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CHANGE LOG 

4 ch-nges th-t showed up in - few pl-ces:

1 - Short term rent-ls:
OP sec 4.5.3 shifts from ‘prohibitingʼ STRs to ‘strictly regul>ting .̓ This is done 
with the intention to >chieve enforce>bility >nd protect the housing stock for 
ye>r-round residents, while >lso >llowing property owners to exercise their 
property rights.
OP Policy 4-55 cl>rifies th>t the regul>tion is focused on >llowing STRs only 
in owner-occupied residences.
Dev Byl>w section 5.19 outlines the regul>tions th>t will >pply in det>il.
Focus is now on:

1 - enforce>bility (current byl>w, while the intention h>s been cle>r, h>s 
never been >ble to be enforced except through expensive leg>l >ction 
th>t h>s > question>ble ch>nce of success, so the municip>lity h>s never 
tried), >nd 
2 - the right b>l>nce between preserving housing stock >s homes for 
residents, >nd individu>l liberty to use priv>te property >s desired.
Also requires licensing!
Is very simil>r to oper>tion >s > Bed >nd Bre>kf>st, which is >lre>dy 
>llowed in CC >nd C zones, in th>t the owner/oper>tor must be resident in 
the dwelling. Exp>nds this type of use-flexibility to other zones.

2 - Intensive Livestock Oper-tions
OP policy 5-30 >nd 5-31 now prohibit “intensive livestock oper>tions”, with 
the definition of ‘intensiveʼ referring to provinci>l regul>tion. Livestock would 
still be >llowed in the municip>lityʼs f>rms, but below the threshold defining 
‘intensive .̓ Being cle>r th>t we prohibit livestock >griculture >bove the 
threshold m>kes the criteri> very cle>r >nd e>sy to judge, r>ther th>n needing 
to rese>rch, le>rn >nd define criteri> loc>lly.
Intensive Livestock oper>tions w>s removed >s >n SPU from the Agricultur>l 
Zone

3 - Environment-l Reserve Overl-y Zone
Dev Byl-w sec 2.2 gives definition >s 15m, to m>tch provinci>l buffer zone.
Zone definition section >dds det>ils to how >pplic>tions in these >re>s should 
be h>ndled.

4 - Diversity of Housing
Where>s the origin>l pl>n only >llowed single-unit dwellings >nd duplexes 
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>cross the whole vill>ge in >ll zones, the upd>ted pl>n >lso >llows for semi-
det>ched >nd multiple->tt>ched. The heigh limit of 2.5 stories h>s not been 
ch>nged.
We could see townhouses >nd >p>rtments built in Victori> under this new 
pl>n. Setb>cks would still >pply. This better meets the go>ls of w>lk>bility, 
density, >fford>ble housing, >nd cre>ting lifetime neighbourhoods. It >lso will 
help Victori> to move tow>rds > higher t>x b>se per occupied squ>re foot, by 
h>ving multiple dwelling units on > single lot.
The centr>l core in Victori> h>s so much ch>r>cter p>rticul>rly bec>use of its 
density of housing: we should >im to replic>te this more in the rest of the 
vill>ge, r>ther th>n encour>ging spr>wl >nd c>r depend>nce.

Other signific-nt ch-nges to Dev Byl-w, sequenti-lly:

Former Section 1.4 Purpose w>s deleted >s the purpose of > Development 
Byl>w is defined in the pl>nning >ct.
Deleted former section 1.7 on Rounding >s it is unnecess>ry >nd r>rely 
included in other municip>lityʼs byl>ws

“No permit required” section 3.1.3:
Added

F>rm, Fish & Forest st>lls (these never needed > permit, but including 
here for cl>rity)
Rooftop sol>r meeting cert>in conditions (this is new)

Removed:
The exception th>t would h>ve required exterior renov>tions to 
buildings design>ted >s herit>ge properties to h>ve > municip>l dev 
permit (bec>use the cl>uses included here were complic>ted >nd 
unnecess>ry cl>uses - there is little municip>l involvement in herit>ge 
renov>tion decisions for design>ted buildings, which >re governed by 
the Provinci>l herit>ge regul>tions. Herit>ge buildings must be 
identified on our >pplic>tion forms, so municip>l >w>reness is 
covered without needing to mention it here >s >n exception>l 
circumst>nce.)

Ch-pter 3 deletions:
Agend- for - public meeting - Deleted this >s it is >dministr>tive not 
regul>tory. Content is noted for CAO tr>ining file.
Surveys required - Former section w>s deleted >s it belonged in the 
subdivision section >nyw>y, >nd duplic>ted content there.
Building Code Compli-nce - deleted this >s itʼs p>rt of provinci>l l>w

Section 3.5 on denying permits merges two previous sections which 
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duplic>ted e>ch other (3.5 >nd 3.22), on ‘Denying Permitsʼ >nd ‘Development 
Restrictionsʼ - both sections outlined why > development propos>l might be 
declined.

3.14 Dr-in-ge pl-n
Former 1(h) subcl>use removed bec>use it w>s > duplic>te of the next 
m>jor section (Dr>in>ge Pl>n)
2.5 - Added cl>rific>tions >bout where > Dr>in>ge Pl>n would not be 
required.

