AGENDA
- For the Council Meeting to be Held
In the Council Chambers

Saanich Municipal Hall, 770 Vernon Avenue,
' MONDAY, MAY 9, 2016, 7:00 P.M.
A. DELEGATIONS
P.3
1. Victoria Airport Authority — Presentation of the annual update.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

1.
2.

Council Meeting held May 2, 2016
Committee of the Whole Meeting held May 2, 2016

BYLAWS FOR FINAL READING

1.

FINANCIAL PLAN BYLAW (2016-2020)
Final reading of the “Financial Plan Bylaw, 2016, No. 9377". To establish the five year financial
plan for 2016-2020.

TAX BYLAW
Final reading of the “Tax Bylaw, 2016, No. 9378". To establish the tax rates for 2016.

CRD ONSITE SEWAGE SYSTEMS SERVICE PARCEL TAX AMENDMENT BYLAW
Final reading of the “CRD Onsite Sewage Systems Service Parcel Tax Bylaw, 2008,
Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No. 9379". To establish the parcel tax rate for 2016.

. PUBLIC INPUT (ON BUSINESS ITEMS E, F, G & H)

E. BYLAWS FOR THREE READINGS

P.4

P. 70

P. 191

1.

40 LURLINE AVENUE — REZONING TO RD-1

Second and third readings of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No. 9352". To
rezone from Zone RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) to Zone RD-1 (Two Family Dwelling) to expand
a legal non-conforming duplex.

RESOLUTIONS FOR ADOPTION

1.

DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE — ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA
(EDPA) REVIEW

From the Council Meeting held April 25, 2016, report of the Director of Planning dated April 18,
2016 recommending that Council endorse the draft Terms of Reference with direction for any
changes and that Council give direction to the desired level of public engagement.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES

1.

MCKENZIE INTERCHANGE

Recommendation from the March 17, 2016 Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Advisory Committee

meeting that:

1) The proposed option for the McKenzie/Highway No. 1 interchange provided by the Ministry
of Transportation and Infrastructure is contrary to the Regional Growth Strategy and does
not promote alternative travel; and

2) Council write a letter to the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure
recommending that the option presented by Mr. Rob Wickson receive the same level of
consideration and evaluation by the ministry as those options brought forward by the
ministry itself.
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COUNCIL/COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETINGS MAY 9, 2016

2. MCKENZIE INTERCHANGE
P. 198 Recommendation from the April 27, 2016 Parks, Trail and Recreation Advisory Committee
meeting that Council direct staff to work with the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure so
that the McKenzie Road Interchange Project will result in substantial improvements to the
Cuthbert Holmes Park environment and surrounding environment in accordance with the 2015
Cuthbert Holmes Park Management Plan.

H. REPORTS FROM MEMBERS OF COUNCIL

1. PROVINCIAL AND MUNICIPAL FRAMEWORKS FOR THE RIDE-SOURCING ECONOMY
P. 203 Report from Councillor Haynes dated April 22, 2016 recommending that Council write a letter to
Minister Fassbender in support of the Provincial review of the ride-sourcing economy and
advising that the District looks forward to participating in the consultation process.

*** Adjournment * * *

AGENDA

For the Committee of the Whole Meeting
** IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING**
The Council Meeting in the Council Chambers

1. 3940 QUADRA STREET — DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT
P. 218 Report of the Director of Planning dated April 18, 2016 recommending that Council approve
Development Permit Amendment DPA00858 to remove the existing wooden entrance vestibule
and replace it with a new steel and glass vestibule at the Keg Restaurant building on Quadra
Street.

2. 4027 RAINBOW STREET — DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT
P. 228 Report of the Director of Planning dated April 18, 2016 recommending that Council approve
Development Permit Amendment DPA00861 to construct a second entrance to the underground
parking for the proposed south condo building at Rainbow Hill and to construct a new driveway
access to the site from Rainbow Street.

*** Adjournment * * *

“IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS
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TO:

DISTRICT OF SAANICH

DPR00593
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Kevin John Dunmore
Barbara-Jean Dunmore
40 Lurline Avenue
Victoria, BC V8Z 1H4

(herein called “the Owner”)

This Development Permit is issued subject to compliance with all of the Bylaws of the
Municipality applicable thereto, except as specifically varied by this Permit.

This Development Permit applies to the lands known and described as:
Lot 9, Block 1, Section 81, Victoria District, Plan 1006
40 Lurline Avenue
(herein called “the lands”)
This Development Permit further regulates the development of the lands as follows:

(@) By varying the provisions of the Zoning Bylaw 2003, Section 301.4 (a) (iii) to permit
the existing portion of the dwelling to have an interior side yard setback on the east
side of 1.91 m (3.0 m required);

(b) By varying the provisions of the Zoning Bylaw 2003, Section 301.6 (a) to permit a lot
width of 15.24 m (20.8 m required); and

(c) By supplementing the provisions of the Zoning Bylaw 2003, to require the buildings
and lands to be constructed and developed in accordance with the plans prepared
by Cumming Design and the landscape plan prepared by Holli Benjamin Horticulture
received January 12, 2015 copies of which are attached to and form part of this
permit.

The Owner shall substantially start the development within 24 months from the date of
issuance of the Permit, in default of which the Municipality may at its option upon 10 days
prior written notice to the Owner terminate this Permit and the Permit shall be null and void
and of no further force or effect.

Notwithstanding Clause 4, construction of driveways and parking areas, and delineation of
parking spaces shall be completed prior to the issuance of an Occupancy Permit.

(@) Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the Owner shall provide to the Municipality
security by cash, certified cheque, or an irrevocable letter of credit in the amount of
$14,280.00 to guarantee the performance of the requirements of this Permit
respecting landscaping.
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(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

-2- DPR00593

The owner must obtain from the contractor a minimum one-year warranty on
landscaping works, and the warranty must be transferable to subsequent owners of
the property within the warranty period. The warranty must include provision for a
further one-year warranty on materials planted to replace failed plant materials.

Any protective fencing of trees or covenant areas must be constructed, installed and
signed according to the specifications in Appendix X.

No site activity shall take place prior to the installation of any required tree of
covenant fencing and the posting of “WARNING — Habitat Protection Area” signs.
The applicant must submit to the Planning Department a photograph(s) showing the
installed fencing and signs. Damage to or moving of, any protective fencing will
result in an immediate stop work order and constitute a $1,000 penalty.

The landscaping requirements of this Permit shall be completed within four months
of the date of issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the development, in
default of which the Municipality may enter upon the lands, through its employees or
agents, and complete, correct or repair the landscaping works at the cost of the
Owner and may apply the security, interest at the rate payable by the Municipality for
prepaid taxes.

