AGENDA
@1 For the Council Meeting to be Held
At the Saanich Municipal Hall,
770 Vernon Avenue
' MONDAY, OCTOBER 24, 2016

| 6:00P.M., COMMITTEE ROOM NO. 2

Motion to close the meeting to the public in accordance with Section 90 (1) (c), (i) and (m) of the Community

Charter.

I 7:30 P.M., COUNCIL CHAMBERS

A. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

1.
2.

Council meeting held October 17, 2016
Committee of the Whole meeting held October 17, 2016

B. BYLAWS FOR FINAL READING

1.

TAX EXEMPTION REAL PROPERTY BYLAW AMENDMENT

Final reading of “Tax Exemption Real Property Bylaw, 2015, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No.
9396”. To exempt certain lands and improvements from taxation for the years 2017, 2018 and
2019.

57 CADILLAC AVENUE — TAX EXEMPTION BYLAW
Final reading of “Tax Exemption Bylaw (57 Cadillac Avenue), 2016, No. 9397”. To exempt the
leased premise at 57 Cadillac Avenue from taxation for the years 2017-2023.

TAX EXEMPTION REAL PROPERTY BYLAW
Final reading of “Tax Exemption Real Property Bylaw, 2016, No. 9399". To exempt certain lands
and improvement from taxation for the years 2017 and 2018.

C. PUBLIC INPUT (On Business Iltems D & E)

D. RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES

1.
P.3

P.24

P. 26

REPORT FROM COMMITTEES — FEDERAL TRANS-PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT
Reports from the Environment and Natural Areas, Healthy Saanich, and Planning,
Transportation and Economic Development Committees providing their recommendations to
Council on the matter of the Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement.

MOVEMBER

Recommendation from the September 28, 2016 Healthy Saanich Advisory Committee meeting
that Council approve the raising of the Movember flag at the Municipal Hall for the month of
November in support of awareness for the Movember 2016 campaign.

ENVIRONMENTAL BILL OF RIGHTS

Recommendation from the September 27, 2016 Environment and Natural Areas (ENA) Advisory
Committee that Council consider, as part of the Strategic Planning process, providing staff
resources to work with ENA related to the Environmental Bill of Rights as outlined in the report.

E. REPORTS FROM MEMBERS OF COUNCIL

1.
P.31

UNION OF BC MUNICIPALITIES (UBCM) RESOLUTIONS

Report of Councillor Brownoff dated October 3, 2016 recommending that Council confirm that alll
resolutions advanced to UBCM are endorsed by Saanich Council and that Saanich Council write
a letter to UBCM requesting they verify that late or emergency resolutions presented to them are
endorsed by the local government.
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COUNCIL/COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETINGS OCTOBER 24, 2016

1581 Church Ave:
Postponed
to a Future Meeting

3.

PRESENTATION OF THE PLANS FOR THE HARTLAND LANDFILL FACILITY

Further to the Notice of Motion from the October 3, 2016 Council meeting. Report from
Councillor Haynes dated October 13, 2016 recommending that Council request staff to invite the
Core Area Wastewater Treatment Project Board to present at a future Committee of the Whole
meeting on the plans for the Hartland Landfill Facility, bio-solids, pipeline, and any other
pertinent information with the intent to allow the public to hear the details, and that the residents
of Willis Point be advised of the date of the presentation.

*** Adjournment * * *

AGENDA REVISED AGENDA
For the Committee of the Whole Meeting
** IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING** ITEM NO. 2 REMOVED

The Council Meeting in the Council Chambers

6187 HUNT ROAD - SUBDIVISION, AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE AND HERITAGE
REVITALIZATION AGREEMENT

Report of the Director of Planning dated September 14, 2016 recommending that Council
forward the application to subdivide the land within the Agricultural Land Reserve to the
Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) with a recommendation for approval and, if the application
is approved by the ALC, that the Heritage Revitalization Agreement be approved.

1780 TOWNLEY STREET — DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND REZONING

Report of the Director of Planning dated October 6, 2016 recommending that Council approve
the application to rezone to Zone RM-6 (Residential Mixed), that Development Permit
DPRO00634 be approved and that final reading of the Zoning Bylaw Amendment and ratification
of the Development Permit be withheld pending registration of a housing agreement and a
covenant to secure the items as outlined in the report.

REQUEST FROM CRD - ISLAND CORRIDOR FOUNDATION (ICF) REVIEW

From the October 12, 2016 Capital Regional District (CRD) Board meeting requesting Council
consider the Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal Communities review of the Island
Corridor Foundation, and the ICF response to local governments in the CRD and to Songhees
and Esquimalt First Nations, and to provide comments and recommendations to the CRD by
October 31, 2016.

*** Adjournment * * *

“IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS
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The Trans-Paci

The Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) is a multilateral invest-
ment and corporate rights agreement involving 12 Pacific Rim
countries. Canada joined the negotiations in 2012.

The text of the agreement was developed in secret. Parlia-
mentarians were kept out of the loop. Corporate lobbyists,

on the other hand, were given full access. The deal is now
finalized and cannot be modified as it awaits ratification of the
signatories. The countries involved (Australia, Brunei Darus-
salam, Chile, Japan, Malaysia, Mexico, New Zealand, Peru,
Singapore, United States of America and Vietnam) make up
approximately 40 per cent of the global economy.

The TPP is a “docking” agreement, meaning that other
countries can join the existing deal without negotiations,
which is significant due to the failure of previous multilateral
efforts. Countries, such as the Philippines, Thailand, South
Korea, Colombia and Taiwan, are considering joining.

Of the 30 chapters in the TPP only six relate to trade issues.
The TPP is not a “trade” agreement — it is about entrench-
ing and expanding the rights of corporations.

Here are a few examples of what we can expect fro

Increases in some drug costs. The TPP includes the
expansion of patent regimes to support pharmaceutical
companies. Consumers and public health care providers
will see higher prices. For communities in the global South
who rely on low-cost generic drugs, this can be a matter of
life and death.

A global race to the bottom in wages. Lax corporate
rules will mean continuously lower wages everywhere.
Union organizing will be undermined while the exploita-
tion of more temporary foreign workers and of workers

in the Global South will increase. Ultimately this leads to
increased profits for corporations while many workers are
paid less.

N
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What'’s in the TPP?

The TPP will affect issues as wide ranging as internet
freedoms, food sovereignty, health care costs, environ-
mental standards and banking regulations. In all of these
instances the rights of corporations are promoted at the
expense of the rights of communities.

m the TPP:

+ Softening country of origin rules. This makes it easier
for corporations to produce product components in coun-
tries outside of the TPP and still have preferential tariffs.
These rules of origins are weaker than those in NAFTA.

Deregulation of financial institutions. TPP rules would
require domestic law to conform to the now-rejected model
of deregulation. The TPP would undermine bans on partic-
ularly risky financial practices, such as the derivatives that
led to big bank bailouts during the 2008 financial crisis.

* Undermining community and government efforts to
buy local. Corporations in the TPP must have access to
bid on most government contracts. This means a country
cannot give preference to local suppliers or enact “buy
local” policies.

Encouraging a carbon-intensive economy. Trade
agreements encourage the expansion of a shipping-based
export economy. They also promote large, global transna-
tional agriculture instead of locally produced food. These
are important factors in creating climate change. The TPP

18 text does not have a single reference to climate change.



(Examples - con’t)

* Reducing environmental protection and indigenous
sovereignty. The TPP includes special rules for corpora-
tions that allow them to take environmental policies and laws
to court. Environmentally destructive companies, such as
oil companies or mining companies, are particular users of
these rules. Indigenous lands, which are on the front lines
of mining and oil resources, are often impacted by these
environmentally damaging projects.

+ Canadian dairy markets opened to more rBGH milk. The
TPP will open up the Canadian market to U.S. milk as part
of harmonizing dairy standards. Canada has banned recom-
binant Bovine Growth Hormone, produced by Monsanto,

while the U.S. has not. Cows injected with rBGH, pushed to
yield unnaturally large quantities of milk, suffer from more
stress and a higher incidence of udder infections, reproduc-
tive disorders, swollen legs and premature death.

* Restrictions on internet freedoms. People’s internet free-
dom would be restricted through expanded copyright terms,
new rules for enforcement of the intellectual property rights
of corporations online and the protection of digital locks,
which prevent downloads. People will be limited in using and
creating digital content and the protection of “trade secrets”
could impede whistleblowers working in the public interest.
Few privacy protections for users are provided.

Investor state dispute settlement (ISDS) provisions

Investor-state dispute settlement (ISDS) provisions are includ-
ed in the TPP as well as many other international “trade” agree-
ments. These provisions are the most obvious example of how
trade deals are a corporate bill of rights. The ISDS provisions
allow corporations to sue governments for policy decisions or
regulations that cut into their corporate investments or profits.

Say, for example, a company invested in a mine or an oil field.
The communities whose health and safety are affected could
ask the government to stop the project to protect their health
and safety. But if the government changes policy or rules that
affect a TPP country’s investment, the company can sue for
lost profit — and not just what it invested, but also the “future
profits” the company projects it would lose.

With ISDS provisions communities are likely to be bombard-
ed with investment in resources extraction and infrastructure
projects even though unresolved land claims, indigenous title
and environmental opposition would otherwise be major risks
to investment. These investments leave lands vulnerable to
plunder and displacing people.

Public resources as corporate insurance

It used to be corporations that assumed the risks of doing
business in another country. Now, with ISDS provisions, cor-
porations are ensuring that bad investments and questionable
projects are compensated for by governments. The funds used
to compensate these multinational corporations could other-
wise be used for spending on housing, public health, education
and other social services.

The chill effect on public interest policy

Governments faced with continuous financial losses to ISDS
claims may be discouraged to pass policies in the public
interest that can impact the profits of multinational corporations.
We have seen corporations challenge pesticide bans, public
health labeling on cigarettes, the rejection of pipeline projects,
fracking bans and much more. Governments will either contin-
ue to pay these corporations for their ISDS claims, or they will
stop enacting policies and regulations in the public interest in
order to save money. Either way people and the environment
will suffer.

To learn more about what you can do to stop the Trans-Pacific Partnership
visit www.canadians.org/tpp or call toll-free 1-800-387-7177.

THE LE
300-251 Bank Street
COUNC"—* CONSEIL  Gitawa, ON, K2P 1X3
OF CANADIANS DES CANADIENS .
4 canadians.org | 1-800-387-7177 June 2016
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Trade Deals

Give Corporations
the Power to Sue

The Trans-Pacific Partnership con-
tains the controversial investor-state
dispute settlement (ISDS) provision.

In short, ISDS gives corporations the
power to sue national governments for
lost future profits related to public inter-
est legislation, most commonly related
to the protection of the environment.
This provision is known as Chapter
11 in the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA). It is in the yet-to-
be ratified Canada-European Union
Comprehensive Economic and Trade
Agreement (CETA) and in the recently
signed Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP),
and it is the subject of debate and re-
form proposals in the United States-
European Union Transatlantic Trade
and Investment Partnership (TTIP).