3.20 Tempor-ry Uses, Buildings -nd Structures - put flesh on the bones of 
this section, outlining key criteri>.

Ch-pter 4
Sec 4.6.3 on existing lots on -n existing right-of-w-y: >dded this b>sed on 
other municip>lityʼs processes for de>ling with the s>me.
4.14 Swimming Pools (Sec ??) - Fleshed out the l>ngu>ge >bout fences >nd 
g>tes

Ch-pter 5
Sec 5.2 on sol-r collectors: >dded this whole bit to m>ke cle>r when roof-
mounted sol>r does >nd does-not need > permit, >nd the requirements when 
>pplying for either roof or ground-mounted sol>r.
5.12 Utilities -nd Public Uses - >dded the words ‘fire h>llʼ here to >llow our 
fire h>ll building to be exp>nded within the setb>ck. The exp>nsion of the h>ll 
is currently encumbered by setb>cks >nd this ch>nge me>ns we c>n ignore, 
bec>use itʼs > municip>lly-provided service.

Ch-pter 6
Servicing regul-tions per zone

Cl>rified th>t connections >re >t developers expense.
Cl>rified th>t sewer connections >re m>de ‘where >v>il>ble ,̓ >nd th>t 
where not >v>il>ble, developments c>n still be >pproved.
to cl>rify th>t connection is >t devʼs expense, >nd strong preference is to 
h>ve centr>l w>ter/sewer, but it isnʼt possible yet. BUT… does th>t lock us 
in to l>rger lot sizes?
Should be >n incentive for the municip>lity to exp>nd centr>l sewer 
services, to reduce lot sizes >nd therefore incre>se t>x b>se per squ>re 
foot.

Removed requirement for solid w-ste -nd recycl-ble servicing >s this is 
not municip>l jurisdiction

Ch-pter 9
Deletion of former section 9.4 on ‘Ch-nges to existing lotsʼ:
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which included the v>guely defined the ide> of ‘detriment>l imp>ctʼ on 
neighbours resulting from > subdivision of > neighbouring lot (note: not 
from > development). 
Such cl>uses >re being removed from other byl>ws, to protect property 
rights, >nd in recognition th>t imp>cts of development on neighbours >re 
discussed during development >pprov>ls, not subdivision.

9.5 P-rkl-nd dedic-tion or fee
Lots >dded here to cl>rify the intent >nd process

Signific-nt ch-nges to Offici-l Pl-n:
B-ckground Sections 1.5, 1.7.1, 1.8.1 -nd 1.8.2: d>t> upd>ted for 2021 
census >nd trends since 2016.
Former Section 1.10 w>s deleted >s it re-st>ted provinci>l legisl>tion, 
unnecess>rily. (And we donʼt w>nt to h>ve to >mend our Offici>l Pl>n if 
provinci>l legisl>tion ch>nges.)
Sec 2, Community Eng-gement, w>s >bbrevi>ted to the minimum required, 
>nd bec>use wh>t w>s written did not c>pture >ll det>ils. Some of the 
b>ckground is c>ptured on the communityʼs website, >nd doesnʼt need to be 
re-st>ted here.
In Sec 4.3.8, former policy 4-24 (on diversity of housing) w>s moved to 
Housing Diversity section 4.4.2 (now 4-41) >nd >s it w>s more relev>nt there, 
>nd the Dev Byl>w is not prescriptive on b>rrier-free design, but r>ther we 
defer to provinci>l regul>tions.
Removed policy 4-67 exception for p-rkl-nd dedic-tion in the c>se of 
‘subdivision of lots >s the result of prob>ting > will ,̓ >s it could cre>te > 
serious loophole counter to the intention of this policy. Either l>nd or c>sh-in-
lieu would need to be m>de in > prob>te-of-will subdivision c>se, >s for >ny 
other subdivision.
Deleted the ‘if there is no development officerʼ provision (OP section 
6.1.1) >s there >lw>ys need to be > development officer. It c>n be the CAO if 
needed.
Sec 6.2.1 Deleted the ‘if there is -ny inconsistency between the Dev 
Byl-w -nd the Offici-l Pl-n, the offici>l pl>n sh>ll prev>ilʼ policy, >s this is in 
provinci>l l>w.
Sec 6.2.3 on Amending the Dev Byl-w -nd 6.4 on the Appe-l Procedure - 
deleted 3 p>ges worth of content from these two sections >s it w>s >ll 
duplic>ted from the Pl>nning Act, so is unnecess>ry to re-st>te. (And if the 
Pl>nning Act ch>nges, we donʼt w>nt to h>ve to >mend our byl>w)
Sec 6.5 Deleted the requirement for 5-ye-rly reviews of the offici>l pl>n >s 
this is defined in the provinci>l Pl>nning Act, which m>y itself ch>nge.
Sec 7 - Deleted Sust-in-bility Study >s this w>s >lre>dy completed l>st 
ye>r >nd the municip>lity is in the process of discussing its implement>tion. It 
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>lso isnʼt referred to elsewhere in this Offici>l Pl>n document. (When this OP 
w>s first dr>fted, this would h>ve been > ‘futureʼ t>sk.)

-nd there were - myri-d of other, sm-ller ch-nges to l-ngu-ge throughout 
the document which… 

cl>rify or better-define the intent of the pl>n >nd byl>w
ensure leg>l conformity >nd enforce>bility, >nd
>bbrevi>te the documents by removing unneeded sections, or by referencing 
inste>d of re-st>ting provinci>l l>ws & regul>tions.