In the event that any tree identified for retention is destroyed, removed or fatally
injured, a replacement tree shall be planted in the same location by the Owner in
accordance with the replacement guidelines as specified within the Saanich Tree
and Vegetation Retention, Relocation and Replacement Guidelines. The
replacement tree shall be planted within 30 days of notice from the Municipality in
default of which the Municipality may enter upon the lands and carry out the works
and may apply the security provided herein in payment of the cost of the works. For
the purpose of this section, existing trees identified for retention and new trees
planted in accordance with the landscape plan attached to and forming part of this
permit shall be deemed to be “trees to be retained”.

The lands shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions and
provisions of this Permit and shall comply with all Municipal bylaws except for those
provisions specifically varied herein. Minor variations which do not affect the overall
building and landscape design and appearance may be permitted by the Director of
Planning or in her absence, the Manager of Community Planning.

Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 7 of this Permit the following changes will be
permitted and not require an amendment to this Permit:

(@)

(b)

When the height or siting of a building or structure is varied 20 cm or less provided,
however, that this variance will not exceed the maximum height or siting
requirements of the Zoning Bylaw.

Changes to the relative location and size of doors and windows on any fagade which
do not alter the general character of the design or impact the privacy of neighbouring
properties following consultation with the Director of Planning, or Manager of
Community Planning in her absence.
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(c) Where items noted under Section 8(b) are required to comply with the Building
Code and/or the Fire Code and those changes are not perceptible from a road or
adjacent property.

(d) Changes to soft landscaping provided the changes meet or exceed the standards
contained on the landscape plans forming part of this Permit.

9. The terms and conditions contained in this Permit shall enure to the benefit of and be
binding upon the Owner, their executors, heirs and administrators, successors and
assigns as the case may be or their successors in title to the land.

10. This Permit is not a Building Permit.

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE MUNICIPAL COUNCIL ON THE

DAY OF 20

ISSUED THIS DAY OF 20

Municipal Clerk
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APPENDIX X
PROTECTIVE FENCING FOR TREES AND COVENANT AREAS

Protective fencing around trees and covenant areas is an important requirement in eliminating
or minimizing damage to habitat in a development site.

Prior to any activities taking place on a development site, the applicant must submit a photo
showing installed fencing and “WARNING — Habitat Protection Area” signs to the Planning
Department.

Specifications:

= Must be constructed using 2” by 4” wood framing and supports, or modular metal fencing

* Robust and solidly staked in the ground

=  Snow fencing to be affixed to the frame using zip-ties or galvanized staples

= Must have a “WARNING — HABITAT PROTECTION AREA” sign affixed on every fence face
or at least every 10 linear metres

i Note: Damage to, or moving of, protective
s fencing will result in a stop work order and a
$1,000 penalty.
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SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES December 8, 2015

2870-30 “ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2015, NO. 9352”

Lurline Avenue
PROPOSED REZONING FOR AN ADDITION TO A LEGAL NON-
CONFORMING DUPLEX ON LURLINE AVENUE
To rezone Lot 9, Block 1, Section 81, Victoria District, Plan 1006 (40 LURLINE
AVENUE) from Zone RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) to Zone RD-1 (Two-Family
Dwelling) for a proposed addition to an existing legal non-conforming duplex. A
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT will be considered along with variances for lot width
and interior and side yard setback. A COVENANT will also be considered to
further regulate the use of the lands and buildings.

The Clerk introduced the following:
—  Notice of Public Hearing.
—  Reports from the Director of Planning dated October 5, 2015 and June
10, 2015 recommending:
- Approval of the rezoning application and Development Permit;
- That Final Reading of the Zoning Bylaw Amendment and ratification
of the Development Permit be withheld pending registration of a
covenant to secure the following:
a) Decommissioning one of the existing two kitchens; and
b) The proposed addition is constructed to an EnerGuide 82 or
equivalent energy efficient standard, inclusion of heat pumps
and pre-ducting for solar.
— Advisory Design Panel report dated December 10, 2014.
—  Letters from the applicant dated September 2, 2015 and September 1,
2015.
—  Aletter from the Gorge Tillicum Community Association dated September
2, 2014.
—  Six letters from residents.

APPLICANT:
K. Dunmore, Owner and Applicant, stated:

—  The proposal is compliant with Official Community Plan (OCP) and
Tillicum Local Area Plan policies pertaining to two-family dwellings.

— The proposed addition would be situated to the rear of the existing
dwelling and would be one storey in height to ensure it does not negatively
affect the streetscape. Design elements would enhance and be
compatible with the existing home.

—  The proposed addition would be compact at 1200ft?, with an overall lot
coverage of 26%.

—  The development is sustainable and will use green construction practices
and materials.

—  Two parking spaces will be provided for each dwelling.

— Landscape improvements include additional trees, shrubs, perennials
and the use of rainwater for irrigation.

—  Neighbours, Gorge Tillicum Community Association and the Saanich
Planning Department support the proposal. One neighbour had concerns
with privacy, loss of sunlight and parking. They addressed these
concerns by raising the windows on the east side of the dwelling and
installing screening along the property line shared with that neighbour.

—  The property is close to many amenities and improves the legal housing
stock without significantly impacting neighbourhood character.
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SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES December 8, 2015

Motion:

2870-30
Lurline Avenue

PUBLIC INPUT:
- Nil

In response to questions from Council, the Manager of Current Planning stated:

— There is a legal non-conforming status for the use of a duplex on the

subject property; legislation dictates that the status remain until the non-
conforming use is discontinued for a period of six months or more.

COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS:

MOVED by Councillor Plant and Seconded by Councillor Brice: “That:

1. The application to rezone from Zone RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) to
Zone RD-1 (Two-Family Dwelling) be approved.

2. Final Reading of the Zoning Amendment Bylaw and ratification of the
Development Permit be withheld pending registration of a covenant to
secure the following:

a) Decommissioning one of the existing two kitchens; and

b) The proposed addition is constructed to an EnerGuide 82 or
equivalent energy efficient standard, inclusion of heat pumps
and pre-ducting for solar.”

Councillor Brice stated:
- She is impressed with the thoughtful stewardship of this application.
Neighbourhood concerns have been addressed.

Councillor Derman stated:

- The applicant has a good record for improving the subject property.

- The commitment to energy efficiency is desirable and this is a good location
for an increase in density.

Councillor Haynes stated:

- It is commendable that the applicant has addressed concerns noted by
neighbours.

- Adding to the housing stock and aging-in-place are both commendable
attributes of this application.

The Motion was then Put and CARRIED

ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2015, NO. 9352”
Second and Third Readings

MOVED by Councillor Brice and Seconded by Councillor Haynes: “That
Bylaw No. 9352 be read a second time.”
CARRIED

MOVED by Councillor Haynes and Seconded by Councillor Brice: “That
Bylaw No. 9352 be now passed.”
CARRIED

MOVED by Councillor Brice and Seconded by Councillor Wergeland: “That
it be recommended that Council approve and issue Development Permit
DPR00593 on Lot 9, Block 1, Section 81, Victoria District, Plan 1006 (40
LURLINE AVENUE)".
CARRIED
69
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COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES April 25, 2016

1220-20
EDPA Bylaw

PUBLIC INPUT ON COUNCIL AGENDA ITEMS

Draft Terms of Reference — Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) Review
It is difficult to comment on the draft Terms of Reference without having the Rollo
Report available.

