AGENDA REVISED AGENDA
o For the Council Meeting to be Held POSTPONEMENT OF
In the Council Chambers CW ITEM 3 — RGS

Saanich Municipal Hall, 770 Vernon Avenue DATE TBD
MONDAY, DECEMBER 5, 2016, 7:00 P.M.

.13

.18

.19

PRESENTATION OF AWARDS

1.

Saanich Arts, Culture and Heritage Awards

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

1.
2.

PUBLIC INPUT (ON BUSINESS ITEMS D, E & F)

Council meeting held November 28, 2016
Committee of the Whole meeting held November 28, 2016

. BYLAWS FOR THREE READINGS

1.

STORM DRAINAGE CAPITAL TEMPORARY BORROWING BYLAW

Three readings of “Storm Drainage Capital Temporary Borrowing Bylaw, 2016, No. 9405". To

authorize borrowing a maximum amount of $659,640 from the Municipal Finance Authority for
the purposes set out in “Storm Drainage Capital Program Loan Authorization Bylaw, 2016, No.
9381".

PARKS CAPITAL TEMPORARY BORROWING BYLAW

Three readings of “Parks Capital Temporary Borrowing Bylaw, 2016, No. 9406”. To authorize
borrowing a maximum amount of $826,360 from the Municipal Finance Authority for the
purposes set out in “Parks Capital Project Loan Authorization Bylaw, 2016, No. 9383".

GORDON HEAD RECREATION CENTRE BOILER REPLACEMENT TEMPORARY
BORROWING BYLAW

Three readings of “Gordon Head Recreation Centre Temporary Borrowing Bylaw, 2016, No.
9407”. To authorize borrowing a maximum of $836,630 from the Municipal Finance Authority for
the purposes set out in “Gordon Head Recreation Centre Loan Authorization Bylaw,

2016, No. 9386".

SANITARY SEWER BYLAW AMENDMENT
Three readings of “Sanitary Sewer Bylaw, 2006, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No. 9408”. To amend
Schedule “E” — Sewer Usage Charge to establish the 2017 Sewer Utility Rates.

GARBAGE COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL BYLAW AMENDMENT

Three readings of “Garbage Collection and Disposal Bylaw, 2013, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No.
9409”. To amend Schedule “A” — Solid Waste Services Fee Schedule to establish the 2017 Solid
Waste Service Fees.

. RESOLUTIONS FOR ADOPTION

1.

DESIGNATION OF COUNCILLORS AS ACTING MAYOR
Memorandum from the Legislative Manager dated November 30, 2016 recommending that
Council adopt the Acting Mayor rotation as recommended.

REPORTS FROM DIRECTORS

1.

PROPOSED 2017 WATER UTILITY RATES — FOR APPROVAL
Report of the Director of Finance dated November 28, 2016 recommending that Council receive
the report for information.

*** Adjournment * * *
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COUNCIL/COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETINGS DECEMBER 5, 2016

AGENDA

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

1. CORE AREA WASTEWATER TREATMENT PROJECT PRESENTATION
From the October 24, 2016 Council meeting. Presentation from the Capital Regional District’s
Core Area Wastewater Treatment Project providing a project update on the Hartland Landfill
Facility, bio-solids, pipeline, and other pertinent information.

2. SHELBOURNE VALLEY ACTION PLAN — SHORT-TERM MOBILITY IMPLEMENTATION
OPTIONS
p.22 Report of the Director of Planning dated November 17, 2016 recommending that Council

endorse in principle Option 3 of the short-term mobility options as outlined in the report, and
direct staff to incorporate Option 3 short-term implementation actions into the Shelbourne Valley
Action Plan and bring the plan forward to a subsequent meeting of Council for final review and
consideration.

POSTPONED

*** Adjournment * * *

“IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO. 9405

TO AUTHORIZE TEMPORARY BORROWING FOR
STORM DRAINAGE CAPITAL PROGRAM

WHEREAS it is provided by Section 181 of the Community Charter that the
Council may, where it has adopted a loan authorization bylaw, borrow temporarily under the
conditions therein set out;

AND WHEREAS the Council has adopted Bylaw No. 9381, cited as the “Storm
Drainage Capital Program Loan Authorization Bylaw, 2016, No. 9381” authorizing the borrowing
of One million and Five hundred thousand dollars ($1,500,000) in order to construct and make
improvements to the storm drainage system and which received the approval of the Inspector of
Municipalities on November 23, 2016;

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of
Saanich in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Council is hereby authorized and empowered to borrow from the Municipal Finance
Authority an amount or amounts not exceeding the sum of Six hundred Fifty Nine
thousand, Six Hundred and Forty dollars ($659,640).

2. The form of obligation to be given as acknowledgment of the liability shall be a
promissory note or notes bearing the corporate seal and signed by the Mayor and the
Treasurer payable on demand.

3. The money so borrowed shall be used solely for the purposes set out in said Bylaw No.
9381.
4. The proceeds from the sale of the debentures or so much thereof as may be necessary

shall be used to repay the money temporarily borrowed.

5. This bylaw may be cited as the "STORM DRAINAGE CAPITAL TEMPORARY
BORROWING BYLAW, 2016, NO. 9405”.

Read a first time this
Read a second time this
Read a third time this

Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of The Corporation
on the

Municipal Clerk Mayor



THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO. 9406

TO AUTHORIZE TEMPORARY BORROWING FOR
PARKS CAPITAL PROJECTS

WHEREAS it is provided by Section 181 of the Community Charter that the
Council may, where it has adopted a loan authorization bylaw, borrow temporarily under the
conditions therein set out;

AND WHEREAS the Council has adopted Bylaw No. 9383, cited as the “Parks
Capital Projects Loan Authorization Bylaw, 2016, No. 9383” authorizing the borrowing of One
million and Three hundred thousand dollars ($1,300,000) in order to construct and make
improvements to the parks infrastructure and which received the approval of the Inspector of
Municipalities on November 23, 2016;

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of
Saanich in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Council is hereby authorized and empowered to borrow from the Municipal Finance
Authority an amount or amounts not exceeding the sum of Eight hundred Twenty Six
thousand, Three hundred and Sixty dollars ($826,360).

2. The form of obligation to be given as acknowledgment of the liability shall be a
promissory note or notes bearing the corporate seal and signed by the Mayor and the
Treasurer payable on demand.

3. The money so borrowed shall be used solely for the purposes set out in said Bylaw No.
9383.
4. The proceeds from the sale of the debentures or so much thereof as may be necessary

shall be used to repay the money temporarily borrowed.

5. This bylaw may be cited as the "PARKS CAPITAL TEMPORARY BORROWING
BYLAW, 2016, NO. 9406".

Read a first time this
Read a second time this
Read a third time this

Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of The Corporation
on the

Municipal Clerk Mayor



THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO. 9407

TO AUTHORIZE TEMPORARY BORROWING FOR
PARKS CAPITAL PROJECTS

WHEREAS it is provided by Section 181 of the Community Charter that the
Council may, where it has adopted a loan authorization bylaw, borrow temporarily under the
conditions therein set out;

AND WHEREAS the Council has adopted Bylaw No. 9386, cited as the “Gordon
Head Recreation Centre Loan Authorization Bylaw, 2016, No. 9386” authorizing the borrowing of
Eight Hundred Thirty Six thousand, Six hundred and Thirty dollars ($836,630) in order to replace
the Gordon Head Recreation Centre Boiler and which received the approval of the Inspector of
Municipalities on November 23, 2016;

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of
Saanich in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Council is hereby authorized and empowered to borrow from the Municipal Finance
Authority an amount or amounts not exceeding the sum of Eight Hundred Thirty Six
thousand, Six hundred and Thirty dollars ($836,630).

2. The form of obligation to be given as acknowledgment of the liability shall be a
promissory note or notes bearing the corporate seal and signed by the Mayor and the
Treasurer payable on demand.

3. The money so borrowed shall be used solely for the purposes set out in said Bylaw No.
9386.
4, The proceeds from the sale of the debentures or so much thereof as may be necessary

shall be used to repay the money temporarily borrowed.

5. This bylaw may be cited as the "GORDON HEAD RECREATION CENTRE
TEMPORARY BORROWING BYLAW, 2016, NO. 9407".

Read a first time this
Read a second time this
Read a third time this

Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of The Corporation
on the

Municipal Clerk Mayor
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO. 9408

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8792, BEING THE
“SANITARY SEWER BYLAW, 2006"

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich in open meeting assembled
enacts as follows:

1. Bylaw No. 8792 being the “Sanitary Sewer Bylaw, 2006” is hereby amended as follows:

(a) By deleting Sections 2 a. and 2 b. of Schedule “E” and substituting therefor the
following:

“2. Sewer Usage Charge (Effective January 1, 2017)

a. The rate for the Saanich Sewer Usage Charge shall be $1.152 for
each cubic meter of water consumed by the premises.

b. The rate for the Capital Regional District Sewer Usage Charge shall

be $1.252 for each cubic meter of water consumed by the premises.”

2. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the “SANITARY SEWER BYLAW, 2006,
AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2016, NO. 9408”.

Read a first time this

Read a second time this

Read a third time this

Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation
on the

Municipal Clerk Mayor
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO. 9409

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 9233, BEING THE
“GARBAGE COLLECTION AND DISPOSAL BYLAW, 2013"

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich in open meeting assembled
enacts as follows:

1. Bylaw No. 9233 being the “Garbage Collection and Disposal Bylaw, 2013” is hereby
amended as follows:

(a) By deleting Schedule “A” — Solid Waste Services Fee Schedule and substituting
therefor a new Schedule “A” which is attached hereto.

2. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the “GARBAGE COLLECTION AND
DISPOSAL BYLAW, 2013, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2016, NO. 9409”.

Read a first time this

Read a second time this

Read a third time this

Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation
on the

Municipal Clerk Mayor
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Garbage Collection and Disposal Bylaw, 2013, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No. 9409 Page 2

Schedule “A”

SOLID WASTE SERVICES FEE SCHEDULE (EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2017)

COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2
SERVICE FEE
Solid Waste Services fee $118.50 per dwelling unit or non-
residential property per
year

Collection of garbage from each residential unit or non-
residential property by size of garbage regulation

container* $25.50 per year per container
. 120-litre regulation garbage container $35.75 per year per container
o 180-litre regulation garbage container

Collection of organics recycling from each residential unit
or non-residential property by size of organics

recycling regulation container* $25.00 per year per container
J 80-litre regulation organics recycling $35.00 per year per container
container $70.00 per year per container
o 120-litre regulation organics recycling
container
o 240-litre regulation organics recycling
container
Change Regulation Container Size $30.00 per request*
Return Regulation Container $30.00 per request*

Repair or Replace Lost or Damaged Regulation Container | $50.00 per container*

Extra Garbage Tickets** $3.00 each

Special Pick-up of Garbage or Yard Trimmings*** $50.00 per cubic metre

* Additions or reductions in fees due to cart size changes and, return, repair or replace
fees will be charged on the next available utility bill. Changes will not be prorated
retroactively.

** The cost for an extra garbage ticket is $3.00 per extra bag, which shall not exceed
25kg.

*** Minimum charge for special pick-up of garbage or yard trimmings is $50.00.
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Following that direction, staff prepared two options for short-term mobility improvements in the
Shelbourne Valley. These were presented to Committee of the Whole on October 5, 2015. At
that meeting the following motion was made:

“That Council direct staff to seek public input on mobility implementation options.”

Shelbourne Valley Action Plan

The proposed Shelbourne Valley Action Plan (SVAP) is a comprehensive vision and action plan
that will guide environment, land use, mobility, and urban design decisions in the Shelbourne
Valley over the next 30 years. The long-term Plan received strong support from the community
and stakeholder groups, but some members of the public expressed a desire for more
immediate short-term action. When a proposed Plan was presented to Council in June 2014,
direction was given to focus on exploring options to accelerate short-term mobility
improvements.

Over the past two years, the focus has been on developing and reviewing options for short-term
improvements. This work has included significant research and analysis and public
engagement on potential options.

This report provides an overview of options explored, engagement results and proposes a
recommended short-term design concept for Shelbourne Street and the Shelbourne Valley.
Council endorsement of short-term mobility actions will allow staff to finalize the full Shelbourne
Valley Action Plan and bring the Plan forward to Council for consideration for adoption.

Long-Term Mobility Vision

The focus of the recent public process has been on options for short-term mobility
improvements. However, underpinning this work are the objectives and long-term vision
articulated in the draft Shelbourne Valley Action Plan.

Shelbourne Valley Action Plan Objectives

Increase pedestrian and cycling connectivity;

Improve the design of streets as a space for community enjoyment and activity;
Reduce transportation related greenhouse gas emissions and energy consumption;
Improve safety and comfort for all users;

Enhance access to businesses by all modes;

Improve transit efficiency and accessibility;

Provide a cycling network suited to all ages and abilities; and

Strengthen linkages between land use and transportation.

ONOORWN =

Shelbourne Street Vision

The proposed Plan identifies mid-term and long-term Shelbourne Street design concepts within
an expanded right-of-way (see Figures 1 and 2) that accommodates pedestrians, cyclists,
transit and motorists while contributing to the vision of Shelbourne Street as a “Great Street”
where people want to live, work, and play.
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Figure 1: Shelbourne Street Right-of-Way Mid-Term Ultimate Design Concept

Figure 2: Shelbourne Street Right-of-Way Long-Term Ultimate Design Concept

Implementation of Ultimate Design Concept

Implementing the Ultimate Design Concept requires expanding the right-of-way from its current
20-23 metres to 28-30 metres, a process that affects almost every property fronting Shelbourne
Street. The dedication of additional right-of-way through redevelopment along the extent of
Shelbourne Street could take a significant amount of time. The only alternative to obtaining the
necessary dedication through redevelopment is to purchase the required land, which would be
cost prohibitive. The focus of exploring options for short-term improvements is to assess how
we can progress towards the ultimate vision within existing constraints.
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OPTIONS FOR SHORT-TERM MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS IN THE SHELBOURNE
VALLEY

As directed by Council, recent project work has focused on developing concepts for short-term
mobility improvements on Shelbourne Street and in the Shelbourne Valley. This phase of the
project included the development of two initial options for short-term improvements. After
extensive public feedback on these options, a third option was developed that responded to
major issues heard during initial engagement. Figure 3 illustrates the process used to develop
and review short-term implementation options.

Figure 3: Short-Term Mobility Improvement Options — Review Process
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Option 1
Option 1 maintains four general purpose travel

lanes along the full extent of Shelbourne
Street, incorporates pedestrian improvements
at key locations, and introduces a cycle track
on approximately 25% of the corridor (see
Figure 4). Improvements on adjacent routes
would support Shelbourne Street
improvements.

Key Option 1 mobility actions include:

A new cycle track and upgraded sidewalk
on Shelbourne Street from:

o Knight Avenue to Pear Street; and,

o Torquay Drive to Feltham Road;
Pedestrian and transit improvements in
University “Centre” and Shelbourne Valley
“Centre”;

Improvements to UVIC and Blair Bike
Connectors; and

Upgrades to Bowker Creek Greenway and
Kingsley Bike Connector.

Cost Estimate
The total cost of Option 1 improvements would
be approximately $10.8 million.
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Option 2
Option 2 includes lane reductions on

approximately 75% of the street to provide
pedestrian improvements and a continuous
bike lane along the full extent of Shelbourne
Street. This option is largely achieved through
reallocation of existing curb to curb space.

Key Option 2 mobility actions include:

A bike lane on the entirety of Shelbourne
Street, with a buffered bike lane from
Rowan Street to Feltham Road;
Replacement of the poorest sections of
sidewalk on Shelbourne Street south of
Pear Street;

Pedestrian and transit improvements in
University “Centre” and Shelbourne Valley
“Centre”;

Improvements to UVIC and Blair Bike
Connectors; and

Upgrades to Bowker Creek Greenway and
Kingsley Bike Connector.

Cost Estimate
The total cost of Option 2 improvements would
be approximately $9.9 million.
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Feedback on Options 1 & 2

In February and March of this year, Options 1 and 2 were presented to the public and
stakeholder groups. Conceptual designs and supporting information allowed community
members to review in detail the proposed changes and potential implications.

A variety of techniques were utilized to solicit input from members of the public, including
stakeholder meetings, open houses, and a public survey completed by 1325 people. In the
survey, 58% of respondents indicated a preference for Option 2 (see Figure 6).

Figure 6: Option Preference expressed in February/March 2016 Public Survey

Appendix A provides a full summary of public engagement activities and results related to
Options 1 and 2. Key highlights of survey results include:

Identification of cycling, public transit, and walking as the three highest priority items for
short term changes on Shelbourne Street;

Support across all age groups for Option 2, with strongest support in younger age groups;
Support for Option 2 from residents within and outside the Shelbourne Valley, with slightly
lower support from Shelbourne Valley residents;

Retention of four vehicles lanes on Shelbourne Street was identified as the number one
reason for why people supported Option 1; and

Addition of a continuous bike lane on Shelbourne Street was identified as the number one
reason for why people supported Option 2.