The Trudeau government is defending
this provision in the TPP. Global Affairs
Canada (Prime Minister Trudeau’s de-
partment of foreign affairs and interna-
tional trade) says, “With respect to ISDS,
the TPP will not impair the ability of Can-
ada or its partners to regulate and legis-
late in areas such as the environment,
culture, safety, health and conservation.
Our experience under NAFTA demon-
strates that neither our investment pro-
tection rules nor the ISDS mechanism
constrain any level of government from
regulating in the public interest.”

In fact, Canada’s experience under
NAFTA has been the complete oppo-
site of that. Since NAFTA came into
force on January 1, 1994, Canada
has been subject to 35 NAFTA inves-
tor-state claims. Sixty-three per cent
of those claims have involved chal-
lenges to environmental protection
or resource management measures.
A notable example includes the Del-
aware-registered, Calgary-based Lone
Pine Resources’ $250-million Chap-
ter 11 challenge against Canada over
Quebec’s moratorium on fracking for

www.canadians.org

oil and gas underneath the St. Law-
rence River.

Toronto Star columnist Thomas Wal-
kom has cautioned, “Ottawa says the
TPP does not remove the right of gov-
ernments to ‘legislate and regulate in
the public interest” That’s what was said
about NAFTA originally. But those claims
proved to be false. With the TPP, as with
NAFTA, all will depend on how the final
text is worded and how the dispute set-
tlement panels interpret this wording. In
the end, the new Trans-Pacific deal is es-
sentially a renegotiated NAFTA with Ja-
pan and a couple of cheap-labour coun-
tries (Vietham, Malaysia) thrown in.”

The ISDS provision threatens both
climate policy and Indigenous rights.

As Friends of the Earth highlights, “The
ISDS mechanism included in the TPP
investment chapter grants foreign in-
vestors access to a secret tribunal if
they believe actions taken by a govern-
ment will affect their future profits. This
provision is a ticking time-bomb for
climate policy because many govern-
ment policies needed to address global
warming are subject to suits brought
before international investment tribu-
nals. ... Other TPP chapters, like the
one covering trade in goods, can be the
basis for state-to-state suits challenging
climate policies.”

Council of Canadians National Chairper-
son Maude Barlow has called for a pro-
vision in global climate agreements that
would protect government measures re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions from
ISDS challenges. She stated, “The cen-
tral problem is that many of the same
countries pledging to take serious action
on climate change are also party to, or
are aggressively negotiating, trade and
investment deals that contain a mech-
anism that gives large corporations the
right to challenge any changes to the
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current rules under which they operate.”
United Nations Special Rapporteur for
Indigenous Rights Victoria Tauli-Corpuz
has warned that “the clause of non-dis-
crimination between a local and an
international investor ... grants more
rights to transnational firms, often at
the expense of indigenous rights.” She
says this is a crucial issue because most
remaining natural resources are locat-
ed on Indigenous lands.

In aJanuary 2016 op-ed published in the
Winnipeg Free Press, Council of Canadi-
ans Regional Organizer Brigette DePape
and Winnipeg chapter activist Jobb Ar-
nold wrote “[The ISDS provision] could
affect the First Nations on Lelu Island,
B.C. ... There, the battle is against Petro-
nas, a company that wants to exploit lig-
uefied natural gas. It’s not just the land
and water, but also the fishing economy
at stake for future generations. Under
the TPP, Petronas, a Malaysian company,
could sue the Canadian government if
it were to limit LNG exploitation on the
island. In this way, the TPP gives multi-
national corporations more power and
grassroots land-defenders less.”

The Trans-Pacific Partnership includes
the 12 countries that produce nearly 40
per cent of the monetary value of all the
finished goods and services in the world.
There is a mixture of countries within it,
including G7 “major advanced econo-
mies” (the United States, Canada and Ja-
pan), G20 “major economies” (Australia
and Mexico), relatively smaller econo-
mies (New Zealand and Singapore), and
“developing economies” (Brunei, Chile,
Malaysia, Peru and Vietnam).

Giving the transnational corporations
that operate in these countries the pow-
er to sue government over public inter-
est legislation is the wrong way to go.

Brent Patterson is the Political Director for the
Council of Canadians.
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TPP 'worst trade deal ever,' says Nobel-winning economist Joseph Stiglitz

Trans-Pacific Partnership should be revised to advance interests of citizens, not corporations, he says

CBC News Posted: Mar 31, 2016 8:45 PM ET Last Updated: Apr 01, 2016 4:51 PM ET

Nobel Prize-winning economist Joseph Stiglitz says the Trans-Pacific Partnership may well be the worst
trade agreement ever negotiated, and he recommends Canada insist on reworking it.

"l think what Canada should do is use its influence to begin a renegotiation of TPP to make it an
agreement that advances the interests of Canadian citizens and not just the large corporations,” he said
in an interview with CBC's The Exchange on Thursday.

e Highlights: What's in Trans-Pacific Partnership?
 EU quietly asks Canada to rework trade deal

Stiglitz, a professor at Columbia University in New York, was a keynote speaker at a conference at the
University of Ottawa on Friday about the complex trade deal.

International Trade Minister Chrystia Freeland put Canada's signature on the Trans-Pacific Partnership
trade deal, but it has yet to be ratified here. The House of Commons trade committee is studying the
TPP — a process that Freeland said could take up to nine months.

Stiglitz described Freeland as "old friend" in an interview with The Canadian Press and said he has
explained some of the pitfalls of the TPP to her, among them its potential to reduce workers' rights.

Stiglitz takes issue with the TPP's investment-protection provisions, which he says could interfere with
the ability of governments to regulate business or to move toward a low-carbon economy.

Multinationals have right to sue

It's the "worst part of agreement,” he says, because it allows large multinationals to sue the Canadian
government.

"It used to be the basic principle was polluter pay," Stiglitz said. "If you damaged the environment, then
you have to pay. Now if you pass a regulation that restricts ability to pollute or does something about
climate change, you could be sued and could pay billions of dollars."

There were similar provisions in North American Free Trade Agreement that led to the Canadian
government being sued, but the TPP goes even further.

He said the provision could be used to prevent raising of minimum wages or to overturn rules that
prevent usury or predatory lending practices.

Stiglitz argues the deal, which is a 6,000-page mammoth and extremely complex, should have been
negotiated openly.

"This deal was done in secret with corporate interests at the table," he said.
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TPP 'worst trade deal ever,' says Nobel-winning economist Joseph Stiglitz - Bus... Page 2 of 2

He also forecasts the deal will have little impact on trade volumes, especially in advanced countries like
the U.S. and Canada, where mostly capital-intensive goods are exported and labour-intensive goods are
imported.

Rules of origin provisions

But it will change the basic legal framework that governs society, shifting power to corporations, he said.

Stiglitz said the "rules of origin" provisions have the ability to hurt North American employment, because
they allow "very clever ways of hiding what's going on."

e Trans-Pacific Partnership divides auto parts industry
» Canada, Mexico share concerns about TPP impact

"You could have an automobile where the vast majority of the automobile was actually made in China
and Thailand [which did not sign the TPP] but it comes into Canada as a Japanese good," he said.

All the presidential candidates now are speaking out against the deal and it may never be passed in the
u.S.

"I'm a little surprised that Canada would seriously consider going through the political fight that is
associated with getting this agreement ratified until the U.S. adopts it," he said.

He recommended Canada work with the Europeans, who have also objected to the investment
protection provisions, to rework the deal.

With files from The Canadian Press
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The Corporation of the District of Saanich '

Mayor.
Coungcillors
Administrator

Re port Com. Assoc.

Applicant
To: Mayor and Council ouf‘c"\\s“aw‘
\\)
From: Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning ':ﬂ;:;\a
Date: September 14, 2016 /
Subject: Subdivision, Agricultural Land Reserve and Heritage Revitalization
Agreement Application
File: SUB00749; ALR00011; HER00042 e 6187 Hunt Road
PROJECT DETAILS
Project Proposal: The applicant is seeking to subdivide the property to create one
additional lot within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) under the
existing A-1 zoning. A Heritage Revitalization Agreement is also
being sought to allow for: the existing heritage dwelling to be
retained on the newly created lot (proposed Lot A); the existing
second dwelling to be removed; and a new dwelling to be built at
the eastern edge of the original parce! (proposed Lot B).
Address: 6187 Hunt Road
Legal Description: Lot 1, Section 18, Range 6E, South Saanich District, Plan
VIP63380
Owner: Genevieve Phyllis Fatt
Applicant: Strongitharm Consulting Limited (Deane Strongitharm)
Parcel Size: 10.34 ha
Existing Use of Parcel: Rural/Agriculture
Existing Use of North: A-1 (Agriculture) Zone, District of Central Saanich
Adjacent Parcels: South: A-2 (Rural) Zone (Two Dwelling)
East: P-1 (Assembly) Zone, Haro Strait
West: A-1 (Rural) Zone
Current Zoning: A-1 (Rural) Zone RE@EHWE
Minimum Lot Size: 2.0 ha
SEP 15 2016
Proposed Zoning: A-1 (Rural) Zone LEGISLATIVE DIVISION
DISTRICT OF SAANICH

CW
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SUB00749; ALR0O0011; HER00042 Page 2 September 14, 2016

Proposed Minimum

Lot Size: 0.39 ha
Local Area Plan: Cordova Bay
LAP Designation: Rural/Agriculture/ALR to be retained

Community Assn Referral: Cordova Bay Association for Community Affairs ¢ Referral sent on
March 9, 2016. No response has been received to date.

PROPOSAL

The applicant is seeking to subdivide the property to create one additional lot within the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) under the existing A-1 zoning. A Heritage Revitalization
Agreement is also being sought to allow for: the existing heritage dwelling to be retained on the
newly created lot (proposed Lot A); the existing second dwelling to be removed; and a new
dwelling to be built at the eastern edge of the original parcel (proposed Lot B) (see Figures 1
and 2).

The proposed subdivision is intended to facilitate the inter-generational transfer of the farm
operation, to a next generation family member to allow the current farmer to retire. The smaller
lot containing the original manor home would be retained on the site and would continue to be
occupied by the retired farmer. The balance of the land would be transferred to the son who
intends to live on and continue to operate the farm.

Figure 1: Proposed Subdivision
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Figure 2: Overall Site Plan
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PLANNING POLICY

Official Community Plan (2008)
4.2.5.1. “Support the retention of rural and farm lands through adherence to the Urban
Containment Boundary policy and preservation of the Agricultural Land Reserve.”

4.2.5.2. “Maintain farming, food production, and large lot residential as the predominant land
use on rural lands.”

4.2.5.3. “Maintain a minimum parcel area of 2.0 ha for the A-1 (Rural) zone and 4.0 ha for the
A-4 (Rural) zone.”

5.1.1.3.  “Do not forward applications to the Agricultural Land Commission to subdivide land
within the Agricultural Land Reserve unless:

e the owner has continuously owned and occupied the property as a principal
residence since December 21, 1972 and no subdivision has occurred since that
date; or

o there are already two dwellings on the parcel; or

e it would facilitate changes to an existing public institution; or

e it would increase the agricultural capability of an existing farm as defined by the
BC Assessment Authority and there is on-site evidence of keeping animals or
land cultivation at a commercial level.”