Draft Terms of Reference — EDPA Review

- The Community Association supports option 2 to create new opportunities for the
public to be consulted and involved in determining alternatives for moving forward;
disrespectful remarks to staff or citizens should not be tolerated.

- Option 1 could be supported if potential solutions could be debated in an open
meeting.

J. Ball, Cordova Bay Road:

Draft Terms of Reference — EDPA Review

- The EDPA should be replaced with researched and informed legislation and
include Saanich-owned properties; the public was not given enough time to review
the draft Terms of Reference.

- The Terms of Reference does not specify how independent a study will be; a third
party steering committee comprised of registered professional biologists and
affected parties should be considered to review the EDPA bylaw.

K. Harper, Bonair Place:

Draft Terms of Reference — EDPA Review

- Not enough time was given for the public to review the draft Terms of Reference;
time must be allowed for doing an independent review and affected parties should
be given the opportunity to provide input.

D. Doore, Mayfair Drive:

Draft Terms of Reference — EDPA Review

- The public was not given enough time to properly review the draft Terms of
Reference.

C. Davidson, West Saanich Road:

Draft Terms of Reference — EDPA Review

- Staff has the right to provide input into the review but should not have control over
the process; an independent study is needed.

Y. Zanatta, High Street:

Draft Terms of Reference — EDPA Review

- She is disappointed with the lack of notice given to the public to review the
proposed Terms of Reference; an independent study should not be managed by
staff.

- An independent committee could be formed that reports to Council and includes
those directly affected by the EDPA including the scientific community, property
owners, and members of community organizations; it may be a conflict of interest
if Saanich staff provides information for the study.

- Option 3 for a collaborative approach is supportable.
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COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES April 25, 2016

1410-04
Report -
Planning

xref: 1220-20

EDPA Bylaw

G. Tripp, Cordova Bay Road:

Draft Terms of Reference — EDPA Review

- Citizens did not have enough time to properly review the draft Terms of Reference;
the process should not be rushed.

- A short term solution should be brought forward to give relief to property owners;
Option 3 is supportable.

- Itwill be important to include land owners in the review process; EDPAs from other
jurisdictions should be reviewed.

- Creative ways to deal with rural and shoreline areas could be explored;
encouragement and education should be provided to land owners.

- A complete analysis of the science and the premise behind the implementation of
the bylaw is needed along with an audit of the Environmentally Sensitive Areas
(ESA) including field evaluation.

- Voluntary stewardship, incentives, compensation, and what restrictions should be
left in the bylaw should be considered; assessment of ecosystems in Saanich
parks and public lands should take place.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkkhkkkkkkkhkkkkkhkkkkkkkhhkkkkkkhhkkkkkkkkkkkkkhhkhkhkkkkkkkhkhkkkkkkkkk

Councillor Plant left the meeting at 8:30 p.m. The Director of Legislative Services
arrived at 8:30 p.m.

kkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkhkkhkkkkkkkhkhkkkkkkhkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE — ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
AREA (EDPA) REVIEW

Report from the Director of Planning dated April 18, 2016 recommending that Council
endorse the draft Terms of Reference with direction for any changes and that Council
give direction as to the desired level of public engagement.

The Director of Legislative Services stated: in regard to the requests for removal of
the properties from the EDPA, Mr. Alexander had stated that Council had no other
option than to send the applications forward to a Public Hearing. The Land Use and
Development Procedures Bylaw, 2007, No. 8857, section 9(a) states that every
application for a bylaw amendment under Section 2(a) of this bylaw shall be
considered at a Council or Committee of the Whole meeting at which time Council
may:

() Forward the application to a Public Hearing;

(i) Amend and then forward the application to a Public Hearing; or

(i) Reject the application.

MOVED by Councillor Wergeland and Seconded by Councillor Haynes: “That
consideration of the report of the Director of Planning dated April 18, 2016 -
Draft Terms of Reference for the Environmental Development Permit Area
Review, be postponed for two weeks to allow Council and the public more time
to review the report.”

In response to questions from Council, the Director of Legislative Services stated:

- Council could suspend the rules of the Council Procedure Bylaw to not receive

further public input when the item is brought forward at a future meeting.

Councillor Plant stated:
- Postponing the item is not supportable.
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COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES April 25, 2016

Councillor Derman stated:

- He is not opposed to postponing the item but believed the residents wanted the
EDPA discussed in a timely manner; if postponement is approved to give the

public the opportunity to review the report, they should be able to provide input at
the future meeting.

Councillor Haynes stated:

- The public wants to be more engaged in the process; he supports the motion to
postpone.

The Motion was then Put and CARRIED
with Councillor Plant OPPOSED

The Chief Administrative Officer stated:
- The draft Terms of Reference and staff report could be posted on the website.

The Director of Legislative Services stated:
- A notice could be advertised in the Saanich News.
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Key ECOS recommendations for inclusion within the EDPA RFP Terms of
Reference:

+ The public must be engaged through the consultation and revision process in a way that rebuilds
trust, creates greater understanding and allows the co-creation of solutions.

+ Given the polarized character of the EDPA controversy, it is imperative that the consultant team have
proven facilitation and conflict resolution expertise.

+ The consultant shall provide clear biological/ecological criteria with a clear method for assessing
and evaluating the presence (or absence) of sensitive ecosystems and their quality.

+ The consultant shall provide recommendations that will strengthen and improve the use of the
professional reliance model, using professionals who are accountable to a professional society or
college and subject to a code of ethics and standards of performance.

+ The consultant shall investigate how the District of Saanich can show stronger leadership on public
lands and provide recommendations for action.

+ The consultant shall provide recommendations for additional or alternate policy tools and
strategies to the EDPA. Possible examples include incentives (such as property tax subsidy),
strategic land assembly, oak afforestation of unused agricultural land and greater support for existing
or new conservation and educational initiatives.

+ The consultant will explore how the EDPA can be administered to avoid placing unreasonable
land-use constraints or hardship on private residents.

+ Provide recommendations to ensure equitable distribution of environmental benefits and
burdens within the municipality;

¢+ The consultant shall provide recommendations on the fair use of conservation covenants, such
that residents do not feel they have been unfairly imposed upon. The consultant shall clarify when
and how conservation covenants should be used.

¢+ The consultant shall recommend whether or not the EDPA should apply to single family
residential lots. If the recommendation is to exclude these properties, the consultant shall provide
direction on the scale of subdivision that would trigger a requirement for an Environmental
Development Permit.

Recommendation for an alternate public engagement strategy

Instead of choosing from one of three options, consider a three-phase process that combines elements
of all three options and shortens the duration required for effective public engagement in the process.