Key Issues

While there was general support for Option 2, a number of issues were identified in public
engagement activities that highlighted areas where the design concept could be improved. The
three most frequent issues raised were:

Strong support for a continuous bike facility, but a desire for greater physical separation
from vehicle traffic;

Desire to minimize impacts on transit and motor vehicle travel times and limit diversion to
parallel streets; and

Desire to maintain left turn access to most businesses and side streets.

Based on the feedback received during this period of engagement, staff developed Option 3.
Option 3 works to retain the elements that were favoured in the first two options, but includes
changes that address the major concerns that were heard during public engagement.
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Option 3
Option 3 was developed based on the feedback

received on the initial two options. This option contains
many of the fundamentals of Option 2 (as this option
was supported by 58% of survey respondents) and
some features from Option 1.

Key Option 3 mobility actions include:

o 2.3 km of upgraded sidewalks on Shelbourne
Street, including from North Dairy Road to Pear
Street;

¢ A new continuous bike facility on the full extent of
Shelbourne Street, with physical separation for half
the route;

¢ Maintenance of four travel lanes for 65% of
Shelbourne Street, including in the southern half
from North Dairy Road to Christmas Avenue;

¢ Maintenance of left turn access to most businesses
and side streets;

e Upgrades to the UVIC Bike Connector;

e Improvements to all transit waiting areas; and

e Pedestrian and transit improvements in University
“Centre” and Shelbourne Valley “Centre”.

Option 3 provides significant changes in response to
the primary concerns that were highlighted in public
engagement on Options 1 and 2.

While Option 3 provides an enhanced cycling facility,
significant pedestrian improvements, better access to
businesses and side streets, and less lane reductions
than in Option 2, a couple of trade-offs have been
made to allow the concept to work within the
constrained right-of-way. These include the
requirement for limited property acquisition from 17
properties fronting Shelbourne Street and slightly more
tree removal (approximately 70) than in Option 1 or 2.
These impacts are primarily attributable to achieving
conditions that provide space to add a cycle track and
maintain four lanes in the south part of the corridor.

Cost Estimate
The preliminary cost
estimate for Option 3
is $12.5 million.
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Table 1 illustrates how the major concerns identified in public engagement on Options 1 and 2
are addressed in Option 3.

ITEM

WHAT WE HEARD

HOW OPTION 3 ADDRESSES
THE CONCERN

The top short-term priorities on
Shelbourne Street for survey

Option 3 provides a higher quality
bike facility, significant sidewalk

residential properties.

Priorities | respondents were cycling, upgrades, and minimizes potential
public transit, and walking. impacts to transit.
The majority of survey Many of the fundamental elements
respondents favoured Option of Option 2 have been retained in
Option 2, with the primary rationale for | Option 3, including the continuous
Preference | support being a continuous bike facility.
bike lane.
Many comments indicated the | The quality of the cycling facility
importance of a continuous has been enhanced significantly
Bike bike lane and the desire to over what was presented in Option
% Facilities have greater physical 1 or Option 2. Over 50% of the
separation from vehicle traffic. | route includes physical separation,
with a minimum of buffered bike
lanes.
Desire to further enhance and | Option 3 includes upgraded
improve sidewalks and sidewalks on both sides of
Pedestrian | pedestrian facilities. Shelbourne Street from
Facilities North Dairy to Pear Street, as well
as improvements in other focused
locations.
Impacts to Concern about impacts to Option 3 maintains four traffic lanes
Transit and | transit and motor vehicle travel | for 65% of the corridor. By
Motor times and potential diversion contrast, Option 2 maintains four
Vehicles to other streets in Option 2. lanes for 25% of the corridor.
Concern about restrictions to Option 3 maintains left turn access
Left Turn left turn access to some at major locations along
Access businesses, side streets and Shelbourne Street, including at

Church Avenue, Garnet Road, and
Kisber Avenue.

Table 1: Option 3 — Response to Initial Public Feedback

30




Public Feedback on Option 3

Public Engagement

Numerous activities were undertaken that enabled the public and stakeholder groups to review
and provide feedback on the Option 3 design. The primary objectives of this phase of
engagement were to:

¢ Inform people how their input on Option 1 and 2 had been used to develop Option 3;

¢ Provide an opportunity for people to indicate their level of support for Option 3; and

e Provide the opportunity to provide feedback on the Option 3 design.

Numerous engagement techniques were used to raise awareness of the potential changes and
solicit input from the public and stakeholder groups. Key engagement activities included:
o Two public open houses attended by approximately 800 people;
Online and paper surveys completed by 1,328 people;
7,000 flyers delivered to homes and businesses within the Shelbourne Valley;
Advertisements in the Saanich News and Times Colonist;
Large displays of the Option 3 design concept at the Mt. Tolmie VanCity branch and Cedar
Hill Recreation Centre;
Virtual Open House and videos of design options on the project webpage;
o Posts on Saanich Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn accounts; and
o Meetings with stakeholder groups, including:
o Shelbourne Valley Stakeholder Committee;
BC Transit;
Major landowners in the Shelbourne Valley;
Bowker Creek Initiative;
Greater Victoria Cycling Coalition;
Saanich Planning, Transportation and Economic Development Committee;
Saanich Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Advisory Committee; and
Gordon Head Residents Association.

O 0O O O O O O

Council Advisory Committees
As noted above, meetings occurred with two Council Advisory Committee, with a focus on a
review of the Option 3 design. Both committees passed motions in support of Option 3.

On October 6, 2016 the Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Committee passed a motion as follows:

“That the Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Advisory Committee supports in
principle the design concept of option three for the Shelbourne Valley Action
Plan, as presented.”

On October 13, 2016, the Planning, Transportation and Economic Development Committee
passed the following motion:

“That the Planning, Transportation and Economic Development Advisory
Committee supports Option 3 as presented by the manager of Community
Planning at the Planning, Transportation and Economic Development Advisory
Committee October 13, 2016.”
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Public Survey Results

In total, 1,328 people completed the public survey on Option 3. A full account of engagement
and survey results is included as Appendix B of this report. The focus of this public survey was
to assess support for Option 3 and to understand any remaining concerns/suggested changes.
In assessing support, 60% of survey respondents indicated that they supported the Option 3
design concept, with 84% either supporting or partially supporting Option 3. Figure 8 shows the
response to the question: Do you support the proposed Option 3 design?

Figure 8: Responses to Question “Do you Support the Proposed Option 3 Design”

Another question the survey asked respondents was, which elements of the Option 3 design
were most important to them. The most important elements identified were as follows:
Continuous bike facility of Shelbourne Street (67% of respondents);

Separation of bike facilities from vehicle traffic (63%);

Retention of four travel lanes — North Dairy Road to Christmas Avenue (38%);
Improvement of UVIC Bike Connector (37%); and

Addition of new pedestrian/cyclist signals — Knight Avenue and Torquay Drive (33%).

aokron=

A question was also asked regarding what changes people would make to Option 3. Table 2
shows the top responses by survey respondents who were partially in support or not in support
of Option 3.

Suggested Change # of Mentions
Maintain four lanes/minimize traffic congestion 284
More bike lane separation 44
Reduce travel lanes/more two lane sections 37
Increase green space/minimize tree loss 14

Faster Implementation 7
Improve Turn Access 7
Reduce speed on other streets/Minimize traffic diversion 7

7

More transit improvements

Table 2: Top Suggested Changes by Survey Respondents who Did Not Support or Partially
Supported Option 3
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DISCUSSION

Option 3 was developed through careful consideration of public feedback received on Options 1
and 2, a desire to progress towards the ultimate vision on Shelbourne Street and the reality of
existing conditions. Option 3 makes many significant changes that will begin to transition the
fundamental character of Shelbourne Street to a more complete street that comfortably
accommodates a wide range of users.

Given the constraints on Shelbourne Street and the many goals of the long-term vision, an
optimal outcome for all considerations cannot be achieved in the short-term. Option 3 provides
many significant improvements, but does include trade-offs.

The following text highlights key items raised in feedback received on Option 3 in the public
survey, stakeholder meetings, and written submissions.

Impacts to Vehicle Travel Times/Diversion to Parallel Streets

As in initial engagement phases, a key item identified by members of the public was concerns
around the impact of lane reductions on Shelbourne Street in Option 3. Specific concerns
included slower travel times, increased diversion to parallel streets, and transitions at merge
points.

When compared to Option 2, Option 3 has increased the extent of four lane sections and
reduced the number of merge points. Specifically, four lanes have been retained in the
southern portion of Shelbourne Street, which carries the highest traffic volumes (25,000 vehicles
a day).