5.1.1.18. *“Support the preservation and enhancement of the soil’s agricultural capability on
rural and ALR lands.”

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.”

Cordova Bay Local Area Plan (1998)

3.1 “Preserve the public visibility of heritage resources in Cordova Bay and encourage
design compatibility when considering rezoning, subdivision, and development
permits in their vicinity.”

7.1 “Maintain a minimum lot area of 2 ha outside the Urban Containment Boundary.”

DISCUSSION

Neighbourhood Context

The 10.34 ha, A-1 zoned, parcel is located within the Agricultural Land Reserve on the east side
of Hunt Road, adjacent to the municipal boundary with the District of Central Saanich. The site
contains a heritage registered dwelling in the northwest corner of the property, a smaller farm
worker dwelling in the southwest corner of the property, and five outbuildings which shelter farm
equipment, a paddock and processing areas necessary for the full-time farm operation.
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Figure 3: Context Map
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The site is currently being used for rotation cropping and sheep forage. Surrounding land use is
mostly rural residential and agricultural uses within the ALR. Haro Strait is to the east.

Land Use

Official Community Plan policies require a minimum parcel area of 2 ha for the A-1 zone. The
Official Community Plan supports retention of Agricultural Land Reserve land by discouraging
fragmentation through subdivision. Subdivision within the Agricultural Land Reserve requires
Agricultural Land Commission approval.

Subdivision Bylaw No. 7452 s. 5.1(d) provides that an Approving Officer may approve a plan of
subdivision which creates a parcel or parcels which do not comply with the minimum parcel size
or width requirements of the Zoning Bylaw where at least one of the parcels in the proposed
subdivision is within the ALR and the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission has approved the
subdivision, in which case one of the new parcels may be smaller than the smallest existing
parcel.

Theoretically, the 10.34 ha parcel has sufficient area to create 4 additional lots under the current
zoning. Official Community Plan policy 5.1.1.3 provides that applications for subdivision within
the ALR may be forwarded to the Agricultural Land Commission where there are already two
dwellings on the parcel, which is currently the case. One of the dwellings would be removed
and replaced elsewhere on the parcel to provide accommodation for the owner’s son who would
continue to farm the land.

Agricultural Land Reserve

The Agricultural Land Commission has policies which provide retiring farmers with the
opportunity to remain on the land while passing the farm operation on to family members or
other farmers who would continue to farm the land. Inter-generational transfer of farm
operations is a type of subdivision that allows for the transfer of a farm operation, including farm
assets and property, to a next generation family member to allow the current farmer to retire.

The Fatt family owns the farm. They have been farming in the Capital Region for more than 100
years. The family operates both Islands West Produce and Portofino European Bakery, a
wholesale operation that produces and distributes bakery products. The subdivision and
subsequent transfer of the remainder parcel would permit the next generation family member to
live on the land and cultivate the land for products that can be used in the preparation of its
bakery products. The adjacent parcel to the south is also owned and cultivated by a family
member and is an integral part of the overall family farm operation.

A Land Capability Assessment was undertaken for the site by Madrone Environmental Services
Ltd. The assessment states that soils in the area are a mix of both Quamichan and Tagner soil
associations, which have developed from fluvial and marine deposits. Soils in the area consist
of weakly differentiated layers of sandy loam to loamy sand. The Land Capability for Agriculture
(LCA) rating for these soils is a mix of 4A, 3A, 3D and 2P on a scale of 1 to 7, Class 1 being the
highest capability and Class 7 having limited or no agricultural capability. In this case, the
designations indicate generally high quality soils with limitations due to aridity, moisture holding
capacity and stoniness. The Class 4 seasonal aridity limitation can be improved by irrigation,
but the cost and low soil moisture holding capacity of the identified soil unit would result in non-
viable agricultural operation under 3A aridity limitations. Improvement through deep ploughing
would increase the Class 3D area to Class 1 if necessary for the intended crop type.
Improvements through stone-picking would increase Class 2P area to Class 1.
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4A(3A) O.DYB

3A(1) Du.DYB

3A(1) GLE.DYB

Figure 4: Land Capability Assessment
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In addition to subdividing to allow the retiring farmer to continue to live in the family home on a
smaller parcel, the proposal includes demolition of the existing farm worker dwelling and
construction of a larger dwelling, better suited to the needs of the next generation family,
elsewhere on the site. Removal of the existing farm worker dwelling and associated out-
building would allow for reclamation of +860 m? of arable (Class 3A) land where the house now
stands. The new dwelling would be constructed in the lowest-productivity (Class 4A), northeast
portion of the property and would be accessed via the existing farm road along the south
boundary of the property. It is anticipated that construction of a new house, driveway and
parking could result in the loss of up to 4000 m? of arable land.

Proposed Subdivision

The intent of the subdivision is to maintain the existing heritage dwelling on the smallest lot
possible in order to maximize the area of the remainder parcel that would continue to be farmed
(proposed Lot A).

The minimum parcel size for the A-1 zone is 2 ha. Subdivision Bylaw No. 7452 s. 5.1(d)
provides that an Approving Officer may approve a plan of subdivision which creates a parcel
which would not comply with the minimum parcel size or width requirements of the Zoning
Bylaw where the parcel is within the ALR and the Provincial Agricultural Land Commission has
approved the subdivision.

The proposed new 3942 m? lot to be located in the northwest corner of the parcel, would have a
depth of 87.8 m and a width of 44.9 m which would accommodate the existing heritage house,
gardens and septic field. Siting of the heritage dwelling on the new lot would comply with the
siting requirements for the A-1 zone.

The remainder parcel (proposed lot B) would have the existing house removed, and a new
house would be built at the eastern edge of the property.

Heritage Revitalization Agreement

The existing dwelling to be retained on the proposed new lot is listed in the Saanich Heritage
Register. The heritage home, constructed circa 1916, is a cross-gabled farmhouse with
features typical of the British Arts and Crafts style; including half-timbering and multi-paned
casement windows on the upper level of the main floor, cedar shingles and diamond-paned
leaded lights on the main level and a jettied upper level on the west side.

In approximately 1912, the one-storey section on the east side was built as a summer cottage
for Herbert and Harriet Burbidge. The two-storey main section was built circa 1916. When
Herbert came to Canada in 1910, he became the store’s commissioner for the Hudson’s Bay
Company and, as such, was the individual responsible for “The Bay” building at 1701 Douglas
Street in Victoria. In 1921, he retired to Hunt Road and became a breeder of outstanding
Jersey cattle. His property was called Babbacombe Farm.

The building appears well-maintained and has country-style gardens and grounds consistent
with its architectural style. The applicant proposes a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA)
to protect and preserve the heritage home and its immediate garden area so that, in the future,
it can be sold to owners motivated to preserve the rural heritage values of the house. A HRA
carries the same weight as a protection covenant or a Heritage Designation Bylaw. In addition,
a HRA may contain provisions regarding the phasing and timing of the commencement or
completion of actions required by the agreement. It may also vary or supplement provisions of
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a Zoning Bylaw, Subdivision Bylaw, Development Permit or Development Variance Permit,
including bylaw provisions respecting land use and density. A HRA may only be amended by
bylaw with the consent of the owner and Council.

[t:'_:;:r
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Figure 5: Babbacombe Farm Burb|dge Residence (from Saanich Heritage Reglstry 2008)

The HRA, which would be registered on Title, would contain provisions to require protection and
on-going maintenance of the dwelling and grounds. A preliminary plan of subdivision forms part
of the Heritage Revitalization Agreement. The HRA also requires that the farm worker dwelling
must be removed from the property and the land must be returned to an arable state prior to the
issuance of a Building Permit for the new dwelling to be constructed on proposed Lot B.
Changes to the exterior of the heritage dwelling would require review by the Saanich Heritage
Foundation and Council approval of a Heritage Alteration Permit.

Environment

The subject property includes two watercourses and a pond/wetland identified in the Streamside
Development Permit Atlas. The two watercourses have a 5 m no disturbance buffer and the
pond a variable 15 to 30 m setback. Any development within 30 meters of the subject
watercourses will require a Streamside Development Permit issued by the Manager of
Environmental Services, including but not limited to new road crossings. Agricultural use within
the ALR is exempt from the Streamside Development Permit Area requirements.

The property also faces the ocean and lies within the Environmental Development Permit Area
(EDPA) with a designation of Marine Backshore and Coastal Bluff. The minimum setback from
the marine backshore is 15 m as measured from the natural boundary. The minimum setback
from the edge of the coastal bluff is 10 m. A new house constructed within 10 m of the coastal
bluff or 30 m of the marine backshore (whichever is closer) would require an Environmental
Development Permit issued by the Manager of Environmental Services. The applicant has
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stated that the new house would be constructed outside of the Environmental Development
Permit Area.

Figure 6: Location of Proposed Future Residence

Servicing

The site is outside of the Sewer Service Area. Sewer service for both lots would be by
conventional septic tank and disposal field in accordance with the requirements of the
Vancouver Island Health Authority. The existing dwelling to be retained on proposed Lot A is
serviced with water supply from Central Saanich. The existing water service would be retained.
The new dwelling to be constructed on proposed Lot B would be provided with a new water
service from Central Saanich or a well would be drilled on site.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND SUSTAINABILITY

Policy Context

The Official Community Plan (OCP) adopted in 2008 highlights the importance of climate
change and sustainability. The OCP is broadly broken down into the pillars of sustainability
including environmental integrity, social well-being and economic vibrancy. Climate change is
addressed under the environmental integrity section of the OCP and through Saanich’s Climate
Action Plan.

Climate change is generally addressed through mitigation strategies and adaptation strategies.
Climate change mitigation strategies involve actions designed to reduce the emissions of
greenhouse gasses, primarily carbon dioxide from combustion, while climate change adaptation
involves making adjustments and preparing for observed or expected climate change, to
moderate harm and to take advantage of new opportunities.

The following is a summary of the Climate Change and Sustainability features and issues
related to the proposed development.

Climate Change

This section includes the specific features of a proposal related to mitigation and adaptation
strategies. Considerations include: 1) Project location and site resilience, 2) Energy and the
built environment, 3) Sustainable transportation, 4) Food security, and 5) Waste diversion.

The proposed development includes the following features related to mitigation and adaptation:
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e The proposal is able to use existing roads and infrastructure to service the development.
The proposal would facilitate the inter-generational transfer of an existing farm operation to
a next generation family member who would continue to operate the farm.

e Removal of the existing farm worker dwelling and associated out-building would allow for
reclamation of 860 m? of arable (Class 3A) land where the house now stands. It is
anticipated that construction of a new house, driveway and parking could result in the loss of
+4000 m? of less productive (Class 4A) arable land.

e To minimize the loss of arable land the existing farm road would be used to access the new
dwelling on proposed Lot B.

e The family operates both Islands West Produce and Portofino European Bakery. The
proposal would permit the next generation family member to live on the land and cultivate
the land for products that can be used in the preparation of its bakery products.