¢ In this scenario, the consultant would carry out Option 1 first (now effectively Phase 1 of a
three-phrase process) and then bring back a discussion paper for consideration by the
public and council with the expectation that this would be a starting point for meaningful
public engagement, not an end to it. (In other words, there would be no expectation that this
would be a document for Council to ratify, adopt or implement at this stage.)

e Using the discussion paper as a jumping off point, the process would then move into a
facilitated public engagement phase (Phase 2), similar to what is currently outlined in “option 3”.
Based on the outcomes of this engagement process, the consultant would make changes to
their report and submit it for review by all affected parties, including council, residents, qualified
professionals and staff. The report would recommend those “short-term” and relatively straight-
forward housekeeping fixes needed to immediately improve the bylaw.
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e The report would also identify residual issues that remain to be resolved and around which
consensus has yet to be achieved (i.e. issues that will require further research, public
engagement and policy development to resolve effectively). This would be the work of Phase
3—a longer term work program perhaps.

This approach has the benefit in Phase 1 of allowing the consultant team the latitude to do what
Saanich has hired them to do without undue interference, which is to take all of the input to date,
analyse it and bring back a discussion paper that is intended to do four things:

1. Capture the issues at play and the public’'s concerns.

2. Discuss their merits in the broader context of the EDPA’s policy objectives.

3. Provide tentative strategies or recommendations to address these concerns and improve the
bylaw, and

4. Act as a spring board for serious engagement with affected interests to elicit creative ideas,
address key concerns and improve the EDPA process and policy outcomes.

Phase 1 would take 2 - 3 months, as indicated in the staff report; however Phase 2 should take only an
additional 2 months (rather than 7-8) because of the ground work completed in Phase 1. Itis difficult to
estimate what time might be required for Phase 3, should it be needed—perhaps very little as some
community groups (like ECOS) could be anticipating and working on these issues concurrently with the
other 2 phases. In any event, Phase 3 shouldn’t delay matters, as sufficient progress would have been
made in the previous two phases to deliver the following outcomes:

1. Greater clarity and consensus around the policy goals and objectives behind the EDPA.

2. Improved policy direction to staff from council, including direction to develop a biodiversity
strategy.

3. Significantly improved EDPA guidelines (including certainty and clarity around standards,
evaluation criteria, mapping quality, use of professional reliance model, etc).

4. Improved cost sharing by the tax base.

5. A bigger toolkit that reduces dependence on the EDPA regulation and promotes a different,
“H.A.T.” like, method to achieve ecosystem stewardship goals.

6. Improved administration of the EDPA regulation and its implementation by staff.

Improved Council oversight of outcome 3, and

8. An effective and legitimate adjudication process.

~

Recommendations for the Consultant Team selection process

e That a well-respected and Professional Biologist, who may be in a retired professional status, be
retained to work with staff to review applications submitted to Saanich for the contract to provide
Consulting services to review the EDPA. The staff and public advisor will recommendation a short
list of 3 or 4 candidates for the provision of EDPA Consulting services who will each be asked to
make a 15 minute presentation to the Mayor and Council at an open Council session on how
they would implement the ToR to address expressed public concerns. The Mayor and Council
would then make the final selection of which Consultant would be offered the contract for
Consulting services.
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May 5, 2016
Attention: Mayor and Council

From: Jeremy Gye and Patrick Lucey on
behalf of ECOS (Ecology, Community and
Science) Research.

APPENDIX A
DRAFT Terms of Reference

Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) Review

PURPOSE

To provide recommendations to Council to improve the EDPA Bylaw and support private land
stewardship of Environmentally Significant Areas in Saanich.

BACKGROUND

Saanich Council adopted the EDPA Bylaw in March 2012. In 2015, a six-month public ‘check in’
process began. At a special council meeting on March 16, 2016, Council moved to support the
recommendations of a staff report (attached) which included support for hiring a
consultant/consultant team to review the EDPA Bylaw.

Many issues have been raised about the bylaw, its implementation, and the impacts on property
rights and property values. Ideas have been brought forward by the public to improve the bylaw
and programming to support stewardship on private land, etc.

POLICY CONTEXT

The EDPA is a schedule to the Official Community Plan (OCP) and is supported by many OCP
Policies.

WE RECOMMEND ADDING THE FOLLOWING TO THOSE IN THE STAFF DRAFT

4.1.2 Sustainable Ecosystems

Saanich and its residents are considered to be leaders in the region in preserving and protecting the

natural environment. The preservation and enhancement of our natural heritage was founded and

depends on raising public awareness, gaining support, and encouraging citizens, businesses, and

institutions to conserve natural resources and restore the natural environment for the well-being of future

generations.
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4.0 Environmental Integrity

Looking after the natural environment, and mitigating the impact of the built environment, is an essential

and shared responsibility between all levels of government, private interests, and the community. It

requires awareness, cooperation, innovation, and action.

Environmental Stewardship

24. Foster and support public awareness, engagement, and participation in community environmental

stewardship initiatives.

25. Work with private land owners to encourage stewardship that protects, preserves, and enhances

natural systems and, where appropriate, enter into conservation covenants or provide incentives to

protect riparian or environmentally significant areas.

From Saanich’s DECLARATION OF THE RIGHT to A HEALTHY ENVIRONMENT: “Ensure equitable
distribution of environmental benefits and burdens within the municipality.”

Several other documents support and shaped the EDPA, including:

e The Local Government Act

e Review of Saanich Marine Shoreline Resources and Options for Protection
e The Green Bylaws Toolkit

e Develop with Care

e The Stewardship Series, including Greenshores

e The Conservation Manual (of the Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory)

e Recovery Strategy for Garry Oak and Associated Ecosystems and their Associated Species
at Risk in Canada, 2001-2006

ADD THE FOLLOWING:

e Saanich Urban Forest Strategy
e Urban Forests: A Climate Adaptation Guide (BC Climate Action Tool Kit)
e Applicable Inventory Standards for all five inventories referenced in the EDPA

e Saanich Public Participation Policy

OBJECTIVES

The EDPA was initiated to support many of the policies found in the OCP and address the lack
of environmental protection for environmentally significant areas (ESA's) in Saanich such as the
marine backshore, sensitive ecosystems, rare habitat, and isolated wetlands or streams. The
original objective was to:
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"Establish an Environmentally Significant Areas Development Permit Area to
protect and enhance sensitive ecosystems, species at risk and the marine
shoreline. Increasing development pressure adds to the need to protect natural
ecosystems and the habitat of rare plants and animals at a level similar to the
existing protection for riparian areas. Development Permit Guidelines will focus
on best management practices for protecting habitat adjacent to development.”

The current objectives of the EDPA are to:
* Protect the areas of highest biodiversity within Saanich;

= Require mitigation during development; and
e Require restoration to damaged or degraded ecosystems during development.

SCOPE OF WORK

Saanich Council wishes to engage consulting services with experience and expertise in creating
local government tools to protect the natural environment. The consultant will:

1. Conduct any public engagement as outlined by Saanich Council according to the District of
Saanich Public Participation Policy and Public Participation Toolkit.