The number of travel lanes is proposed to be reduced between Christmas Avenue and Garnet
Road and between just north of McKenzie Avenue to Torquay Drive. Lane reductions are
recommended in these locations as a means to accommodate the addition of bike facilities.

Traffic analyses have been completed for Option 3 and based on traffic models, travel times
have been estimated for existing and proposed conditions for Shelbourne Street between
Feltham Road and Hillside Avenue. Current peak travel times are 9 minutes in the southbound
direction in the morning peak and 10 minutes in the northbound direction in the afternoon peak.
Under Option 3, travel times are estimated to increase by about 1.5 minutes in the southbound
direction in the morning peak and just over 2.5 minutes in the northbound direction in the
afternoon peak.

Potential diversion has also been examined with estimated impacts as follows:
e Traffic increase of 10-15% on Cedar Hill Road in peak periods;

o Traffic increase of 3-4% on Richmond Road in peak periods; and

o Traffic increase of 15-20% on Gordon Head Road in peak periods.

It is important to note that non-peak hour/direction travel times on Shelbourne Street would
largely be unchanged.
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While there are impacts for motor vehicles in the short-term, there are also many changes that

will improve conditions:

o Removal of bikes from travel lanes, creating a safer condition for both vehicle drivers and
cyclists;

e The addition of central turn lanes promoting safer turning movements in the north part of the
corridor;

o Greater separation of travel lanes from sidewalks, creating a much more pleasant walking
environment; and

¢ The addition of new or upgraded traffic signals that will promote safer access.

Any travel lane reductions made in the short-term will be returned back to four lanes as
additional right-of-way is acquired through redevelopment, consistent with the long-term vision.

Retention of Four Lanes from Christmas Avenue to Garnet Road

A number of public comments focused on modifications to maintain four lanes from Christmas
Avenue to Garnet Road, providing a continuous four lane segment from North Dairy Road to
McKenzie Avenue. While the right-of-way in this section could technically accommodate four
lanes and a minimum size bike facility, there are two key factors that play into the design that is
proposed.

Firstly, this segment (Christmas Avenue to Garnet Road) has a number of high value trees that
strongly contribute to the character of the street. Any configuration that retained four lanes and
also added cycling facilities would require removal of virtually all the trees in this segment.

Secondly, the sidewalks in this segment are in relatively good shape, unlike portions in the
south part of the corridor where the sidewalks are in urgent need of repair. In the case of
Christmas Avenue to Garnet Road, retaining four lanes and adding cycle tracks would have
significant cost and streetscape implications.

Impacts to Transit

Many of the general traffic impacts noted above also apply to transit vehicles. The Victoria
Regional Transit Commission expressed some concerns with the Option 2 concept when it was
presented for feedback earlier in the year. Option 3 provides a better outcome, as there are
greater number of travel lanes, as well as a reduction in the number of potential conflict points
between buses and bikes. Given the prominence of Shelbourne Street as a vital transit corridor,
it is important to continue to work towards maintaining transit efficiency and enhancing the rider
experience.

Option 3 helps to accomplish this through:

¢ Removing cyclists from vehicle lanes which will reduce some delay to transit that currently
exists;

e Re-spacing transit stops to align with BC Transit guidelines, which creates time savings
through removal of five stops;

e Adding bus shelters at all stops along the corridor. Currently only 11 of 24 stops have
shelters;

e Improving pedestrian and cycling connections, providing easier transitions between travel
modes;

e Removing some bus bays which will improve the transit operations as well as pedestrian
waiting areas; and
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¢ Participating in a traffic signal priority study, which could potentially improve transit travel
times.

Tree Impacts

The Option 3 design concept estimates that approximately 70 trees would need to be removed,
with approximately 90 trees replanted on Shelbourne Street. There would be more tree loss in
this option than the previous two options as the entire stretch of Shelbourne Street from North
Dairy Road to Pear Street would be reconstructed to include a new sidewalk and cycle track
behind the curb. North of Pear Street, the impacts to existing trees would be minimal.

It is important to note that many of trees being proposed for removal would not be retainable in
a standard sidewalk upgrade project or as part of the implementation of the ultimate design. In
detailed design work, options will be explored to enable design modifications that could
preserve existing trees.

Bike Facility Design

Feedback has been received on further increasing the amount of physically separated
segments of bike lane on Shelbourne Street. The Option 3 design concept provides a
significant step forward in this regard, as over 50% of the route is physically separated from
traffic. The remainder of the route is buffered bike lane which potentially could incorporate
physical separation, such as bollards, in the future. This could be explored further at the
detailed design stage.

Property Acquisition

The Option 3 design concept includes limited acquisition from the frontages of 17 properties. 15
of these 17 acquisitions are on the west side of Shelbourne Street between North Dairy Road
and Knight Street and are required to accommodate a bike facility and maintain four travel lanes
in this narrow segment. The remaining two acquisitions would facilitate left turn bays at Garnet
Road and Kisber Avenue. Should Council approve the design concept, negotiations would
commence with property owners. If these negotiations are unsuccessful, design modifications
would be explored.

Stormwater Management

During consultation with stakeholder groups, including the Bowker Creek Initiative, there was
significant interest in how stormwater management would be improved in short-term concepts.
The intention of the project is to integrate stormwater management areas into vegetated
boulevards where possible. To this end, budget has been allocated in the preliminary cost
estimate for stormwater management. The exact location of these areas would be determined
through detailed design.

IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

The proposed transportation improvements represent a significant undertaking that would have

impacts for future engineering priorities and staff resources. This section of the report identifies
potential phasing, funding, alignment with underground infrastructure projects, and maintenance
considerations.
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Potential Phasing

Regardless of the option chosen by Council, the
implementation of mobility improvements will involve
a multi-phased process and include coordination with
the upgrading of underground utilities. It is estimated
that the first year of the project would be dedicated to
detailed design work, with construction being initiated
as early as 2018.

Figure 9 shows potential project phasing, with the
area north of McKenzie Avenue and the UVIC Bike
Connector identified as Phase 1, as they have less
complex design considerations.

Funding

Funding for the project would be from the
transportation capital budget. Staff have developed
scenarios where existing capital funding allocations
could be managed to fund the project. This would
likely delay some other transportation capital projects,
such as the Sinclair Road upgrades, Douglas Local
Connector project, and the Glanford complete street
project.

Given the comprehensive, multi-modal improvements
that are being considered, this project would be a
strong candidate for Federal and Provincial grant
programs. [f funding was obtained it would reduce
the overall project cost and/or potential delays to
other projects.

Underground Infrastructure Projects

Most of the major storm, sewer, and water pipes
under Shelbourne Street are 80-100 years old and
reaching the end of their useful life. Many of these
pipes are scheduled for replacement in the next 7-10
years under the Capital Replacement Program.

Preliminary cost estimates for required upgrades are
as follows:

e Water - $5.9 million

e Sewer - $4.6 million

e Stormwater - $7.9 million

Figure 9: Potential Project Phasing
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The major roadwork associated with this project provides an opportunity to coordinate
underground and transportation work and minimize overall impacts to residents and businesses.
To enable this coordination, infrastructure design work would need to begin in concert with the
initiation of transportation design work. Underground infrastructure projects are funded through
separate utilities. As with the transportation capital projects there would need to be a
realignment of short-term priorities within each utility to facilitate this work.

Maintenance Considerations

A large portion of the Shelbourne Street right-of-way could undergo a wholescale
transformation, which would have implications for both Engineering and Parks maintenance
budgets.

From an engineering perspective, the complexity of the street environment would be greatly
enhanced by the addition of three types of bike facilities and a significant amount of new paint
markings. From a parks perspective, while the amount of area to maintain is not dramatically
different, there would be 90 new trees that require care to establish properly and boulevard
segments that would be challenging to irrigate and maintain. These changes and the
corresponding increase in maintenance requirements will need to be considered in the
operational budgets of these departments.

NEXT STEPS

Council Decision on Mobility Options
Council could endorse in principle any of the three short-term mobility implementation options.
All have relatively similar costs and implementation timelines.

Option 1 maintains four travel lanes and focuses improvements in strategic locations. It does
not however create a fundamental change on Shelbourne Street and does not include a
continuous bike facility, which has been identified as a critical element by many stakeholders.

Option 2 includes a continuous bike lane, focused pedestrian improvements, and lane
reductions on 75% of Shelbourne Street. While achieving the goal of a continuous bike lane,
concerns were expressed around the impacts to transit and motor vehicles, the quality of the
bike facility, and access to businesses.