Sustainability

Environmental Integrity

This section includes the specific features of a proposal and how it impacts the natural
environment. Considerations include: 1) Land disturbance, 2) Nature conservation, and
3) Protecting water resources.

The proposed development includes the following features related to the natural environment:

o Removal of the existing farm worker dwelling and associated out-building would allow for
reclamation of 860 m? of arable (Class 3A) land where the house now stands. It is
anticipated that construction of a new house, driveway and parking could result in the loss of
+4000 m? of less productive (Class 4A) arable land.

e The property faces the ocean and lies within the Environmental Development Permit Area
(EDPA) with a designation of Marine Backshore and Coastal Bluff. The applicant has stated
that the new house would be constructed outside of the Environmental Development Permit
Area.

Social Well-being

This section includes the specific features of a proposal and how it impacts the social well-being
of our community. Considerations include: 1) Housing diversity, 2) Human-scale pedestrian
oriented developments, and 3) Community features.

The proposed development includes the following features related to social well-being:

e Based on the Provincial requirements, dedication of a public access to the ocean would be
required as a condition of subdivision because the nearest existing access is more than
200 m away. If a trail were constructed within the dedicated highway, it would result in the
loss of nearly 1.6 ha of productive farm land and could result in potential conflicts between
normal farm activities and trail users. Relief from the requirement was granted by the
Provincial Approving Officer.

e A proposed Heritage Revitalization Agreement would contain provisions to require
protection and on-going maintenance of the existing heritage dwelling and grounds.

Economic Vibrancy
This section includes the specific features of a proposal and how it impacts the economic

vibrancy of our community. Considerations include: 1) Employment, 2) Building local economy,
and 3) Long-term resiliency.

The proposed development includes the following features related to economic vibrancy:
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e The development is expected to create short-term jobs during construction of the new house
on proposed Lot B. Operation of the farm by a next generation family member would
continue to provide employment for workers on the farm and in farm related businesses.

CONSULTATION

Cordova Bay Community Association
A referral was sent to the Cordova Bay Association for Community affairs on March 9, 2016. No
response has been received to date.

District of Central Saanich

A referral was also sent to the District of Central Saanich on April 25, 2016, because the
development is adjacent to the common boundary between Saanich and Central Saanich. No
response has been received to date.

Peninsula and Area Agricultural Commission

The Peninsula and Area Agricultural Commission (PAAC) considered the application at its
meeting on May 12, 2016. PAAC indicated no major concerns about the subdivision given the
fact that the Fatt family have not had a home-severance before and have been farming for over
100 years. There was a minor concern that another house may eventually be built on the
property, taking away more agricultural land (Note: Construction of a second dwelling on
proposed Lot B would require rezoning the site to the A-2 (Rural) Zone (Two Dwelling) and
approval of the ALC.)

Saanich Heritage Foundation

The Saanich Heritage Foundation considered the application at its meeting held April 12, 2016.
The discussion noted that a survey plan showing proposed setbacks for the heritage dwelling
should form part of the Heritage Revitalization Agreement. Setbacks should be adequate so as
not to impact the building’s facade. The Heritage Revitalization Agreement should also include
heritage designation of the registered dwelling.

Staff have considered whether or not a Heritage Designation Bylaw would be required in
addition to the Heritage Revitalization Agreement. The Heritage Revitalization Agreement
includes similar wording to Saanich’s Heritage Designation Bylaw and would provide an
equivalent level of protection. A preliminary plan of subdivision forms part of the Heritage
Revitalization Agreement. The HRA also requires that the farm worker dwelling must be
removed from the property and the land must be returned to an arable state prior to the
issuance of a Building Permit for the new dwelling to be constructed on proposed Lot B.

SUMMARY

The proposed subdivision is intended to facilitate the inter-generational transfer of an existing
farm operation, to a next generation family member to allow the current farmer to retire. An
existing heritage dwelling would be retained on proposed Lot A and would continue to be
occupied by the retired farmer. As there are already two dwellings on the property, Official
Community Plan policy 5.1.1.3 supports forwarding the application to the Agricultural Land
Commission.

The Land Capability for Agriculture (LCA) rating for the site indicates generally high quality soils
with limitations due to aridity, moisture holding capacity and stoniness. These limitations can be
improved by irrigation, deep ploughing and stone-picking if necessary for the intended crop
type. Removal of the existing farm worker dwelling would allow for reclamation of the high
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guality arable land where the house now stands. The new dwelling would be constructed in an
area of less-productive soils and would be accessed via the existing farm road at the south
boundary of the property to minimize the loss of arable land.

The applicant proposes a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) to protect and preserve the
heritage home and its immediate garden area so that, in the future, it can be sold to owners
motivated to preserve the rural heritage values of the house. The building appears well-
maintained and has country-style gardens and grounds consistent with its architectural style.
The HRA, which would be registered on Title, would contain provisions to require protection and
on-going maintenance of the dwelling and grounds.

The property includes two watercourses and a pond/wetland which are within the Streamside
Development Permit Area (SDPA). Agricultural use within the ALR is exempt from the SDPA
requirements. Also, part of the site facing the ocean lies within the Environmental Development
Permit Area (EDPA). A new house constructed within 10 m of the coastal bluff or 30 m of the
marine backshore (whichever is closer) would require an Environmental Development Permit
issued by the Manager of Environmental Services. The applicant has stated that the new house
would be constructed outside of the Environmental Development Permit Area.
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RECOMMENDATION

1. That the application to subdivide within the Agricultural Land Reserve to facilitate the inter-
generational transfer of an existing farm operation be forwarded to the Agricultural Land
Commission with a recommendation for approval.

2. If the application is approved by the Agricultural Land Commission, that the Heritage
Revitalization Agreement be approved.

Report prepared by
Neil indlow, Senior Planner

Report reviewed by:
Jarret Matanowitsch, Manager of Current Planning

Report reviewed by:
Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning

NDF/sl
HATEMPEST\PROSPERO\ATTACHMENTS SUB SUB00749 R POR DOCX

Attachment

cc: Paul Thorkelsson, CAO
ADMINISTRATOR’S COMMENTS:

| endorse the recormnmendation of the Director of Planning
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Current Use of Parcels Under Application

1. Quantify and describe in detail all agriculture that currently takes place on the parcel(s).
There are two homes and farm outbuildings on the site. Currently the farmland is used mostly for the
growing of hay. An application for a land-use amendment has been made to the District of Saanich
Heritage Revitalization Agreement.

2. Quantify and describe in detail all agricultural improvements made to the parcel(s).

See report that has been submitted to the District of Saanich. The intention is to subdivide the manor
house and move second home and more intensively farm those parts of the land that have the highesi
agricultural capability, A soils report, prepared by Madrone Environmental has been conducted within
the last two months

3. Quantify and describe all non-agricultural uses that currently take place on the parcel(s).

The intention is to subdivide off the heritage manor home, to retained by the family in the short term and
transfer the balance of the farm lands 1o vho will build a new house on the poorest quality lands
and then cultivate the balance of the lands. A detailed report has been submitted to the District of Saanich

Adjacent Land Uses

North

Land Use Type: Agricultural/Farm
Specify Activity: horses and hay

East

Land Use Type: Other
Specify Activity: water (Cordova Bay)

South

Land Use Type: Agricultural/Farm
Specify Activity: hay and grains

West

Land Use Type: Agricultural/Farm
Specify Activity: mostly horse farms

Proposal

1. Enter the total number of lots proposed for your property.
0.4 ha
{0 ha

2. What is the purpose of the proposal?

Subdivision and intergenerational transfer of land. Subdividing off of a small area containing the original
manor home leaving the balance of the land to by owned by 1 upon which he will live and
Jarm. See report submitied to the District of Saanich for greater detail

3. Why do you believe this parcel is suitable for subdivision?
It arhieves af leact three rove ahiectivec: 1 (Wd Mannr horice tn he decionated hevitnoe decived hv the
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municipality 2. second house on the parent parcel to be removed and area cultivated for crops 3. main
JSarmland to remain as a large whole parcel and continued to be farmed by the family and more

intensively farmed than in recent years 4. a new home will be built on the remaining large parcel and the
lowest quality soils

4. Does the proposal support agriculture in the short or long term? Please explain.
Supports long term use of the land for agriculture. The main _farm will be transferred to the next
generation (intergenerational transfer) for a family that has farmed in the capital region for more than

100 years.

5. Are you applying for subdivision pursuant to the ALC Homesite Severance Policy? If yes, please
submit proof of property ownership prior to December 21, 1972 and proof of continued occupancy
in the "Upload Attachments" section.

No

Applicant Attachments

* Proposal Sketch - 54666
* Certificate of Title - 023-450-452

ALC Attachments

None.

Decisions

None.
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Proposed Zoning: n/a

Proposed Minimum

Lot Size: n/a
Local Area Plan: Shelbourne
LAP Designation: Existing Commercial / Office

Community Assn Referral: Mount Tolmie Community Association ¢ Referral sent
May 30, 2016. No referral response received to date.

PROPOSAL

The applicant wishes to amend Development Permit DPR89-0048 to allow for a parking
variance from 18 to 9 spaces. The existing building is currently vacant, but was previously
occupied as an office with 9 on-site parking spaces. The applicant proposes to operate a fitness
studio (yoga, spin cycle and wellness), which has a higher parking requirement than office use.
The property is zoned C-4 (Office and Apartment Zone) and the proposed use is permitted.

PLANNING POLICY

Official Community Plan (2008)

4.2.1.1 “Support and implement the eight strategic initiatives of the Regional Growth Strategy,
namely: Keep urban settlement compact, Protect the integrity of rural communities;
Protect regional green and blue space; Manage natural resources and the
environment sustainably; Build complete communities; Improve housing affordability;
Increase transportation choice; and Strengthen the regional economy.”

4.2.1.2 “Maintain the Urban Containment Boundary as the principal tool for growth
management in Saanich, and encourage all new development to locate within the
Urban Containment Boundary.”

4.2.2.3 “Consider the use of variances to development control bylaws where they would
achieve a more appropriate development in terms of streetscape, pedestrian
environment, view protection, overall site design, and compatibility with neighbourhood
character and adjoining properties.”

4.2.3.1 *“Focus new multiple family residential, commercial, institutional and civic development
in Major and Neighbourhood “Centres”, as indicated on Map 4.”

4.2.3.6 “Encourage the retention of corner stores and local service centres (e.g. development
at Burnside and Rolston) as a means to improve the cycle/ walk — ability of
neighbourhoods.”

4.2.9.10 “Require bicycle parking / storage, and encourage change and shower facilities where
appropriate, in commercial, institutional, public, recreational, and multi-family
residential buildings.”

4.2.9.37 “Consider parking variances where one or more of the following apply:
e transportation demand strategies (TDM) are implemented;
e avariety of alternative transit options exist within the immediate vicinity of the
proposed development;
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e there is a minimal reduction in required parking;
¢ the development is located in a “Centre”;
e availability of on-street parking.”