2. Research other comparable municipalities and their approaches to natural area protection,
identifying best practices and expected outcomes, and interview experts related to this issue.

3. Refer to the Green Bylaws Toolkit and relevant legislation.

4. Meet with staff to and Council to discuss the scope of the project and current practice at the
outset.

5. Review materials provided by the District of Saanich:
e Minutes and existing staff reports of relevant Council meetings
e Economic Studies (Rollo and Associates, BC Assessment Authority)
e Public Feedback from the check in process and town hall meetings (staff report plus
original documentation)
e Submissions from individuals and organizations within Saanich
e Official Community Plan and other policy documents

Collaborate with the public in developing recommendations to council by

1. preparing a discussion paper that identifies the comments already through the public feedback
process and develop preliminary recommendations for discussion with the public, and

2. actively seeking input and facilitating discussions with the public to create constructive solutions to
address issues (real and perceived) in relation to this bylaw and its implementation.

|~

Prepare a discussion paper for review by staff (including Legal, Finance, Planning,
Engineering, Parks & Recreation, Administration), council and affected stakeholders (including
residents, professional practioner, relevant ENGOs and the development and design community).
This paper will serve as jumping off point for public engagement. The discussion paper
will cover:

e Study scope, background and methodology

e Study objectives and measures of success for the study

+ Clarify and refine specific policy objectives for the EDPA.
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+ Discussion of the context of the recommendations such as the OCP, approaches by other
municipalities, expected outcomes

» |dentification and analysis of options to develop an EDPA bylaw and implementation process
that is fair and accountable

+ Address ways to improve the bylaw, its implementation and administration, and associated public
process including:

= Clear, scientifically-defensible and widely-accepted classification criteria that
identify sites for inclusion / exclusion within the EDPA

= gcientifically-based, ecological metrics of success for the implementation of the
EDPA, with clear links back to refined policy objectives (ecological, economic and
social

= |mplementing the professional reliance (QEP) model, including a clear definition
for “Qualified Environmental Professional”, based upon Professional Society
standards.

= A clear methodology for inventory and field assessment standards, including a
process for timely assessments

=  Conducting District-wide ground-truthing in a prioritized, timely and cost-effective
manner

= A discussion of the pros and cons of leaving single family lots in the EDPA, as
well as direction on scale of subdivision that would trigger the EDPA if single
family lots were to be excluded

=  Direction on the fair introduction and application of conservation covenants, as per
OCP policy 4.1.2.25

¢+ Additional tools and strategies to achieve the policy objectives that underpin the EDPA and reduce
reliance on requlation, through incentive and educational programs

¢+ Ways to strengthen municipal leadership on public lands and achieve consistent application of
EDPA principles on both public and private land

e Recommendations to improve stewardship of private property

e Discuss the policy context or rationale for recommendations, such as the OCP,
approaches by other municipalities, expected outcomes, practioner feedback etc.

e Overview of process and resources required to implement the recommendations
e Outline on-going evaluation and monitoring of the measures of success

8. Solicit feedback on the discussion paper from council, affected stakeholders and staff
through well mediated public workshops that foster a productive and respectful exchange of
ideas and concerns, while addressing the recommendations within the discussion paper.
(Consider dedicated consultations with qualified environmental professionals.)

9. Prepare a final report using feedback from council, residents, affected stakeholders and staff. The
final report should clearly identify residual issues for which further study or public engagement is

required.

10. Present the final report to Council at a Committee of the Whole meeting and respond to
questions from Council.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

The level of public engagement, as determined by Council, and in accordance with District of
Saanich Public Participation Policy and Public Participation Toolkit, is:

87



Option 1 -Inform

This option is based on the position that significant engagement has taken place to date and that
the consultant is being hired to develop potential solutions that will be presented to Council.
Public input would be received at the time the potential solutions are presented to Council for
review and deliberation. Under this Option, the public would be kept up-to-date on the review
process through the Saanich website.

_Or_

Option 2 - Consult & Involve

Under this option, the consultant would create new opportunities for the public to give feedback
on their work- analysis of the public input and solutions/alternatives for moving forward. The
consultant would ensure that the aspirations of the public are understood and addressed during
the course of their work.

_Or_

Option 3 - Collaborate

Under this option, the consultant would actively seek input and facilitate discussions with

stakeholders and facilitate agreements between public parties. Advice and ideas from public
parties would be used to create solutions. A degree of Inform, Consult, and Involve would also
be needed.

Alternately, council may elect to combine these options into a single process as described in
Sections 7 and 8 above.

TIMELINE AND DELIVERABLES

e From the time of the award of the contract, the draft report will be delivered within (to be
determined) months to allow for public engagement and delivery of a report.

e The final report will be delivered within 2 weeks of receiving the comments on the draft
report.

e The presentation to Council will be scheduled as soon as possible by Saanich staff.

CONTRACT OVERSIGHT

The contract will be managed on a daily basis by an independent Steering
Committee appointed by and reporting to Council. The Director of
Planning and designated staff will as their main purpose serve to provide on a daily basis
with the main purpose of providing background information and resources. The contract terms
will be set by the Manager of Purchasing. The contract Terms of Reference, consultant
selection, and acceptance of the report will be under the purview of Saanich Council. The
findings of the consultant will be independent of staff opinion.

PROPOSALS

88



Proposals for the project should include:

= A description demonstrating the consultant's understanding of the project
e An itemized budget

e Timeline

e Methodology

e Experience and credentials of the consultant or team in relation to creating local government
tools to protect the natural environment

Ideas and expectations for public participation

G:\ENV\Development Permit Areas\EDPA\AA Reports to Council\2016 RTCs\April2016 RTC\Terms of Reference FINAL.docx
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Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure , Factsheets

FACTSHEET: Uber

/ministries/transportation-and-infrastructure/factsheets/factsheet-uber.html
Tuesday, October 28, 2014 3:04 PM

OPERATING A PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION VEHICLE IN B.C.

Any vehicle operated by a person who charges or collects compensation for transporting
passengers must be licenced under the Passenger Transportation Act.

Limousine, taxi and other passenger directed services, including those dispatched
through a "rideshare™ app such as Uber or Lyft, must be approved by the Passenger
Transportation Board. Currently, Uber and Lyft are not licenced in B.C.

The rates charged by taxis, limousines and other small passenger directed vehicles are
set or approved by the Passenger Transportation Board.

Smart phone apps operated by any company, including commercial "rideshare"
providers, must reflect Passenger Transportation Board approved rates.

Vehicle operators will also need:

. A National Safety Code Safety Certificate

. Semi-annual commercial vehicle inspections

. To check with the municipality where you plan to operate for any additional
requirements

. Adriver's licence and vehicle insurance that meets the

requirements for commercial vehicles.

Fines:

. Any company or driver advertising or providing a service they're not licensed to
provide is subject to being ticketed.

. A ticket for $1,150 can be issued by the police, Commercial Vehicle Safety
Enforcement officers or Passenger Transportation Inspectors at the roadside.