Option 3 provides a continuous, high quality bike lane, significant pedestrian improvements,
maintains left turn access in most locations, and preserves four travel lanes for 65% of
Shelbourne Street.

Recommendation

Staff believe that Option 3 represents the best combination of improvements that advance
pedestrian and cycling conditions in the short-term, while respecting the role and function of
Shelbourne Street as a whole. It also represents the biggest step towards the ultimate design
for Shelbourne Street of any of the options.

Shelbourne Valley Action Plan

Council endorsement of a short-term mobility implementation option would enable staff to
incorporate short-term actions into a final Shelbourne Valley Action Plan. The revised Plan
would then be presented to Council for consideration for adoption in early 2017.
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Detailed Design and Construction

Endorsement in principle would provide clarity on preferred short-term implementation actions.
While this direction would enable staff to initiate initial preparatory work, detailed design work,
including the hiring of consultants and property negotiations, would not commence until formal
adoption is given to the full Shelbourne Valley Action Plan.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to present information on potential short-mobility implementation
options, share feedback received from the public and stakeholders and seek Council
endorsement of a short-term mobility implementation option.

Working from Council direction to explore options for accelerating pedestrian and cycling
improvements in the Shelbourne Valley, staff developed two short-term mobility improvements
options. Public feedback on Options 1 and 2 was received in February and March of 2016, with
58% support in the public survey for Option 2, which included a continuous bike lane and travel
lane reductions on 75% of Shelbourne Street. Public feedback also highlighted concerns
regarding changes to left turn access, the quality of the bike facility and the extent of lane
reductions on Shelbourne Street. In response, staff developed a third option to address these
concerns.

Option 3 retains the fundamental element of Option 2 (continuous bike lane), but includes
enhancements to maintain left turn access in most locations, enhance the quality of the bike
facility, maintain a focus on pedestrian improvements, and reduce the extent of lane reductions
on Shelbourne Street.

Engagement with the public and stakeholders indicated general support for Option 3, with 84%
of survey respondents supporting or partially supporting Option 3. For those that did not fully
support Option 3, the key concern was the impacts of travel lane reductions.

Changes to Shelbourne Street in the short-term are being contemplated within significant
constraints. Staff believe Option 3 strikes a balance between creating meaningful and
transformative changes to pedestrian and cycling conditions on Shelbourne Street, while
respecting its existing context and roles. Therefore, it is recommended that Council endorse
Option 3 and direct staff to integrate this as the final piece of the Shelbourne Valley Action Plan.
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Shelbourne Valley Action Plan
Short-Term Mobility Options

Public Engagement Summary Report
February - March 2016
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1. BACKGROUND

The Shelbourne Valley Action Plan is a comprehensive plan that will guide land use and
transportation change in the Shelbourne Valley over the next 30 years. A community
process to develop a Plan has been underway since 2009.

A Proposed Shelbourne Valley Action Plan was presented to Council on June 9, 2014.
At that meeting, Council requested more information on implementation actions,
specifically cost and timeline estimates and options for accelerating pedestrian and
cycling improvements. In response to this request, staff developed two short-term
implementation options for Council’s consideration. On October 5, 2016 the two options
were presented to Council, where they directed staff to seek public feedback.

The two options focus on improvements that could largely occur under existing
conditions and could be completed within five years. Key elements of each option are:

e Option 1: This option maintains four travel lanes on Shelbourne Street and focuses
pedestrian and cycling improvements where space is available.

e Option 2: This option uses lane reductions to provide pedestrian improvements and
continuous bike lanes along the full extent of Shelbourne Street. Four lane cross
sections are maintained near major intersections.

From February 16 to March 20 public feedback was actively sought on the
implementation options. Information on the components and design details of the
options can be found at www.saanich.ca/shelbourne.

This report provides a summary of key engagement activities and feedback gathered
during the engagement process. The feedback will form part of a report that will be
delivered to Council, seeking their direction on short term mobility actions to integrate
into the final Shelbourne Valley Action Plan.

2. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PURPOSE

This purpose of public engagement in this phase of the process is to receive feedback
from residents and stakeholders groups on potential short-term mobility options.

Three key questions framed the engagement:
e What option do you prefer?
e What changes would you like to see to your preferred option?

e Is there anything else that should be considered in developing a recommendation for
Council?
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3. ADVERTISING AND NOTIFICATION

To raise awareness of this phase of engagement and advertise opportunities for input,
the following key outreach activities were taken:

e Flyers were delivered to every home and business in the Valley (approximately
7,000);

e Newspaper ads were placed in the Saanich News (3 times) and Times Colonist (2
times) advertising open houses and potential changes on Shelbourne Street;

e Personalized Letters were delivered to every property owner on Shelbourne Street
(550 total);

e Three emails were sent out to Stakeholder Contacts list (approximately 330
people) advertising open houses, sharing engagement material and encouraging
public feedback;

e Sustainable Saanich Facebook and Twitter feeds were used to promote the
project;

e Posters advertising the open houses and survey were placed in numerous
gathering spots throughout the Shelbourne Valley, including community centres, the
public library and coffee shops; and

e Overhead bus ads were placed on routes that travel through the Shelbourne Valley
displaying information on open houses and encouraging input.

4. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
4.1Public Open Houses

Three open houses attended by approximately 700 people were held at the following
locations:

e Gordon Head Recreation Centre — Saturday, February 27, 2:00-6:00 PM
e St. Aidans Church — Wednedsday, March 2, 4:00 — 8:00 PM
e Cedar Hill Recreation Centre — Saturday, March 5, 2:00-6:00 PM

The open houses included 22 display boards with context and description of options, 40
foot long plans of each option (transparent overlay with existing conditions beneath), a
looping video comparing options and engineering and planning staff to answer
questions. Participants were encouraged to provide their feedback through either
completing a survey or adding sticky note comments to option plans (357 unique
comments received on plans).
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4.2 Public Survey (online and paper)

A public survey was available online and at open houses from February 24 until March
20, 2016. In total there were 1,325 completed surveys (245 written and 1,080 online).
The survey provided opportunities for respondents to identify their preferred option,
highlights elements they liked and did not like about each option and suggest changes.
The paper version of the survey instrument is included as Attachment A.

4.3 Meetings with Shelbourne Stakeholder Committee

Three meetings were held with the Shelbourne Stakeholder Committee, which have
been an advisory group since the inception of the project. The group includes
representatives from Community Associations, residents, the development community
and key stakeholder groups.

The purpose of the meetings were as follows:

e To seek input on engagement approach (November 5, 2015);
e To provide an overview and hold a detailed discussion on options (February 16,
2016); and

e Todiscuss transit considerations with BC Transit staff (March 8, 2016).
4.4 Meetings with Stakeholder Groups

Four focused meeting were held with key stakeholder groups to seek detailed feedback
on options and suggestions for potential changes.

e Saanich Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee — February 18, 2016

e BC Transit planning staff and operators (12 attendees) - March 8, 2016

e Saanich Planning, Transportation and Economic Development Advisory Committee
— March 10, 2016

e Property owner / business owner luncheon (32 attendees) — March 16, 2016

The meetings with stakeholder groups were supplemented by one on one meetings with
major property owners, key stakeholders and others who requested a meeting with
staff.

4.5 Online Engagement

The Saanich website contained all open house display boards, background information
and access to the online survey. In addition there were three embedded videos that
showed the options in detail.

In total, there were 4,391 website visits (3,958 unique) and 2,345 views of the videos
between February 22" and March 20". Additionally, 1,080 people completed a survey
online.
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4.6 Bus Rider engagement

Through a partnership with BC Transit, two Saanich staff rode buses along Shelbourne
Street on February 24, 2016 with the intention of raising awareness of the project,
sharing options being considered and informing people of upcoming open houses.
During the time period between 9:00 am and noon, riders on 14 bus trips were
engaged.

4.7 Letters and Emails

In addition to the numerous comments provided at meetings or in the survey, 43 unique
letters and emails were received commenting on the options being considered.

5. PUBLIC SURVEY RESULTS

5.1. Overview

The primary mechanism for soliciting feedback on the potential implementation options
was a public opinion survey that was available online and at open houses. In total there
were 1,325 completed surveys (245 written and 1,080 online). Map 1 shows the
distribution of respondents who provided a postal code.

Figure 1: Location of Survey Respondents
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The following data provides a summary of the responses to survey questions. For each
question, the question as presented in the survey is included in italics, along with a
summary of the responses. For open ended questions, the responses are grouped into
theme areas. Responses for each question were not mandatory.