5.1.4.1 “Foster the development of a community that is safe, diverse and inclusive and where
social interaction, physical activity, sense of place, and neighbourliness are actively
promoted and supported.”

6.2.4 “Support a balanced economy by encouraging a broad range of commercial, service,
research, high tech and industrial uses.”

6.2.5 “Focus new commercial development primarily to “Centres” and “Villages” (Map 4.)

Shelbourne Local Area Plan (1998)

9.4 “Encourage improvement or enhancement of the pedestrian environment on private
and public lands within the commercial area identified on Map 9.1. Improvements
could include soft landscaping (trees, shrubs, and flowers), screening of garbage
containers, provision of benches, safe pedestrian linkages through parking lots, and
pedestrian refuges within crosswalks.”

Shelbourne Valley Action Plan (In Progress)

The subject property is within the study area for the draft Shelbourne Valley Action Plan
(SVAP). Although the SVAP has not yet been adopted, draft policies relevant to this proposal
should be considered.

5.7.2 “Locate all surface parking to the rear of new development and screen from view.”
5.7.3 “Locate short-term bicycle parking in convenient locations near primary building
entrances.”

5.7.4 “Consider parking variances where contributions are made to enhance cycling, walking
and transit infrastructure.”

6.2.8 “Require bicycle parking / storage, and encourage change and shower facilities, where
appropriate, in commercial, institutional, public and recreational buildings and
facilities.”

6.5.11 “Consider parking variances where contributions are made to enhance cycling, walking
and transit infrastructure.”
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Development Permit Area Guidelines

The development proposal is subject to the Shelbourne/McKenzie Development Permit Area.
Relevant guidelines include: retaining native vegetation wherever possible, screening of parking
areas, commercial buildings at a human scale to increase social interaction and create a vibrant
pedestrian environment, balancing all modes of transportation and encouraging public transit
bicycle use.

Figure 1: Context Map

60



DPAO0878 -5- September 15, 2016

DISCUSSION

Neighbourhood Context

The 577 m? site is located on Church Avenue within the Cedar Hill Neighbourhood “Centre” and
Shelbourne Valley Corridor. The site is approximately 60 m from Shelbourne Street. The
property is currently developed with one office building, and nine parking spaces are located at
in the rear yard.

Surrounding properties reflect the diversity of land uses expected within a Neighbourhood
“Centre” and currently the site is the most westerly extent of commercial properties along the
south side of Church Street. The sites location reflects the transition between commercial and
public assembly uses to the north and east, and residential use to the west and further south.
Assembly uses in the immediate area include the Guide and Scout Hall and the Jewish
Community Centre, both located south of the site at the terminus of Cottonwood Street.

The Shelbourne Valley Action Plan identifies the properties along Church Avenue, between
Cottonwood Street and Mclvor Avenue, as transitioning to 4-storey mixed use/commercial
developments, as future growth of the Cedar Hill Neighbourhood “Centre” occurs.

The subject property is bounded by parking areas immediately to the east and south of the lot.

Land Use and Density

The property was rezoned from residential to commercial in 1989-90 and a Development Permit
was issued for an office building on the site. The C-4 (Office and Apartment) Zone permits an
assembly use such as a yogal/fitness studio, however the proposed change from office to an
assembly use requires additional parking.

The Zoning Bylaw requires 18 parking spaces for an assembly/fitness use whereas there are
only 9 parking spaces existing on the site. As there are no feasible options to provide additional
on-site parking, a parking variance is requested in order for the proposed business to operate at
this location.

Site and Building Design

The current proposal is to undertake interior renovations for a yoga, spin cycle and wellness
studio. The floor area used for assembly (fithess area) would be limited to approximately 65%
of the gross floor area with the remaining area used for change rooms, washrooms, and
reception. No changes to the site layout or exterior of the building are proposed with the
exception of signage for the new business. An existing patio area at the front of the building
would be converted to a bicycle parking area.
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Figure 2: Site Plan

Requested Variance

The Zoning Bylaw requires 18 parking spaces for an assembly/fithess use whereas there are
only 9 parking spaces existing on the site. The variance would be for 9 spaces. Requesting a
parking variance is the only option available for the proposed business to operate on this site in
the existing building due to there being no options for additional on-site parking.

The site is located within a Neighbourhood “Centre” where pedestrian oriented environments
and alternative transportation are encouraged and, over the course of time, should become
predominant.

The applicants would be running scheduled classes throughout the week, between the hours of
6 a.m. and 8 p.m. Yoga classes could accommodate a maximum of 35 patrons, while spin
cycle classes would be limited to 20. Yoga and spin cycle classes would not be scheduled
concurrently.

There are no on-going parking or traffic issues identified by Bylaw Enforcement or Engineering
staff. The applicant would be providing bicycle parking spaces and a fitness studio is a suitable
business to arrive by bike.
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On-street parking is available in the area with limitations. In front of the subject property Church
Avenue is designated for Commercial Vehicles between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m. with no parking
permitted elsewhere on the south side of the street. On the north side of Church Avenue
on-street parking is available for regular vehicles, but commercial vehicles and buses are
prohibited.

The applicants have an agreement in principle with the adjacent property at 3690 Shelbourne
Street to rent eight parking spaces on a monthly basis in order to offset the requested variance.

The adjacent property is a hooked property across Cottonwood Street that currently contains
four restaurant businesses and three offices. One of the restaurants provides take-away or
delivery service only. The site has been managed by the same Property Manager for more than
20 years who has confirmed that the current parking supply exceeds the demand. Based on his
observations there are generally 20 to 30 parking spaces vacant at any time (approximately
50% of the spaces), which was noted as significantly higher than any of the other commercial
sites they manage. The businesses operating on the site have complimentary parking
demands with their peak business times ranging from early morning through the evening. The
Property Manager does not believe that allowing the applicants to occupy up to 8 of their
parking spaces would negatively impact their tenants’ business operations or create parking
issues in the area.

Since the adjacent owners would provide a parking agreement it indicates the current parking
supply is underutilized and there is a surplus based on the current business operations. The
property owners do not want to jeopardize their parking supply long-term by registering an
easement as their parking demands may increase if businesses operating in the area change.
Although shared parking arrangements can maximize efficient use of the available parking
supply, the variance request should be considered on the merits of the subject property only,
since the rented parking spaces would not be secured in perpetuity.

Given that the site is located within a Neighbourhood “Centre” ,is conveniently accessible by
alternative transportation, on-street parking is available in the area, and the applicants have an
agreement to use parking on the adjacent property, the variance is supportable.

Environment
No environmental or habitat concerns have been raised. The existing landscaping would
remain and no additional hard surfacing is proposed.

CONSULTATION

Applicant Consultation

The applicants met with the Mount Tolmie Community Association and subsequently held an
open house on June 30, 2016. The open house was advertised and flyers were distributed
throughout the neighbourhood. No concerns or issues were brought to the applicant’s attention.

Community Association

The application was referred to the Mount Tolmie Community Association, no referral response
has been received to date.
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Local Area Plan: Shelbourne
LAP Designation: General Residential

Community Assn Referral: Camosun Community Association e Referral sent December 22,
2015. Informal response received February 25, 2016 indicating
concerns but noting that a more detailed response would follow
further consultation. The community association most recently
considered the proposal at their September 15, 2016 meeting and
intended to provide a written response following that meeting.

The association president has verbally stated they do not support
the application, however a written response has not been provided
at the time of completion of this report.

PROPOSAL

The application is to rezone from the RA-1 (Apartment) Zone to the RM-6 (Residential Mixed)
Zone to construct a 4-storey, 51 unit apartment building for affordable seniors or persons with
disabilities housing, and 16 affordable townhouse units for low to moderate income families. A
Development Permit with variances is requested.

The applicant proposes to replace the existing 39 unit building, which was constructed in 1967,
with 67 units distributed throughout one apartment building and three blocks of townhouses.

The site is currently zoned RA-1 (Apartment Zone) which does not allow an increase in the
number of units on the property. A zoning amendment is required to allow the proposed
density, as well as the proposed mix of housing form with both townhouses and apartment.

PLANNING POLICY

Official Community Plan (2008)

4.2.1.1 “Support and implement the eight strategic initiatives of the Regional Growth Strategy,
namely: Keep urban settlement compact, Protect the integrity of rural communities;
Protect regional green and blue space; Manage natural resources and the
environment sustainably; Build complete communities; Improve housing affordability;
Increase transportation choice; and Strengthen the regional economy.”

4.2.1.2 “Maintain the Urban Containment Boundary as the principal tool for growth
management in Saanich, and encourage all new development to locate within the
Urban Containment Boundary.”

4.1.2.18 “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.”

4.2.2.3 “Consider the use of variances to development control bylaws where they would
achieve a more appropriate development in terms of streetscape, pedestrian
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4241

4.2.4.2

4.2.4.3

4.2.2.5

42.4.2

4.2.4.3

51.2.1

5.1.2.2

5.1.2.9.

environment, view protection, overall site design, and compatibility with
neighbourhood character and adjoining properties.”

“Foster sustainable and pedestrian and cycling friendly neighbourhoods (Map 6) by:

Ensuring different travel modes work together (e.g. key transit stops connected to
trail network);

Continuing to improve the cycling and walking network, and end of trip facilities;
Providing basic commercial services within walking/cycling distance;

Supporting a range of housing choices, by type tenure and price;

Ensuring adequate green space, including play areas, meeting places, tree cover
and natural areas;

Continuing to work with BC Transit to improve services;

Employing appropriate traffic calming techniques.”

“Evaluate zoning applications for multiple family developments on the basis of
neighbourhood context, site size, scale, density, parking capacity and availability,
underground service capacity, adequacy of parkland and visual and traffic impacts.”

“Support the following building types and land uses in Neighbourhoods:

Single family dwellings;

Duplexes, tri-plexes, and four-plexes;

Townhouses;

Low-rise residential (up to four storeys); and

Mixed-use (commercial/residential) (up to four storeys).”

“Encourage accessibility through incorporation of “universal design” in all new
development and redevelopment.”

“Evaluate zoning applications for multiple family developments on the basis of
neighbourhood context, site size, scale, density, parking capacity and availability,

underground service capacity, adequacy of parkland and visual and traffic impacts.

”

“Support the following building types and land uses in Neighbourhoods:

single family dwellings;

duplexes, tri-plexes, and four-plexes;

townhouses;

low-rise residential (up to 4 storeys); and

mixed-use (commercial/residential) (up to 4 storeys).”

“Focus new multi-family development in “Centres” and “Villages” (Map 4).”

“Evaluate applications for multi-family developments on the basis of neighbourhood
context, site size, scale, density, parking capacity and availability, underground
service capacity, school capacity, adequacy of parkland, contributions to housing
affordability, and visual and traffic/ pedestrian impact.”

“Encourage the creation of affordable and special needs housing by reviewing
regulatory bylaws and fee structures to remove development barriers and provide
flexibility and incentives.”
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5.1.2.13 *“Encourage the retention of older multiple family rental accommodation by
considering higher density redevelopment proposals on these sites, if the same
number of rental units are maintained, and the units are secured through a housing
agreement.”