. Repeat offenders can be fined up to $5,000.

Contact:
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure

Government Communications and Public Engagement
250 356-8241
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http://www.th.gov.bc.ca/cvse/national_safety_code/nsc_application.htm
http://www.cvse.ca/vehicle_inspections.htm
http://www.icbc.com/FAQ/Pages/search.aspx?QAQuery=uber

ICBC INFORMATION REGARDING RIDESHARING APPS LIKE UBER AND LYFT

Driver licensing

QUESTION | want to use my vehicle to drive passengers for payment, for a service like Uber or Lyft.
What kind of licence do | need?

ANSWER:

At a minimum a Class 4 (restricted). This is a commercial driver’s licence, which allows you to drive up to
10 persons including the driver.

Before you pick up your first passenger you’ll also need:

*The owner of the vehicle to declare how they plan to use the vehicle so the insurance can be properly
assigned a specific taxi or limousine rate class. Talk to your broker, they can help make sure you have
the right coverage for how you use your vehicle.

eLicence plates specially designated for taxis and limousines

You will also need:

A licence approved by B.C.’s Passenger Transportation Board

*A National Safety Code Safety Certificate

eSemi-annual commercial vehicle inspections

eCheck with the municipality where you plan to operate for any additional requirements

If you’re involved in a crash without having completed all necessary requirements, there could be very
serious financial consequences including potentially having to repay the full value of all claims that arise
and forfeiting coverage for your own injuries as well as damage to your vehicle.

We want to make sure you’re covered.

SEE THE ICBC LINK FOR THIS PAGE AT : http://www.icbc.com/FAQ/Pages/Driver-licensing.aspx

205


http://www.icbc.com/FAQ/Pages/Driver-licensing.aspx

206



Her Worship Mayor Barbara Desjardins
Page 2

I look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

Peter Fassbender
Minister
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February 1, 2016

The Honourable Todd Stone

Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure
Room 306

Parliament Buildings

Victoria, BC V8V 1X4

Re: UBER operations in British Columbia

Dear Minister Stone,

You may recall that in a previous letter (September 2015) regarding the possibility of Uber
operations in British Columbia, TIABC emphasized the need for the province to ensure a
stable environment for the taxi industry. In addition, we recommended that if Uber were
given permission to operate in BC, consumers would be protected by their adherence to the
requirements of the Passenger Transportation Act.

Minister, in view of your recent comments intimating that Uber’s formal arrival is not a
matter of if, but when, | am writing to reiterate TIABC’s position in support of the BC Taxi
Association and its members for a fair playing field.

To that end, we respectfully submit that for Uber to operate in BC, it must comply with the
same system and regulations as taxi companies to ensure the safety of passengers, drivers
and the public. These regulations would include, but are not limited to, national safety code
standards applicable to vehicles, regular vehicle inspections, vehicle age and emission
standards, accessible vehicles, on-board cameras for protection of drivers and passengers,
Work Safe BC coverage, business licenses, and remittance of requisite taxes such as PST
and GST.

Along with the BC Taxi Association, TIABC is not against Uber operating in British Columbia
provided the company and its agents adhere to the same rules as all passenger

transportation companies.

Thank you for your attention to this important issue. Please feel free to contact me for
further clarification or to answer any questions.

Sincerely,

Jim Humphrey, Chair
Tourism Industry Association of BC

cc: Honourable Shirley Bond, Minister of Jobs, Tourism and Skills Training
Mohan Singh Kang, president, BC Taxi Association

Tourism Industry of Association of BC www.TIABC.ca
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September 15, 2015

The Honourable Todd Stone

Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure
Room 306

Parliament Buildings

Victoria, BC V8V 1X4

Dear Minister:

Re: Uber operations in British Columbia

On behalf of the Tourism Industry Association of BC (TIABC), I am writing to express our
support for the BC Taxi Association’s position that Uber comply with provincial regulations to
operate in British Columbia.

TIABC supports a stable environment for the taxi industry and believes that consumers
must be protected with reasonable and predictable prices through approved meter rates and
all other requirements under the Passenger Transportation Act.

The BC Taxi Association has assured us that they are not against Uber operating legally in
BC, but are adamant that they follow the same rules as all passenger transportation
companies to ensure the safety of the travelling public within a level playing field.

While we understand that your Ministry has insisted that Uber follow regulations, we
encourage you to maintain this position and ensure enforcement.

On behalf of TIABC and our member, the BC Taxi Association, thank you for your Ministry’s
ongoing role in the safety and sustainability of vehicle-for-hire services in our province.

Sincerely,

Jim Humphrey, Chair
Tourism Industry Association of BC

cc: Honourable Shirley Bond, Minister of Jobs, Tourism and Skills Training
Mohan Kang, BC Taxi Association President

Tourism Industry of Association of BC www.TIABC.ca
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DPAO00858 -2- April 18, 2016

LAP Designation: Commercial or Industrial

Community Assn Quadra / Cedar Hill « Referral sent January 5, 2016. No response
Referral: received to date.

PROPOSAL

To amend DPR91-0016 to remove the existing wooden entrance vestibule and replace it with a
new steel and glass vestibule at the Keg Restaurant building on Quadra Street.

Figure 1: Site Plan

PLANNING POLICY
Official Community Plan (2008)

4.2.2.1 *“Support quality architectural and urban design that:
e uses local, durable and eco-friendly building materials;
o works with topography and protects the natural environment;
o reflects our west coast setting;
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DPAO00858 -3- April 18, 2016

enhances a “Sense of Place”;

respects local history and heritage structures and landscapes;
creates pedestrian friendly and safe streets and neighbourhoods;
incorporates and supports the use of alternative transportation; and
ensure that our community is physically accessible.

5.2.4.1 *“Monitor and encourage preservation of heritage resources according to the Saanich
Heritage Resources Management Plan and Heritage Action Plan.”

5.2.4.4 “Consider incentives to encourage preservation and designation of privately owned
heritage buildings.”

Quadra Local Area Plan (2001)

3.1 “Preserve the public visibility of inventoried and designated heritage resources within
Quadra.”

Quadra/McKenzie Development Permit Area Guidelines

The site is within the Quadra/McKenzie Development Permit Area. Relevant guidelines include
retaining existing trees and native vegetation where practical, minimizing impervious cover, high
quality landscaping adjacent to major roads, setbacks to major roads to accommodate future
road widening, enhancing pedestrian environment and public spaces, landscape screening of
surface parking, and architectural design that is contemporary and authentic.

DISCUSSION

Neighbourhood Context

The 2,284 m? site is located on the west side of Quadra Street, across from the western
terminus of Reynolds Road and in close vicinity to where the Saanich Spur section of the
Lochside Trail crosses Quadra Street at Greenridge Crescent. The site is approximately 300 m
from the McKenzie-Quadra Neighbourhood “Centre”, and the surrounding area includes a wide
range of commercial, residential, and industrial uses.