5.2 Shelbourne Street Priorities

Q1. Please tell us about your short-term priorities for Shelbourne Street. Please rank
the following mobility or street features in order of importance.

Table 1: Short-Term Priorities for Shelbourne Street

Short Term o S S S S Rating
Priority 1st Priority  2nd Priority 3rd Priority 4th Priority 5th Priority Average
Cycling 469 39% 189 16% 145 12% 169 14% 240 20% 2.61
Public transit 138 12% 397 33% 353 30% 235 20% 72 6% 2.75
Walking 185 16% 311 27% 321 28% 253 22% 97 8% 2.80

Motor vehicles 369 30% 119 10% 117 10% 135 11% 482 39% 3.20

Street trees &
green space

78 6% 179 15% 270 22% 379 31% 315 26% 3.55

Figure 2: Short-Term Priorities for Shelbourne Street (1239 total responses)
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5.3 Option 1 Likes
Q2. What do you like about Option 17

Table 2: Most Common Option 1 Likes
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5.4 Option 1 Dislikes
Q3. What do you not like about Option 1?

Table 3: Most Common Option 1 Dislikes
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5.5 Option 1 — Suggested Changes

Q4. What changes (if any) would you make to Option 17

Table 4: Most Common Suggested Changes to Option 1
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5.6 Option 2 Likes
Q5. What do you like about Option 2?

Table 5: Most Common Option 2 Likes
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5.7 Option 2 Dislikes
Q6. What do you not like about Option 2?

Table 6: Most Common Option 2 Dislikes

50



5.8 Option 2 — Suggested Changes
Q7. What changes (if any) would you make to Option 27?

Question 7 asked respondents what changes they would like to see changed in Option
2. In total, 590 individuals responded to this question, with a number of responses
indicating more than one suggested change.

Table 7: Most Common Suggested Changes to Option 2

RANK OPT-2 SUGGESTED CHANGES

1  Add separation to bike lanes / Upgrade to cycle tracks

2 Maintain 4 travel lanes

3 Improve access to business / side streets

4 More pedestrian improvements, including sidewalks upgrades

5 Enhance asthetics & green space

6  Maintain / improve transit

7 Implement parallel bike route alternative to Shelbourne .

9  Address bus-bike conflict 11 || 3.0%

10 Improve bike network connectivity, including Victoria 10 [ | 2.7%

11 Other 8 B 2%

12 Enhance safety & separation between all modes 7 [ | 1.9%

12 Improve network connectivity 7 || 1.9%

12 Individual design details 7 [ | 1.9%

15 Improve traffic flow 6 || 1.6%

15 Pedestrian / Cycling improvements to other streets 6 [ | 1.6%

15 Add bus bays 6 [ | 1.6%

18 Faster implementation timeline 5 [ | 1.4%

18 Minimize green space / tree planting 5 [ | 1.4%

20  Limit left turn access 4 [ | 1.1%

20 Reduce vehicle traffic speeds 4 | 1.1%

20 Reduce number of traffic lanes 4 | 1.1%

23 Individual Network Improvements 3 I 0.8%

24 Reduce cost 1 | 0.3%
0.0%

8  Alternate shelbourne road design option 12 B 33%

Grand Total 367 100.0%
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5.9 Preferred Option
Q8. Overall, what Option do you prefer?

In total, 1,077 respondents provided a response to the preferred option question. Of
those responses, 58% of respondents indicated a preference for either Option 2 or
Option 2 with changes, while 32% of respondents indicated a preference for Option 1 or
Option 1 with changes. Additionally, 10% indicated a preference for another option.
Table 9 indicates “other options” that were described by respondents. Figures 3, 4 and
5 illustrate the responses based on geographic area, age and travel mode preference.

Table 8: Survey Responses for Preferred Shelbourne Implementation Option

PREFERRED OPTION TOTAL PERCENT
Option 1 230 21%
Option 1 with Changes 113 11%
Option 2 518 48%
Option 2 with Changes 108 10%
Other 108 10%

Total 1,077 100%
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11% u Optlon 1
Option 1 with Changes

® Option 2
Option 2 with Changes
Other

Figure 2: Option Preference

Table 9: Other Options Identified by Survey Respondents

RANK OTHER OPTION FREQ

2 Parallel bike route alternative to Shelbourne 19 -%
3 Keep same (neither option / no change) 17 I 155%
4 No bike lanes 7 6.4%
4 Other options 7 6.4%
4 Ultimate design / Full cycle track 7 6.4%
7 Shared bike / sidewalk areas 6 5.5%
9 Third option, combining elements from Option 1 & 2 3 2.7%
10  Ultimate design / full cycle track 2

1 General comment 35 _
8  Option2 5 0 as%
10 Option 1 2 I 65%
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Figure 3: Option Preference by Geographic Area
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Figure 4: Option Preference by Age Group

Figure 5: Option Preference by Typical Mode(s) of Travel through the Valley
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5.10 Other Comments

Q9. Do you have any other comments you'd like to add regarding the options and/or
design of Shelbourne Street?

Table 10: Themes of Comments provided under “Other Comments” Question
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6. Profile of Survey Respondents

6.1 Gender of Respondents

Q10. What is your gender?

Figure 6: Gender of Survey Respondents (1,057 Responses)

6.2 Age of Respondents
Q11. What is your age group?
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Figure 7: Age Distribution of Survey Respondents (1,057 Responses)
6.3 Location of Respondents

Q12. Where do you live?

Figure 8: Geographic Distribution of Survey Respondents (1,060 Responses)

6.4 Modes of Travel of Respondents

Q 14. How do you usually travel through the Valley? (mark as many as apply)

Figure 9: Modes of Travel of Survey Respondents (1,060 Responses)
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6.5 Frequency of Travel of Respondents

Q15. Do you travel through the Valley on a regular basis? (more than once a week)

Figure 10: Frequency of Travel of Survey Respondents (1,046 Responses)

6.6 Reason for Travel of Respondents

Q16. Why do you usually travel through the Valley? (check all that apply)

Figure 11: Reasons for Travel of Survey Respondents (1,060 Responses)
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6.7 Notification of Survey

Q17. How did you hear about the survey?

Figure 12: How Survey Respondents were Notified about the Survey (1,060
Responses)
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Shelbourne Valley Short-Term

Mobility Options Survey

Introduction

The proposed Shelbourne Valley Action Plan will guide transportation and land use decisions in the Shelbourne
Valley over the next 30 years. Now inits final phase, the project is focusing on short-term mobility improvements
that can be implemented over the next five years and “bridge the gap” between current conditions and the
long-term vision of the Plan.
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Tell Us About Your Priorities @

The Saanich Official Community Plan aims to create a more balanced mobility network that involves a greater
share of residents walking, biking and taking transit. Shelbourne Street plays a key role in this vision as it is
intended to be a pedestrian-oriented main street, commuter bikeway, frequent transit route and major road.

However, given current right-of-way conditions, there is a limit on the number and type of mobility and street
features that can be implemented in the short-term.

Please tell us about your short-term priorities for Shelbourne Street

Please rank the following mobility or street features in order of importance:
1 (highest priority) 5 (lowest priority)

Your Rank Mobility or Street Feature

Walking — improving sidewalks and pedestrian areas

Cycling — adding bike facilities on Shelbourne Street

Public transit — maintaining frequency and reliability of transit service

Motor vehicles — maintaining vehicle travel times

Street trees, boulevards and landscaped medians — Preserving
existing trees and adding green space
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Séankch

Option 1 S

Option 1 proposes strategic pedestrian and cycling improvements while maintaining four general purpose
travel lanes on Shelbourne Street. It includes a cycle track (protected bike lane) for 25% of the Street, upgraded
sidewalks in key locations and bikeway and greenway improvements.

Key Impacts and Outcomes SRS

\
e 2.8 Km of upgraded sidewalk

\

\

e Cycle track on 25% of Shelbourne Street Feltham

—_—

¢ Vehicle and transit travel times maintained

e Crossing distances shortened at major intersections Blair
¢ Transit waiting areas improved

* 4 bikeways/greenways upgraded McKenzie

¢ Estimated removal of 50-60 trees, with approximately
90-100 replanted

¢ Improved connections from Victoria to UVic through upgrades
to Shelbourne Street and bikeway/greenway network

Cedar Hill X

¢ $10.8 million total cost

Pear

— New cycle track and sidewalk Knight
— Major sidewalk upgrades (West side)
I

Greenway / bikeway upgrades

o — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

e — —— — — — — —

North Dairy

|' ) Pedestrian and Transit \ /
\ ,l improvements \ Y

What do you like about Option 1?

What do you not like about Option 1?

