and Nelson Next is our roadmap for doing so.”  It is time 
for the city of Nelson to make further progress along this road — not just “resilience” steps (which sounds like “the 
disaster is coming so let’s be prepared for it”), but by continuing Nelson’s long history of environmental achievements 
by requiring that Nelson Next be part of the staff’s annual workplan. 
 
Thank you - 
Becky Quirk 
OCP advisory committee member 










	What We Heard- Phase 5 (Body).pdf
	What We Heard- Phase 5 (2).pdf