5.1.2.16 “Integrate seniors and special needs housing into the community where there is good
access to public transit and basic support services.”

5.1.2.17 *“Support the provision of a range of seniors housing and innovative care options
within “Centres”, “Villages” and Neighbourhoods, to enable people to “age in place”.”

Shelbourne Local Area Plan (1998)
6.1 “Protect and maintain the stability and character of Shelbourne by maintaining single
family dwellings as the predominant land use.”

6.4 “Apply the development guidelines, identified on Map 6.2 when considering rezoning
and/or development permit applications for multi-family dwelling use.”

Note: The subject property is not identified on Map 6.2 as a potential multi-family
site; however the guidelines noted on the Map include:

e Building height and design should acknowledge adjacent development;

e Consider underground parking;

e Garbage receptacle must be screened from view from adjacent singe family; and
e Adequate open space amenity area should be incorporated into the design.

6.5 “Ensure redevelopment of existing multi-family developments is compatible with
adjacent land use when considering development permit applications.”

6.6 “Require multi-family developments to provide adequate private open space amenity
areas on-site.”

Development Permit Area Guidelines

The development proposal is within the Saanich General Development Permit Area. Relevant
guidelines include: retaining existing trees and native vegetation where practical; designing
buildings to reflect the character of surrounding developments with special attention to height;
providing high quality architecture; balancing the needs of all transportation modes; reducing
impervious site cover; designing above grade parking to be complementary to the surroundings;
and encouraging pedestrian activity.

DISCUSSION

Neighbourhood Context

The 5,328 m? subject property is located near Saanich’s southern boundary in the Shelbourne
Local Area, approximately 200 m west of Richmond Road. The District of Saanich/City of
Victoria boundary is approximately 200 m to the west (Shelbourne Street) and south (Newton
Street) of the property.

The site is approximately at the midpoint between the Hillside Shopping Centre and the Royal
Jubilee Hospital, both being within 1 km of the property. The former Richmond Elementary
School, which is being used as a temporary location for other schools during major renovations,
is across the street. Lansdowne Middle School is approximately 600 m north and Camosun
College is approximately 1 km north.
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A segment of Bowker Creek is located to the southwest of the property where it transects a
multi-family development and the Richmond school site in an open channel, before being
diverted underground at both ends of this segment.

The subject property is one of four that form a cluster of multi-family and institutional uses
primarily surrounded by single family dwellings. A church is immediately to the east, a school is
to the south-east and a multi-family apartment complex is to the south-west. Shelbourne Street
to the west is entirely within the City of Victoria and primarily includes a mix of single family
dwellings and multi-family developments, with a few small commercial properties. To the north
of the subject property is a single family dwelling neighbourhood.

Figure 1: Location Plan
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Figure 2: Aerial Photo of Surrounding Area
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Land Use and Density
The applicant proposes to redevelop the site by replacing the existing 39 unit building
constructed in 1967, with 67 new units distributed in the following housing types:

A 4-storey apartment building with 51 units, underground parking included;

A 3-storey townhouse block (TH C) containing 5, 4-bedroom units;

A 2-storey townhouse block (TH D) containing 6, 3-bedroom units; and

A 2-storey townhouse block (TH B) containing 5, 3-bedroom units (See Figure 3).

The existing development has a Floor Space Ratio (FSR) of 0.42:1, the proposed FSR is 0.93:1.
Lot coverage would increase from the existing 23% to 33%. The Greater Victoria Housing
Society projects a total population of 120 residents with 56 seniors/persons with disabilities in
the apartment and 64 family members in the townhouses.

A zoning amendment is required to allow the proposed density, as well as the proposed mix of
housing form with both townhouses and apartment. Where there are existing multi-family sites
located within neighbourhoods, such as the subject property, redevelopment applications would
be anticipated as those buildings age. Due to the increased cost of land and development since
the time of original construction, a request for higher density would often be anticipated in order
for the redevelopment to be economically sustainable, especially in a non-market housing
situation. However, even with the redevelopment of an existing site, consideration must be
given to neighbourhood concerns, and often those concerns can be addressed through good
design.

Although the subject property is not within an identified “Centre” or “Village”, it is within 700 m of
the Hillside major “Centre”. The Official Community Plan (OCP) supports a range of housing
types within neighbourhoods, including townhouses and low-rise residential up to four storeys.
The site is conveniently located and many services are within a walkable distance, it has good
accessibility to public transit, and the relatively flat topography in this area supports the use of
bicycles and scooters.

The proposed development would fulfil a number of OCP policies, particularly those supporting
the creation of affordable housing and the retention of existing rental units. The Greater Victoria
area has historically had lower rental vacancy rates than many other parts of the province,
which is compounded for residents with special needs or financial constraints. The proposed
development would provide affordable housing for seniors, persons with disabilities, and
families. The proposal would also remove social barriers by supporting a demographic mix of
residents on the site, which can be particularly beneficial for single seniors who may not have
relatives in the area and can be prone to increasing social isolation.

However, a proposal to rezone to a higher density in order to address a housing need for
vulnerable sectors of society should strive to achieve a balance between the potential impacts
on the existing neighbourhood with the broader community benefit. The applicant has tried to
achieve this balance through site and building design, which will be discussed later in this
report.

Affordable Housing

The site is owned and managed by the Greater Victoria Housing Society (GVHS) and all of the
dwelling units are for rental purposes only. A housing agreement would restrict occupancy to
seniors, persons with disabilities, or families, as well as secure affordable rental rates below the
average market rental rates.
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Some housing providers choose to gear rent to income (30% of total income) or alternatively
where rental rates are fixed, subsidies may be available for residents paying more than 30% of
their gross monthly income towards housing. The proposed development would have a fixed
rental rate with the expectation that many residents would qualify for subsidies. GVHS
anticipates that many of their senior residents would qualify for rent subsidies through the
provincial Shelter Aid for Elderly Renters (SAFER) program, if they have a monthly income of
$2,223 or less. Working families may qualify for the provincial Rental Assistance Program
(RAP) if they have an annual household income of $35,000 or less and at least one child.

Criteria used to select residents for the apartment are: age and/or disability, size of household,
income below set threshold, and a positive landlord reference.

Criteria used to select residents for the townhouses are: size of household, they must have at
least one child under 19 years of age, or a dependent attending college or university under 24
years of age, income below set threshold, positive landlord reference, and household car
ownership limited to one.

All residents would need to have income below the BC Housing limit for “low to moderate
income”, which is the median income based on Statistics Canada data. The GVHS anticipates
that tenants would actually have income much lower than the BC Housing threshold and as part
of their selection process qualifying individuals or families with the lower incomes would be
prioritized.

GVHS has confirmed that rental rates for all unit types would meet Canadian Mortgage and
Housing Corporation (CMHC) Affordability Level 1, which is 80% of the average market rental
rate. This commitment would be secured through a housing agreement. GVHS anticipates that
most rental rates would be even lower than expected since any cost savings would be reflected
in the actual rental rates achieved. The rental rates achieved would be dependent upon the
final construction costs and interest rates.

Tenant Relocation Plan

The GVHS is currently working with residents one-on-one to develop a relocation plan. The
GVHS has over 500 units they operate and they hope to accommodate all tenants within one of
their other locations, or alternatively a unit operated by another non-profit agency. If any current
tenant wishes to return to this property they would be given the right of first refusal.

Site and Building Design

The proposed redevelopment of the site would include deconstruction of the current building
and construction of an apartment building with underground parking and three blocks of
townhouses.

The proposed apartment has been designed to meet Passive House standard for energy
performance, and the townhouses would meet BUILT GREEN® Gold. All buildings would be
constructed solar ready. A low pitch, asymmetrical roof slope is proposed for all buildings. The
roof shape is designed for solar orientation, particularly for the townhouses. The apartment
uses a similar design to create a cohesive design theme for the site.
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Massing of the buildings is designed to integrate with the surroundings by having the highest
portion of the development (4-storey apartment) aligned with and adjacent to the church to the
east. In an effort to mitigate potential massing impacts on adjacent neighbours to the north, the
apartment building is stepped back on the fourth floor at the rear by 6.4 m from the main exterior
wall. Likewise, the front of the building is stepped back by 6.1 m in order to reduce massing
impacts on the streetscape. The stepping back at the front of the building allows for a 3" floor
south facing roof deck which would be constructed as a common outdoor terrace. No active
use is proposed on the rear roof deck.

To the west of the apartment building the height steps down to the 3-storey townhouse fronting
onto Townley Street, with the remaining 2-storey townhouses sited to the west and north of the
3-storey townhouse (see Figure 4).

# = Number of Storeys

Figure 4: Building Mass as Represented by Number of Storeys

A variance to the front setback is requested in order to site the buildings further away from the
rear property line, as well as to enliven the streetscape. The apartment building would be sited
12 m from the rear property line. The townhouse sited in the centre of the lot would be
approximately 18 m from the rear property line, with a parking area between the centre
townhouse block and the rear property line. By siting the buildings further from the rear lot line,
it helps to mitigate potential impacts on adjoining single family neighbours to the north.

The location of the proposed surface parking at the rear has been raised as a concern by the
neighbours. There are no setback requirements for parking areas that do not abut a street,
however the proposed surface parking is sited 2 m from the rear lot line. A portion of the
proposed parking area has been lowered in elevation with a retaining wall to help mitigate
impacts from vehicle lights and activity.

With the proposed development, the Zoning Bylaw requires a landscape screen or opaque
fence between 1.5 m and 1.9 m in height along property lines that do not abut a street. The
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applicant proposes a 1.8 m wood fence along the property line, however they have been
working with individual neighbours to install a fence or landscaping of their preference.

Although the design incorporates a stepping down of the building mass, the homes immediately
to the north of the apartment building would have the most impacts from shadowing (see Figure
10). The rear of the apartment has fewer windows and no active use is proposed on the rear
roof deck to mitigate privacy concerns. Setbacks of the existing and proposed development are
summarized in the table below.

Setback Existing Building Existing Proposed Building Proposed
RA-1 Zone RM-6 Zone
Rear 13.32m 10.5 12 m (apartment) 10.5
18 m (townhouse)
East side 6.89 m 7.5 6 m (apartment) 7.5
West side 7.67m 7.5 6 m (townhouse) 7.5
Front 9.6m 7.5 45m 7.5

Table 1. Setback Comparison

Siting the apartment building beside the adjacent church and oriented in a north-south direction
is proposed to minimize impacts from shading. The apartment building does not include
balconies, however full openings with small Juliet balconies help maximize natural lighting and
air flow.

Common areas designed to encourage social interaction within the apartment building include:
e Large communal laundry rooms;
e Seating nooks at the end of corridors;
e A south facing roof deck (approximately 70 m?); and
e A common room near the front entry with an adjacent south facing patio (approximately
32 m?).

Common outdoor areas on the site include:

e An outdoor gathering and play area (approximately 245 m?);

e Raised garden beds;

e An outdoor seating area and pathway between the townhouses (approximately 252 m?); and

e Approximately 133 m of pedestrian on-site pathways that connect with the proposed
sidewalk and drive aisles to create a looped walkway approximately 271 m in total.