The subject property is registered on the Heritage Inventory and is a well-recognized landmark.
The brick building was originally constructed as a water pumping station in 1900, and was used
as such until 1912. The building was subsequently used by various owners as a jam and
canning factory followed by a winery operation, until it became the Keg Restaurant in 1978.

The subject property and the adjacent two properties (north and south) are somewhat
connected functionally due to the shared access and parking configuration. Together the three
properties create an area zoned either M-1 Industrial or C-2 General Commercial bounded by
Hulford Street to the south, Elsey Lane and the Lochside Regional Trail to the west, and Quadra
Street to the east.
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Figure 2: Context Map

Land Use and Density

The subject property is currently zoned General Commercial (C-2) and restaurant is a permitted
use under the existing zoning. There are no proposed changes to the land use or density
through this application.

Site and Building Design

The single-storey, brick building was designed as a utilitarian, industrial building that included
arched windows and door openings which are still evident.

221



DPAO00858 -5- April 18, 2016

The property currently has a wooden, shed-roofed vestibule at the main entrance which was
added onto the original construction (see Figure 3). The proposal is to replace the existing
23.4 m? wooden structure with a 14 m? glass and steel vestibule with a flat canopy roof.
Approximately half of the vestibule would include glass walls and the remaining portion would
be open (see Figure 4). The proposed structure would extend 0.2 m further from the building
face, and be 6.0 m shorter than the existing structure.

The outside edge of the proposed vestibule would be finished with a concrete planter and
handrails would be added along the walkway approaching the entrance from both the east and
west. The existing concrete landing between the parking spaces and the vestibule would be
removed. The adjacent four parking spaces are shorter than the 5.5 m length required for
standard cars, these four parking spaces will be designated for small cars.

Heritage Considerations

The building is identified on the Community Heritage Register but is not protected by a heritage
designation bylaw. The proposed alterations were referred to the Saanich Heritage Foundation
for comment; however, a Heritage Alteration Permit is not required.

Given the heritage significance of the building the owners were asked to consider designating it
as a heritage site, or installing a heritage plague or interpretive signage. The owners have
indicated they are not interested in pursuing either option at this time.

Replacing the existing wooden structure with an open or glazed structure would enhance the
heritage appearance by increasing visibility of the original brick structure. Rather than trying to
mimic or replace a heritage feature of the building, the proposed vestibule has a modern design
that is aesthetically distinct from, yet quite complementary to the heritage character.

The open design would create a prominent entrance feature, provide weather protection, and
enhance the heritage aspect by exposing the original brick wall and arched window features.

Figure 3: Existing Entrance Vestibule
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Figure 4: Proposed Entrance Vestibule (Drawing provided by Number Ten Architectural Group)

CONSULTATION

Community Association
The application was referred to the Quadra Cedar Hill Community Association, no comments
have been received to date.

Saanich Heritage Foundation

The application was considered by the Saanich Heritage Foundation on December 8, 2015. The
group commented that the proposed alterations are an improvement and they support them in
principle.
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DPAO00861 -2- April 18, 2016

Existing Use of North: Attached Housing (RM-RH)
Adjacent Parcels: South: Park (RM-RH)
East: Church and School (P-1)
West: Single Family Dwellings (RS-6 & RS-10)

Current Zoning: RM-RH (Residential Mixed Rainbow Hill Zone)
Minimum Lot Size: N/A
Proposed Zoning: N/A

Proposed Minimum

Lot Size: N/A
Local Area Plan: North Quadra
LAP Designation: Mixed Residential

Community Assn Referral: North Quadra Community Association - Letter of non-support
received March 8, 2016.

PROPOSAL

The applicant requests an amendment to Development Permit DPR00487 in order to:

1) construct a second entrance to the underground parking for the proposed south condo
building at Rainbow Hill; and 2) construct a new driveway access to the site from Rainbow
Street.

The new access driveway would pass through three residential properties, of which two are in
the Agricultural Land Reserve.

The Agricultural Land Commission has confirmed that the properties at 804 and 812 McKenzie

Avenue (see Figure 4) are exempt from the ALR restrictions through “ALR Act” s.23(1) because,
on December 21, 1972, both properties were by separate Certificate of Title, less than 2 acres.
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Figure 1: Context Map
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PLANNING POLICY
Official Community Plan (2008)

4.2.1.14 “Encourage the use of ‘green technologies’ in the design of all new buildings.”

4.2.1.16 “Encourage ‘green’ development practices by considering variances, density
bonusing, modified/alternative development standards or other appropriate
mechanisms when reviewing development applications.”

4.2.1.18 “Encourage new development to achieve higher energy and environmental
performance through programmes such as ‘Built Green’, LEED or similar
accreditation systems.”

4.2.1.20 “Require building and site design that reduce the amount of impervious surfaces and
incorporate features that will encourage ground water recharge such as green roofs,
vegetated swales and pervious paving material.”

North Quadra Local Area Plan (2003)
North Quadra Local Area Plan, Map 5.1 designates the site for “potential multi-family housing.”

Christmas Hill Slopes Action Plan (1995)

“Support mixed housing on the Rogers South, McKenzie/Douglas (SIDC) and Rainbow East
areas, having consideration for significant vegetation and other environmentally important
features.” The site is located in the Rainbow East area.

Development Permit Areas — Justification and Guidelines (1995)

The site is subject to the guidelines of the Saanich General Development Permit Area. Key
environmental guidelines relate to preservation of the natural environment and minimizing
impervious cover. Key form and character guidelines relate to topography, building/site design,
building height in relation to the height of surrounding buildings, and protection and
enhancement of the urban forest.

DISCUSSION

Background

The Rainbow Hill site was rezoned to RM-RH (Residential Mixed Rainbow Hill Zone) in

January 2008 to permit a mixed-residential development comprising: single family residential
lots; attached dwellings; and two apartment buildings. As part of the rezoning application, the
“Rainbow Hill Planning and Design Manual, Rainbow Hill Landscape Guidelines” and the project
“Sustainability Statement” were registered by covenant on the property’s Title to guide the
review and issuance of future Development Permits for the attached housing and apartment
buildings. The covenant also secured the phasing of amenities given the long-term nature of
the project.

The subdivision to create the single family dwelling lots and attached housing and apartment

sites was registered in 2011 and construction of the single family dwellings and attached
housing is now complete. As part of the subdivision: a sidewalk was constructed on
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Rainbow Street; a 3840 m? area fronting McKenzie Avenue was dedicated for park; and a

370 m? area along McKenzie Avenue was dedicated for future road widening to improve the
sidewalks and add space for bicycle lanes. As part of the development of the attached housing,
a 1300 m? area adjacent to Swan Lake Christmas Hill Nature Sanctuary was also dedicated for
park.

The applicant requests an amendment to the existing Development Permit in order to construct:
a second entrance to the underground parking; and a new driveway access to the site from
Rainbow Street. The details of these proposed changes are outlined below.