What changes (if any) would you make to Option 1?
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Option 2 Séanich

Option 2 proposes a bike lane along the full length of Shelbourne Street and pedestrian improvements in
strategic locations. Shelbourne Street would be reduced to two travel lanes and a central turn lane for the
majority of the Street, with four travel lanes maintained near major intersections. Similar to Option 1, there are
upgraded sidewalks, new boulevards in key locations and bikeway and greenway improvements.

Key Impacts and Outcomes LTS
\

e 2.0 Km of upgraded sidewalk / \
e Greater separation of sidewalks from vehicle traffic Feltham
e Complete cycling facilities on Shelbourne Street

* Reducing travel lanes would delay transit and motor Blair
vehicles 1 to 2.5 minutes during peak periods

e Crossing distances shortened at major intersections McKormi
CKRenzie

e Transit waiting areas improved

¢ Diversion of vehicles onto Cedar Hill Road, Richmond
Road and Gordon Head Road

° 4 bikeways/greenwaYS upgraded Cedar Hill X

e Estimated removal of 20-30 trees, with approximately
100-110 replanted

- P
¢ $9.9 million total cost e

LEGEND

— New Bike Lane Knight
— Major sidewalk upgrades (West side)
— Greenway / bikeway upgrades

North Dairy

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —— — —

S — — —— — — — — —

/4
1 ) Pedestrian improvements \ /
\ /

What do you like about Option 2?

What do you not like about Option 2?

What changes (if any) would you make to Option 2?
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Your Preferred Option

Overall, what Option do you prefer?
|:| Option 1 |:| Option 1 with Changes
|:| Option 2 |:| Option 2 with Changes

|:| Other (please specify)

Additional Comments:

Do you have any other comments you’d like to add regarding the options and/or design of Shelbourne Street?
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Tell us about yourself
What is your gender?
[] Male [ ] Female
[] Other

What is your age group?
[ ] uUnder18yrs [] 18-30yrs
|:| 31-49 yrs |:| 50-64 yrs

|:| Over 65 yrs

Where do you live?
|:| I’m a Shelbourne Valley resident
|:| I’m a Saanich resident, but live outside the Shelbourne Valley

|:| I’m a resident of another Municipality outside Saanich

What is your postal code?

How do you usually travel through the Valley?
|:| Walk |:| Automobile
|:| Cycle |:| Public Transit

|:| Other (please specify)
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Tell us about yourself S

Do you travel through the Valley on a regular basis (more than once a week)?

[] Yes [] No

Why do you usually travel through the Valley? (check all that apply)

[] Live in the Valley [ ] Work in the Valley
|:| Commute through the Valley |:| Shop in the Valley
|:| Commute to school |:| Use services in the Valley
(UVic, Camosun College, grade school) (medical, library, church, recreation)

How did you hear about the survey? (check all that apply)

|:| Website |:| Email

|:| Newspaper Ad |:| Poster
|:| Flyer |:| Word of Mouth
|:| Letter |:| Social Media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)

|:| Other (please specify)

This survey is available online at www.saanich.ca/shelbourne

The deadline
for submitting
the survey is
March 20.

Completed hard copies of the survey can be dropped off at:

e The Open House greeting table

» Saanich Municipal Hall - 3rd Floor Planning Counter

e Gordon Head Recreation Centre

» Cedar Hill Recreation Centre

Or mailed to: District of Saanich, Planning Department, SVAP Survey, 770

Vernon Ave., Victoria BC, V8X 2W7.
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1. BACKGROUND

The Shelbourne Valley Action Plan is a comprehensive plan that will guide land use and
transportation change in the Shelbourne Valley over the next 30 years. A community
process to develop a Plan has been underway since 2009.

A Proposed Shelbourne Valley Action Plan was presented to Council on June 9, 2014.
At that meeting, Council requested more information on implementation actions,
specifically cost and timeline estimates and options for accelerating pedestrian and
cycling improvements. In response to this request, staff developed two short-term
implementation options for Council’s consideration.

From February 16 to March 20 public feedback was actively sought on the two initial
implementation options:

e Option 1: This option maintains four travel lanes on Shelbourne Street and focuses
pedestrian and cycling improvements where space is available.

e Option 2: This option uses lane reductions to provide pedestrian improvements and
continuous bike lanes along the full extent of Shelbourne Street. Four lane cross
sections are maintained near major intersections.

Feedback gathered on the initial two options was used to develop a third option that
looked to respond to major issues identified in the public review of Options 1 and 2. A
summary of feedback on options 1 and 2 can be found at;
http://www.saanich.ca/assets/Community/Documents/Planning/SVAPShort-
TermMobilityOptionsEngagementReport March2016_Full.pdf

From September 26 to October 23 public feedback was actively sought on Option 3:

e Option 3: This option contains components of options 1 and 2, including a
continuous bike lanes and significant pedestrian improvements. It maintains four
travel lanes for 65% of Shelbourne Street, maintains left turn access in most
locations and includes physical separation of bike lanes for 50% of the Street.

The focus of this summary report is on public engagement related to Option 3.
This report provides a summary of key engagement activities and feedback gathered
during the engagement process. The feedback will form part of a report to Council,
seeking their direction on short term mobility actions to integrate into the final
Shelbourne Valley Action Plan.
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2. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PURPOSE
Key objectives of this phase of engagement were to:
e Share the results of public engagement on Options 1 and 2;

e Inform people how their input on Options 1 and 2 had been used to develop Option
3

e Assess the level of support for Option 3;
e Receive public feedback on potential changes to Option 3; and

e Receive feedback on any outstanding concerns.

3. ADVERTISING AND NOTIFICATION

To raise awareness of this phase of engagement and advertise opportunities for input,
the following key outreach activities were taken:

e Flyers were delivered to every home and business in the Valley (approximately
7,000);

e Newspaper ads were placed in the Saanich News (3 times) and Times Colonist (1
time) advertising open houses and potential changes on Shelbourne Street;

e 6’ x 3’displays of proposed Option 3 design were placed at Cedar Hill Recreation
Centre and Mt. Tolmie VanCity branch for the duration of the this engagement
phase;

e Two emails were sent out to Stakeholder Contacts list (approximately 330 people)
advertising open houses, sharing engagement material and encouraging public
feedback;

e Saanich Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn feeds were used to promote the project;
and

e Posters advertising the open houses and survey were placed in numerous
gathering spots throughout the Shelbourne Valley, including community centres, the
public library and coffee shops.
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4. PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
4.1Public Open Houses

Two open houses attended by approximately 800 people were held at the following
locations:

e Gordon Head Recreation Centre — Saturday, October 1, 2:00-6:00 PM
e Doncaster Elementary School — Monday, October 3 7:00-9:00 PM

The open houses included 21 display boards with context, overview of feedback
received on the first two options and a description of option 3. Additionally, a 40-foot
long plan of Option 3 (transparent overlay with existing conditions beneath) and smaller
plans of Options 1 and 2 were available for review. Participants were encouraged to
provide their feedback through completing a survey.

4.2 Public Survey (online and paper)

A public survey was available at open houses and online from September 26 until
October 23, 2016. In total there were 1,327 completed surveys (221 written and 1,106
online). The survey provided opportunities for respondents to identify elements of the
Option 3 design that were most important to them, indicate their level of support for
Option 3, suggest changes and identify any outstanding issues. The paper version of
the survey instrument is included as Attachment A.

4.3 Meetings with Stakeholder Groups

Focused meetings were held with key stakeholder groups to share the Option 3 design
and seek feedback and suggestions for potential changes.

e Shelbourne Stakeholders Committee — September 15, 2016

e BC Transit planning staff- September 20, 2016

e Saanich Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility Advisory Committee — October 6, 2016

e Saanich Planning, Transportation and Economic Development Advisory Committee
— October 13, 2016

e Bowker Creek Initiative — October 13, 2016

e Major property owner / business owners— October 21, 2016

e Greater Victoria Cycling Coalition — October 27, 2016

e Gordon Head Residents Association — November 17, 2016

4.4 Online Engagement

The Saanich website contained all open house display boards, background information
and access to the online survey. In addition there was a video that showed option 3 in
detail.
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In total, there were 3,688 website visits and over 1,300 views of the video between
September 26 and October 23. Additionally, 1106 people completed a survey online.

4.5 Letters and Emails

In addition to the numerous comments provided at meetings or in the survey, over 20
letters and emails were received commenting on Option 3.

5. PUBLIC SURVEY RESULTS

5.1. Overview

The primary mechanism for soliciting feedback on the potential implementation options
was a public opinion survey that was available online and at open houses. In total there
were 1,327 completed surveys (221 written and 1,106 online). Figure 1 shows the
distribution of respondents who provided a postal code.