Exterior materials include a mix of stucco, metal panels in 3 various colours, aluminum/glass
guardrails (roof deck and Juliet balconies), and natural wood siding to highlight the main
entrance. Cement board panels would also be used on the townhouses. Fixed sun shades are
proposed above windows and doors, and the main entrance to the apartment has a canopy
projection that wraps around the southwest corner of the building for shade and weather
protection.

The townhouses have been designed with front and rear patio areas. South facing patios at the front of

each unit are slightly larger than the rear patios. Bike sheds designed to hold 4 bikes would also be
provided for each townhouse unit.

Pedestrian entrances to the townhouses front onto Townley Street with each unit having direct
access from a front patio area to the street. The reduced setback and active front yard would
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enliven the streetscape with a human scale, pedestrian oriented focus. The adjacent boulevard
would be improved with a new separated sidewalk fronting the property and planting of five
additional boulevard trees. The applicant has also agreed to extend the sidewalk across the
adjacent church property at 1792 Townley Street, to connect at the church driveway.

South Elevation — Townley Street Frontage North Elevation

West Elevation

East Elevation

Figure 5: Apartment Building Elevations
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Figure 6: Three Storey Townhouse Elevations
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Figure 7: Two Storey Townhouse Elevations
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Height and Density
The height and density has been noted as a concern by neighbours, particularly the 4-storey
apartment and the potential impacts from shadowing.

The applicant provided a shadow study comparing the existing to proposed development and
reflecting the extremes at winter and summer solsitice, as well as spring/fall equinox. The
impacts at noon during equinox are shown below, however the complete shadow study is
attached as a separate document. The applicant has identified three areas where the proposal
would have a shading impact on the adjacent properties which is shown in Figure 11.

Existing
Development

Proposed
Development

Figure 10: Shadow Study of Existing and Proposed Development at Noon during Equinox
(Provided by HCMA Architecture and Design)
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Figure 11: Summary of Shadow Impacts (Provided by HCMA Architecture and Design)
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Requested Variances

The proposal includes the following variances to the proposed RM-6 Zone:

° Reduce the setback to the front lot line to 4.5 m (7.5 m required);

° Reduce the setback to the interior lot lines to 6 m (7.5 m required);

° To permit a building separation of 12 m from the centre of windows in a living room (15 m
required), and 3.5 m from the outside corners of townhouses (6 m required);

o To permit the apartment building to have a height of 14.4 m (11.5 m permitted) and the
townhouses to have a height of 9.9 m (7.5 m permitted);

° To permit a total of 43 off-street parking spaces (50 required); and

° To permit a total of 7 visitor parking spaces, or 0.10 per unit (21 spaces or 0.3 per unit
required).

In concert, all of the requested variances would enable the proposed development at the
requested density. It would be difficult to eliminate any one of the variances without losing units
or significantly revising the proposed site layout. The requested variances are discussed in
detail below.

Setbacks:

The proposal would site the buildings 4.5 m from the front property line, 7.5 m is required. The
front yard adjacent to the townhouses would be used for individual pedestrian entrances into the
units, front patio areas, and landscaping. The front yard adjacent to the apartment would be
used for a common patio, and landscaping. The main entrance into the apartment building is on
the southwest corner of the building, facing the interior drive aisle. A wrap around canopy and
exterior wood siding near the main entrance would enhance the front entrance, with short term
bicycle parking conveniently located near the main entrance. The proposal initially considered a
6 m setback, however in response to neighbourhood input the buildings have been sited further
south to increase the rear yard setback and mitigate impacts to the adjacent single family
dwellings. A reduced front yard setback in conjunction with front yards designed for active use
is one method to help enliven the streetscape for a human scale, pedestrian oriented use. This
design approach would be complimented by sidewalk improvements along Townley Street.
Given the front yard is designed for active use and siting the buildings close to Townley Street
allows for a larger rear yard setback, the variance is supportable.

The proposal would site buildings 6 m from the interior lot lines. The apartment would be
adjacent to the eastern interior lot line and the side yard would be used for a pathway accessing
a side exit near the rear of the building and landscaping. Records indicate the adjacent church
to the east is 1.5 m from the lot line, with limited active use in the side yard. The existing
building on the site is sited 6.89 m from the property line, however the building configuration and
massing would be significantly different. Figure 12 shows the relative siting and height of
adjacent buildings on the eastern property line.

Currently the driveway accessing the property is located in the side yard beside the church.
Given the adjacent institutional use, with limited active use in the side yard, and that the existing
driveway would be replaced with additional trees, landscaping, and a pathway, the reduced
setback is supportable.
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Property Line

Proposed Existing
Apartment Church

Figure 12: Proposed Setback Eastern Interior Side Lot Line

A 2-storey townhouse would be adjacent to the western interior lot line with a setback of 6 m.
The side yard would be used for rain gardens, landscaping and lawn. To the west the side yard
of the adjacent single family dwelling is used as a driveway access to the rear yard. The
existing apartment is sited 7.67 m from the property line, with a similar massing (length and
height) as the proposed townhouse. The proposed townhouse (TH D) that would be adjacent to
the lot line would be 2-storeys with a height of 7.5 m. The west elevation of the townhouse
blocks would include windows and a mix of exterior finishes so that it would present similar to a
single family dwelling. Figure 13 shows the relative siting and height of adjacent buildings on
the western property line.

Given the relative siting and height of adjacent buildings and the fact that the townhouse
building would be limited to 2-storeys, the variance is supportable.
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1770 Townley St. | 77777 Proposed 2-Storey Townhouse Block D

Figure 13: Proposed Setback Western Interior Side Lot Line
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Building separations

Building separation requirements are intended to provide privacy and access to daylight through
windows. The requested building separation variance from a living room window applies to the
townhouse unit in the centre of the site (TH B) and from the apartment building. The proposed
siting would provide 12 m separation, 15 m is required. The variance for the apartment would
be across the drive aisle, toward the end of a 2-storey townhouse block. The variance for the
townhouse units would be across the common pathway and patio areas. In both situations the
impact would be minimal and the variance is supportable.

The building separation variance between buildings would apply between the townhouses
fronting Townley Street. The variance, in part, is required due to the angle of the front lot line
resulting in the two buildings being sited at angles to each other. No windows are proposed for
the two affected end walls and the area between would be used for a landscaped rain garden so
the impact would be negligible, therefore the variance is supportable.

Height:
The proposed height for the development is 14.4 m for the apartment whereas 11.5 m is

permitted, and 9.9 m for the townhouses and 7.5 m is permitted. Due to the low pitch, the
requested height represents the highest peak of the roof. The height at the top of the fourth
floor roof, or base of the roof pitch, would be 11.6 m. The 9.9 m height requested for the
townhouses would apply to the 3-storey block (TH C) and also be measured to the highest peak
of the roof. The 2-storey townhouses would be 7.5 m in height.

The proposed height has been raised as a concern by the neighbours primarily due to
overshadowing, privacy, and visual impacts. The applicant has attempted to minimize impacts
by stepping back the upper floor of the apartment, stepping down the height across the site
through the relative placement of the buildings, and siting the buildings away from the rear lot
line.

Given that the applicant has worked to mitigate potential impacts on surrounding neighbours
through the siting of the buildings, the stepping back at the front and rear of the apartment
building, and there is policy support and an overwhelming community need for affordable
housing, the variance is supportable.

Parking:
The Zoning Bylaw requirement for parking is based on a non-profit seniors or low income family

housing development, which is 0.5 parking spaces per apartment unit and 1.5 for each
townhouse unit, resulting in a total of 50 required parking spaces. The proposed development
would provide 43 on-site parking spaces, with 7 spaces designated as visitor parking. Parking
would be provided with 21 surface parking spaces at the rear of the lot, and 22 underground
parking spaces below the apartment building.

As a multi-family development the proportion of visitor parking is 0.3 spaces per dwelling unit of
the total number of required spaces. This results in a disproportionate amount of visitor parking
spaces in this scenario, or that 60% of the total required parking be designated for visitors.
Applying the Zoning Bylaw requirement for visitor parking of 0.3/unit results in 21 parking
spaces designated for visitors, the applicant proposes 7 visitor parking spaces or 0.1/unit.

The applicant provided a Transportation Impact Assessment which provided the following
comments:
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Trip Generation

e The location is well served with respect to public transit and has a variety of commercial
amenities within walking distance.

e The netincrease in peak hour traffic is estimated at 10-15 two-way vehicle trips per peak
hour, to a total of 20 vehicle trips.

e The traffic impact from the increase in vehicle trips is considered negligible.

Parking Supply

e The site currently has a parking supply of 0.33/unit.

o A parking supply of 0.39/unit is recommended for residents in the apartment building,
determined by adding 15% to the projected vehicle ownership rate of 0.33/unit, which is
proposed.

e A comparison of vehicle ownership rates at five similar seniors apartment sites in the region
resulted in an average of 0.36 vehicles per unit.

e A comparable review of similar developments in Greater Vancouver resulted in vehicle
ownership of 0.31/unit.

A parking supply of 1/unit is recommended for residents of the townhouse units.

¢ In addition to the resident parking, 7 visitor parking spaces are recommended based on a
supply ratio of 0.1/unit.

e A visitor supply ratio of 0.1/unit is supported by previous research for residential land use.

Transportation Demand Management

e There are 14 scooter storage spaces in the underground parking, and four bicycle parking
spaces in the underground to serve apartment residents.

¢ Individual bike sheds designed to accommodate up to 4 bicycles would be provided for each
townhouse unit.

e To reduce automobile dependence a number of Transportation Demand Management
Strategies (TDM) were recommended:

o Providing a Local Area Transportation Context Information Package to new residents
promoting alternative transportation options and the local amenities within walking
distance;

o Providing information packages to new residents about various BC Bus Programs;
and

o Providing a notice board on-site for ride sharing opportunities.

Given the target population residents would not have high vehicle ownership or be daily drivers,
and that the Transportation Impact Assessment determined the total number of parking spaces
and ratio of visitor parking spaces is suitable for the development, the variances are
supportable.

Environment

The proposed apartment would be constructed to the Passive House standard, which focuses
on energy efficiency. Using a Passive House design the energy requirements for space heating
would be reduced by approximately 80% compared to BC Building Code requirements,
therefore lower operating costs would provide significant cost savings on an ongoing basis.

Key elements to a Passive House design include:

e Improved insulation in roof, walls and floors;

e Triple glazed windows and high quality doors;

e Passive solar orientation;

¢ Reduced air leakage through high quality building envelope and reduced thermal bridging;
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e Heat Recovery Ventilation systems; and
e Simple building form to minimize amount of exterior wall space.

The townhouse units would be constructed to meet BUILT GREEN® Gold, or equivalent,
performance standard. Both the townhouses and apartment would be constructed solar ready
to support the future installation of solar hot water or photovoltaic systems.