Parkade Change to South Apartment

Development Permit DPR00487 to construct a total of 77 apartment units in two buildings, each
with two levels of underground parking, was issued in December, 2011. The parkade access to
the south building was planned on the south side of the building. An internal ramp system was
to provide access between the parking levels.

In order to reduce construction costs the applicant proposes to eliminate the internal ramp and
construct a second access into the underground parkade on the west side of the building so that
each parking level would be accessed independently. Because of the relationship of the
building to the site, the second entrance can be incorporated into the textured concrete
foundation wall with only minor changes to the building facade and ground level view. The new
entrance would be landscaped consistent with the quality of landscaping indicated on the
approved Development Permit plans. These changes would not detract from the overall design
intent or building appearance and can be supported.

Proposed New
Parking Entrance

Figure 2: South Building (West Elevation)
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Proposed Second
Ramp to Underground
Parking

Figure 3: Revised Parkade Plan

New Driveway Access

Vehicle access to the apartment site is by easement only via the strata road through the
attached housing site and two driveway connectors to Rainbow Street. Residents in the
attached housing are concerned about the volume of traffic that would use the strata road when
construction is completed and the apartments are occupied. To address their concern, the
applicant proposes to provide access to Rainbow Street from the south-west part of the site in
order to reduce the amount of apartment traffic passing through the attached housing site and
the upper section of Rainbow Street.

The applicant proposes to construct a new private driveway from the south-west end of the
property, across 804, 812 and 820 McKenzie Avenue, which he now owns, to connect to
Rainbow Street and Blackberry Road. The minimum 6.0 m wide, two-way driveway complete
with curb and gutter and 1.5 m wide sidewalk would be secured by way of an easement across
the McKenzie Avenue properties in favour of the Rainbow Hill properties. Registration of a
statutory right-of-way to permit the general public to use the driveway for pedestrian access to
the yet to be named Saanich Park would be secured as part of the Development Servicing
Requirements. The driveway would be designed to accommodate fire truck access. No parking
would be permitted along the driveway.

The proposed driveway would not lessen the future development potential of the three

McKenzie Avenue properties which would remain large enough in area for a future multi-family
housing development accessed from the new private driveway.
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Figure 4: Proposed New Site Access
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Environment

The McKenzie Avenue properties contain a mixture of natural vegetation including Garry Oak
trees, lawn and gardens, and other non-native vegetation. The environmental policies of the
North Quadra Local Area Plan (2003) and Christmas Hill Slopes Action Plan (1995) stress the
importance of protecting and restoring native vegetation, wildlife habitat, and significant treed
areas.

Most of 820 McKenzie Avenue and the north-east corner of 812 McKenzie Avenue are within
the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) and designated as Garry Oak Woodland
Ecosystem. In May, 2015 a field verification and assessment of the Sensitive Ecosystem ESA
and EDPA were undertaken for the site by Mr. Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. The assessment noted that
the area contained a few individual plants typical of a Garry Oak Woodland Sensitive
Ecosystem mostly located in one small area. The proposed driveway and sidewalk would be
outside of the ESA as there is no ESA on the site. Saanich Environmental Services has
reviewed the findings and acknowledges that, based on the consultant’s report, the proposed
roadway is exempt from the regulations of the EDPA.

Saanich Parks has reviewed the proposal and notes that the proposed sidewalk would encroach
by about 2 m? onto the corner of the Saanich Park. Since the encroachment is for a publically
accessible sidewalk, Parks has no objection to the proposal. Saanich Parks notes that several
low limbs would need to be pruned off Garry Oak trees to provide adequate clearance over the
access driveway.

The proposal would likely require removal of Garry Oak trees #368 and #371 that are 45 cm and
53 cm diameter respectively. The Project Arborist has stated that tree #368 has structural
defects and should not be considered for retention. He recommends that the impact to tree
#371 from construction of the driveway and sidewalk can be mitigated by eliminating all
excavation within the root zone and building the road using Geogrid, Geotextile, porous road
base and pervious surfaces. Parks recommends that these same construction techniques
should also apply within the root zones of Garry Oaks #372, 374, 198 and 199. The applicant
has stated that driveway construction would be supervised by the Project Arborist and
construction technigues would be utilized based on the arborist's recommendations, to protect
the trees.

The proposed access driveway has been designed to meet Engineering Department
requirements while minimizing potential environmental impacts. Nevertheless, Environmental
Services has stated that the environmental impacts of the access driveway could be further
mitigated if the applicant was willing to commit to salvaging native plants and restoring and
covenanting additional areas, in particular, the remnant Garry Oak Woodland in the northern
part of 820 McKenzie Avenue. The applicant has stated that he is currently working on a
development proposal for the area of the McKenzie Avenue parcels south of the proposed
access driveway and expects to submit a Rezoning and Development Permit Application for the
site in the near future. Further efforts to mitigate potential environmental impacts, including
consideration for a natural state covenant for 820 McKenzie Avenue, would be addressed
through the development review process when a design concept for the site is available.
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CONSULTATION

North Quadra Community Association (NQCA)

The applicant has consulted with immediate neighbours, the Rainbow Hill Strata Association
and the NQCA executive. Planning sent a referral to NQCA on January 25, 2016 and met with
members of the Community Association Executive on March 7, 2016 to discuss the proposal.

The Association is concerned that acceptance of this new road proposal without conditions to
require environmental protection, closure of three existing driveways on McKenzie Avenue, and
property dedication along the McKenzie Avenue frontage, at this time, would put the community
at a greater risk. For these reasons, the proposal is not supported by the Community
Association.

With respect to the driveway closures, the municipality has a legal obligation to maintain access
to the existing single family dwellings. Alternative access to the site and future road dedication
will be addressed through the rezoning process when a development application for the site has
been received.

SUMMARY

In order to reduce construction costs, changes are proposed to the planned south condo
building to construct a second access into the underground parkade. Minor changes to the
building facade and landscaping would be required to accommodate the new parking access.
These changes would not detract from the overall design intent or building appearance and can
be supported.

In addition, to limit the amount of apartment traffic passing through the attached housing site
and the upper section of Rainbow Street a new private driveway from the south-west end of the
property, across 804, 812 and 820 McKenzie Avenue is proposed to connect to Rainbow Street
and Blackberry Road. The proposed driveway would not lessen the future development
potential of the three McKenzie Avenue properties. Based on a field verification and
assessment of the Sensitive Ecosystem ESA and EDPA undertaken for the site by a Registered
Biologist the proposed driveway is exempt from the regulations of the EDPA. Several low limbs
would need to be pruned off Garry Oak trees to provide adequate clearance over the access
driveway. The proposal would likely require removal of two Garry Oak trees. The applicant has
stated that he is currently working on a development proposal for the McKenzie Avenue parcels.
Further efforts to mitigate potential environmental impacts, including consideration for a natural
state covenant for 820 McKenzie Avenue, would be addressed through the development review
process when a design concept for the McKenzie Avenue site is available.
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