Figure 1: Location of Survey Respondents
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The following data provides a summary of the responses to survey questions. For each
question, the question as presented in the survey is included in italics, along with a
summary of the responses. Responses for each question were not mandatory.

5.2 Most Important Elements of Option 3
Q1. What Elements of the Option 3 design are most important to you? (Choose up to 5)

The first question on the survey asked respondents what elements of the Option 3
design are most important to them, with the option to choose up to 5. Figure 2 shows
the elements of Option 3 that were that were identified as most important by survey
respondents. Figure 3 shows the same data correlated to level of support for Option 3.

Figure 2: Most Important Elements of Option 3 to Survey Respondents
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Figure 3: Most Important Elements by Level of Support for Option 3
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5.3  Support for Option 3
Q2. Do you support the proposed Option 3 design?

In total, 1,317 respondents provided a response to the question about whether they
support Option 3. Figure 4 shows the level of support from survey respondents. Please
note the total adds up to slightly above 100%, as a small number of respondents
included multiple responses to the question.

Figure 4: Level of Support for Option 3 by Survey Respondents

Figures 5 and 6 show support for Option 3 by geographic area. Figure 6 shows the
level of support based only on the responses that indicated support or non-support for
Option 3, excluding in part responses. Figures 7 and 8 illustrate the responses based
on age and travel mode preference.

Figure 5: Option Preference by Geographic Area
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Note: Does not include Support In Part responses

Figure 6: Map of Option Preference by Geographic Area
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Figure 7: Support for Option 3 by Age Group

Figure 8: Support for Option 3 by Typical Travel Mode(s) through the Valley
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5.4 Suggested Changes to Option 3
Q3. Is there anything you would change with Option 37

Question 3 asked respondents if there was anything they would like to see changed in
Option 3. In total, 802 individuals responded to this question, with a number of
responses indicating more than one suggested change.

Table 1: Suggested Changes by Respondents who Supported Option 3

Table 2: Suggested Changes by Respondents who Supported In Part Option 3

Table 3: Suggested Changes by Respondents who Did Not Support Option 3
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6. Profile of Survey Respondents

6.1  Gender of Respondents

Q5. What is your gender?

Figure 9: Gender of Survey Respondents

6.2 Age of Respondents

Q6. What is your age group?

Figure 10: Age Distribution of Survey Respondents
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6.3 Location of Respondents

Q7. Where do you live?

Figure 11: Geographic Distribution of Survey Respondents

6.4 Modes of Travel of Respondents

Q8. How do you usually travel through the Valley? (mark as many as apply)

Figure 12: Modes of Travel of Survey Respondents
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6.5 Frequency of Travel of Respondents

Q9. Do you travel through the Valley on a regular basis? (more than once a week)

Figure 13: Frequency of Travel of Survey Respondents

6.6 Reason for Travel of Respondents

Q10. Why do you usually travel through the Valley? (check all that apply)

Figure 14: Reasons for Travel of Survey Respondents
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6.7 Notification of Survey

Q11. How did you hear about the survey?

Figure 15: How Survey Respondents were Notified about the Survey
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Shelbourne Valley Option 3
Short-Term Mobility Survey

Overview: / \
We are looking for your feedback on short-term mobility improvements in / ER \\
the Shelbourne Valley. / ‘

FELTHAMRD.

A previous survey and public engagement process in February/March 2016
presented two options for short-term mobility improvements on Shelbourne
Street.  These improvements were focused on pedestrian, cycling and
streetscape improvements that could be completed within the next five years
and contribute to the long term vision of the Shelbourne Valley Action Plan.

/

Based on the feedback received in February/March 2016 a new option
(Option 3), has been developed. This option addresses major concerns
expressed in the previous round of public engagement.

MCKENZIE AVE

~

This survey seeks your feedback on Option 3 and any other items you would
like to address.

SHELBOURNE ST

All community input received now and in the previous round of engagement
will be presented to Council, along with a recommended option for short-
term improvements on Shelbourne Street. The option that Council selects
will then be incorporated into a final Shelbourne Valley Action Plan, which
will be considered for adoption.

PEARST <

N
e

Farticipation in this survey Is voluntary and a response s encouraged, not
required. It is not the District's intent not to collect personal information So
please do not provide any third party information (i.e. talk about others) and/or
any personal identifiable information about yourself in the responses.

DDDDDDD

Learn more about the design concept

vvvvvvvvvvvvvv

saanich.ca/shelbourne \ | )

e 12131 I ol ORI 0 5 B2 5

Shelbourne Valley
Study Area
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Option 3 Overview

Key Features

Upgraded sidewalks on both sides of Shelbourne
Street from North Dairy Road to Pear Street

A new continuous bike facility on both sides of
Shelbourne Street (50% cycle track and 50% buffered
bike lane)

Four lanes of traffic maintained from North Dairy Road
to Christmas Avenue and from Garnet Road to just
north of the McKenzie Avenue intersection

Upgrades to UVic Bike Connector

Pedestrian and transit improvements in University
Centre and Shelbourne Valley Centre

Addition of new pedestrian/cyclist traffic signals:
o Shelbourne Street at Knight Avenue
o Shelbourne Street at Torquay Drive

Key Impacts and Outcomes

2.3 km of upgraded sidewalks

Continuous bike facility along the entire length of

Shelbourne Street, with physical separation for 50% of

the route

Maintains four general purpose travel lanes for 65% of
Shelbourne Street

Crossing distances shortened at major intersections
Transit waiting areas improved
UVic Bike Connector upgraded

Estimated removal of 70 trees, with approximately 90
replanted

$12.5 million total cost
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Buffered bike lanes with 2 lanes and centre turn lane

Buffered bike lanes with 4 vehicle travel lanes
Raised cycle track with 4 vehicle travel lanes
Separated cycle track with 4 vehicle travel lanes
UVic Bike Connector

Pedestrian and Transit
improvements
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Feedback on Option 3

1. What elements of the Option 3 design are most important to you?

(Choose up to 5)

Continuous bike facilities on Shelbourne Street

Separation of bike facilities from vehicle traffic
(North Dairy Road to Christmas Avenue)

Sidewalk upgrades on Shelbourne Street
(North Dairy Road to Pear Street)

Increased sidewalk separation from vehicle traffic

Retention of 4 vehicle travel lanes
(North Dairy Road to Christmas Avenue)

Maintenance of left turn access into most businesses and side streets

Shorter pedestrian crossing distances at major intersections

Improvements to transit waiting areas

Improvements to UVIC Bike Connector

Addition of new pedestrian / cyclist signals
(Knight Avenue and Torquay Drive)

Other:

Séankch

2. Doyousupportthe proposed Option 3 design?
Yes In part No

3. Is there anything you would change with Option 3?
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Additional Comments

4. Do you have any other comments you’d like to make?

88



Tell us about yourself

What is your gender?

|:| Male |:| Female

|:| Other: |:| Prefer not to answer

What is your age group?

[ ] uUnder18yrs [] 18-30yrs
|:| 31-49 yrs |:| 50-64 yrs
|:| Over 65 yrs |:| Prefer not to answer

Where do you live?
|:| I’m a Shelbourne Valley resident
|:| I’m a Saanich resident, but live outside the Shelbourne Valley

|:| I’m a resident of another Municipality outside Saanich

What is your postal code?

How do you usually travel through the Valley?
|:| Walk |:| Automobile
|:| Cycle |:| Public Transit

|:| Other (please specify)
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Saanich
Tell us about yourself L

Do you travel through the Valley on a regular basis (more than once a week)?

[] Yes [] No

Why do you usually travel through the Valley? (check all that apply)

[] Live in the Valley [ ] Work in the Valley
|:| Commute through the Valley |:| Shop in the Valley
|:| Commute to school |:| Use services in the Valley
(UVic, Camosun College, grade school) (medical, library, church, recreation)

How did you hear about the survey? (check all that apply)

|:| Website |:| Email

|:| Newspaper Ad |:| Poster
|:| Flyer |:| Word of Mouth
|:| Letter |:| Social Media (Facebook, Twitter, etc.)

|:| Other (please specify)

This survey is available online at www.saanich.ca/shelbourne

The deadline
for submitting
the survey is
October 23.

Completed hard copies of the survey can be dropped off at:

» The Open House greeting table

e Saanich Municipal Hall - 3rd Floor Planning Counter

» Gordon Head Recreation Centre

Or mailed to: District of Saanich, Planning Department, SVAP Survey, 770

Vernon Ave., Victoria BC, V8X 2W7.
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