A small portion of the property is subject to the Streamside Development Permit Area (SDPA).
The requirement for a Streamside Development Permit has been waived based on: a public
road intersecting the buffer area, only a minor amount of construction occurring within the
SDPA, the applicant has provided an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, an improved
stormwater management plan being implemented for the site, and a Naturescape design for
landscaping. The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan is attached to and forms part of the
Development Permit.

Impervious area of the site is currently 41% and the storm drainage is connected by the
underground system into Bowker Creek without treatment. The proposed stormwater
management would include 12 rain gardens throughout the site, permeable pavers and directing
flow into absorptive landscape area. Total impervious surfacing would be increased to 64%,
however, it would now be treated for both water quality and volume.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND SUSTAINABILITY

Policy Context

The Official Community Plan (OCP) adopted in 2008 highlights the importance of climate
change and sustainability. The OCP is broadly broken down into the pillars of sustainability
including environmental integrity, social well-being and economic vibrancy. Climate change is
addressed under the environmental integrity section of the OCP and through Saanich’s Climate
Action Plan.

Climate change is generally addressed through mitigation strategies and adaptation strategies.
Climate change mitigation strategies involve actions designed to reduce the emissions of
greenhouse gases, primarily carbon dioxide from combustion, while climate change adaptation
involves making adjustments and preparing for observed or expected climate change, to
moderate harm and to take advantage of new opportunities.

The following is a summary of the Climate Change and Sustainability features and issues
related to the proposed development. This section is not and cannot be an exhaustive list or
examination of the issue. However, this section is meant to highlight key issues for council and
keep this subject matter at the forefront of council’s discussion.

Climate Change

This section includes the specific features of a proposal related to mitigation and adaptation
strategies. Considerations include: 1) Project location and site resilience, 2) Energy and the
built environment, 3) Sustainable transportation, 4) Food security, and 5) Waste diversion.

The proposed development includes the following features related to mitigation and adaptation:

e The proposal is located within the Urban Containment Boundary and approximately 700 m
walking distance of the commercial services at the Hillside major “Centre” where a range of
commercial retail and services are located.

e The proposal is an in-fill development that is able to use existing roads and infrastructure to
service the development.
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e Lansdowne Middle School is approximately 600 m north and Camosun College is
approximately 1 km north.

o Recreation facilities at Cedar Hill Recreation Centre and the Oak Bay Recreation Centre are
both within 2 km.

e The site is well connected to a number of neighbourhood parks that include tennis courts,
playing fields, play equipment and natural areas, such as Allenby Park, Carnarvon Park, and
Oaklands Park.

e Sustainable development practices would be followed and the applicant has committed that
construction would meet, or be equivalent to Passive House, or an energy equivalent
standard, for the apartment building and BUILT GREEN® Gold for the townhouses. Both of
these commitments would be secured through a covenant.

e The proposed development would be constructed solar ready.

e The property is located approximately 200-250 m from public transit stops on Richmond
Road and Shelbourne Street.

e The current level of public transit service in the area includes five routes, two available on
Richmond Road (Rte # 8, 14) and three routes on Shelbourne Street (Rte # 22, 27, 28).
Buses travel along these routes at an average of every 20 minutes during week days.

e The development is readily accessible via all modes of alternative transportation including
walking, cycling, and public transit, and the apartment building includes area designated for
scooter storage.

o Food security would be improved with a landscaping plan that includes garden beds.

e The waste created by land clearing and demolition of existing structures would be diverted
from landfilling by sorting and recycling of building materials with a target for waste diversion
of 75%.

Sustainability

Environmental Integrity

This section includes the specific features of a proposal and how it impacts the natural
environment. Considerations include: 1) Land disturbance, 2) Nature conservation, and
3) Protecting water resources.

The proposed development includes the following features related to the natural environment:

e The proposal is a compact, infill development in an already urbanized area without putting
pressures onto environmentally sensitive areas or undisturbed lands.

e The proposed stormwater management practices includes a rain gardens throughout the
site, permeable pavers, and absorbent landscaping.

e Impervious area would be increased from the existing 41% to approximately 64%, however
stormwater would now be managed for quality and volume.

e Landscaping would be managed with a high-efficiency irrigation system.
An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan has been provided for the project to protect Bowker
Creek from potential impacts during construction.

Social Well-being

This section includes the specific features of a proposal and how it impacts the social well-being

of our community. Considerations include: 1) Housing diversity, 2) Human-scale pedestrian

oriented developments, and 3) Community features.

The proposed development includes the following features related to social well-being:

e The proposed development would provide additional non-market housing for our low income
seniors, persons with disabilities and low to moderate income working families, a recognized
need for these sectors of society.
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e The multi-family proposal includes a range of dwelling unit sizes to provide for a variety of
household types.

e The residential design incorporates outdoor areas suitable for active use, social interaction
and seating.

e The site design has incorporated CPTED (Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design)
principles.

e The site is designed to have barrier free accessibility and be welcoming to people of all ages
and levels of physical ability.

e Buildings fronting onto public streets have active frontages that allow interaction between
users of the private space and people on the street.

e A range of outdoor, community and recreation opportunities are available within reasonable
walking/cycling distance.

Economic Vibrancy

This section includes the specific features of a proposal and how it impacts the economic

vibrancy of our community. Considerations include: 1) Employment, 2) Building local economy,

and 3) Long-term resiliency.

The proposed development includes the following features related to economic vibrancy:

e The development would create short-term jobs during the construction period.

e The proposal would be within the commercial catchment/employment area for the
businesses and services located within the Hillside major “Centre”.

e The applicant has demonstrated experience with similar projects that have shown long-term
success.

e Itis anticipated that the proposed development, in part, would receive financial support
through public funding agencies at the regional (CRD), and federal government level
(allocated through BC Housing).

e The proposed development has included elements to reduce the long-term operating and
maintenance costs particularly for energy and water consumption.

COMMUNITY CONTRIBUTION

The proposed development is by nature a community contribution because it would provide
affordable housing for seniors, persons with disabilities, and low to moderate income families.

The applicant has agreed to extend the sidewalk improvements along their frontage
approximately 25 m further to connect with the driveway access for the adjacent church.

CONSULTATION

Applicant Consultation

Prior to submitting an application the owners consulted with the Camosun Community
Association and surrounding neighbours by hosting two on-site open houses (September 15,
2015 and December 1, 2015) and attending a community association meeting (December 10,
2015). The applicant continued to engage the neighbours with at least two additional
community meetings (January 14, 2016 and May 17, 2016) and through direct communications
with neighbours.

The application was referred to the Camosun Community Association on December 22, 2015
and resent by request on February 9, 2016. An informal response was received February 25,
2016 indicating concerns but noting that a more detailed response would follow further
consultation.
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The community association most recently considered the proposal at their September 15, 2016
meeting and intended to provide a written response following that meeting. The association
president has verbally stated they do not support the application, however a written response
has not been provided at the time of completion of this report.

Neighbourhood Concerns

Concerns have been raised by the neighbours regarding the proposal and the applicant has
been meeting with them to discuss the issues throughout the process. Key issues of concern
focus on:

e The proposed height and density;

Visual and overshadowing impacts;

The number of existing trees to be removed,;

Insufficient open/green areas on the site;

Location of the proposed surface parking and drive aisle;

Traffic impacts; and

The overall impact to neighbourhood character.

In response to the issues the applicant has:

e Removed 2 proposed units and stepped back the fourth floor at the rear with no active use
on the roof deck;

e All proposed buildings were shifted toward the front lot line by 1.5 m;

e The proposed 3-storey townhouse was relocated from the centre of the lot to the current
location adjacent to Townley Street with the 2-storey townhouses sited adjacent to
neighbouring single family dwellings;

e Surface parking shifted away from the rear lot line and lowered in elevation with a retaining
wall and fencing added to screen the parking area;

e Additional Arborist Reports were requested to review and assess trees of concern and if
they could be retained;

e A common lawn area was revised for more active use by including seating benches, garden
beds and natural features; and

e A Traffic Impact Assessment was provided to determine the anticipated impacts resulting
from the proposed development.

Although the revisions would reduce overall impacts, the major issue of concern remains to be
the proposed height.

With respect to traffic, Saanich Engineering conducted a traffic count at the intersection of
Townley Street and Richmond Road in October 2015. The data showed a normal amount of
traffic for a residential street during the busiest hours of the day and no changes to the traffic
pattern were recommended.

Advisory Design Panel

The application was considered by the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) at their August 3, 2016
meeting. The ADP recommended the proposal be accepted as presented with consideration of
the points raised during the discussion. The applicant has responded that the ADP discussion
was very positive and insightful, but since there were no substantive requests for change they
would like to present the proposal to Council as is.
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SUMMARY

The site currently contains a 2-storey, 39 unit apartment owned and operated by the Greater
Victoria Housing Society. The applicant proposes to replace the existing 39 unit building, which
was constructed in 1967, with 67 units distributed throughout one apartment building and three
blocks of townhouses.

The site is currently zoned RA-1 (Apartment) Zone which does not allow an increase in the
number of units on the property. A zoning amendment is required to allow both the proposed
density, as well as the proposed mix of housing form with both townhouses and apartment. A
development permit is required for the form and character of the development.

The application is to rezone from the RA-1 (Apartment) Zone to the RM-6 (Residential Mixed)
Zone to construct a 4-storey, 51 unit apartment for affordable seniors/persons with disabilities
housing, and 16 affordable townhouse units for low to moderate income families. Variances are
requested for setbacks, height, building separation and parking. Registration of a housing
agreement is recommended to secure the development is used to provide affordable housing at
or below 80% of the average market rental.

RECOMMENDATION

1. That the application to rezone from RA-1 (Apartment) Zone to RM-6 (Residential Mixed)
Zone be approved.
2. That Development Permit DPR00634 be approved.
3. That Final Reading of the Zoning Bylaw Amendment and ratification of the Development
Permit be withheld pending registration of a housing agreement to secure:
e That all dwelling units be used to provide rental accommodation;
o Occupancy of the apartment is restricted to seniors and/or persons with disabilities;
e Occupancy of the townhouses is restricted to families with at least one dependent child;
e That all residents have an income at or below the low to moderate income limit
established annually by BC Housing; and
e That the rental rates for all dwelling units would meet Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation Affordability Level 1 (80% of market rates) based on their Comprehensive
Rental Market data.
4. That Final Reading of the Zoning Bylaw Amendment and ratification of the Development
Permit be withheld pending registration of a covenant to secure:
e The design and construction of the apartment building to meet Passive House, or
equivalent, energy performance standard;
e The design and construction of the townhouse units to meet BUILT GREEN® Gold, or
equivalent, energy performance standard;
e That the development be constructed solar ready;
e Continuation of the required 2 m separated sidewalk fronting the property eastward to
terminate at the driveway access for 1792 Townley Street; and
o Implementation of the recommended Transportation Demand Management Strategies,
specifically:

o Providing a Local Area Transportation Context Information Package to new residents
promoting alternative transportation options and the local amenities within walking
distance;

o Providing information packages to new residents about various BC Bus Programs;
and

o Providing an on-site notice board for ride sharing opportunities.
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