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

Saanich Municipal Hall, 770 Vernon Avenue
MONDAY, JANUARY 9, 2017, 7:00 P.M.

P.3

P.4

D.

P.5

P.6

P.7

P.9

P. 10

AWARDS PRESENTATION

1. Saanich Police Board Recognition of Service

2. Distinguished Budget Presentation Award

3. Canadian Award for Financial Reporting Achievement

DELEGATIONS

1. Association of Professional Biologists — Role of Professional Biologists and Code of Ethics
2. Capital Regional Food and Agriculture Initiative — Flavour Trails Program

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

1. Council meeting held December 19, 2016
2. Committee of the Whole meeting held December 19, 2016
BYLAWS

FINAL READING AND RATIFICATION OF PERMIT APPROVAL

1. 4079 BRAEFOOT ROAD — REZONING AND DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT
Final reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No. 9401” and approval of
Development Variance Permit DVP0O0377. To rezone a portion of the property from Zone A-1
(Rural) to Zone RS-12 (Single Family Dwelling) for a proposed eight lot subdivision.

FIRST READING (SUBJECT TO A PUBLIC HEARING)

2. 1032, 1042 & 1052 CLOVERDALE AVENUE — REZONING TO RT-FC
First reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9410”. To rezone from Zone
RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) to Zone RT-FC (Attached Housing Four Corners) for the proposed
construction of a 14-unit townhouse development.

3. 986 & 990 DOUMAC AVENUE — NEW ZONE RA-VC
First reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9411”. To create a new
Apartment-Village Centre Zone RA-VC.

4. 986 & 990 DOUMAC AVENUE — REZONING TO RA-VC
First reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9412". To rezone from Zone
RS-18 (Single Family Dwelling) to Zone RA-VC (Apartment-Village Centre) for the proposed
construction of a 4-storey, 25 unit strata-tilted apartment project with underground parking.

5. 814 MANN AVENUE — REZONING TO RD-1
First reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9413". To rezone from Zone
RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) to Zone RD-1 (Two Family Dwelling) for the proposed conversion
of an existing single family dwelling home into a duplex.
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COUNCIL/COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETINGS JANUARY 9, 2017

E. PUBLIC INPUT (ON BUSINESS ITEMS F)

F. RESOLUTIONS FOR ADOPTION

1.

P.11

P. 13

MUNICIPAL FINANCE AUTHORITY (MFA) BORROWING - 2017 SPRING ISSUE

Report of the Director of Finance dated January 3, 2017 recommending that Council approve the
included resolution to authorize long term borrowing with the MFA 2017 spring debt issue for the
projects specified in the report.

*** Adjournment * * *

AGENDA

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

1550 ARROW ROAD — REZONING AND DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

From the Committee of the Whole meeting held March 14, 2016. Supplemental Reports of the
Director of Planning dated December 13 and 21, 2016 recommending that Council approve the
rezoning from RA-1 (Apartment) to the revised Zone CD-5AH Comprehensive Development
Affordable Housing Zone; approve Development Permit DPR00614; and that final reading of the
Zoning Amendment Bylaw and ratification of the Development Permit be withheld to secure the
items outlined in the report for the proposed construction of an affordable seniors’ apartment.

**x Adjournment * * *

“IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

In response to Council and neighbourhood concerns, and feedback from the Community
Association, the Advisory Design Panel, and the Administrative Traffic Committee, the applicant
has revised the proposal as outlined below.

1. Overall Proposal
The revised application no longer refers to a future Phase 2 that was to occur when the
existing building was to be replaced. As there are no proposed changes to the existing
building at this time, future development plans for this part of the site are no longer part of
the application.

Rezoning to a site specific Comprehensive Development Zone is now proposed instead of
rezoning to the RA-3 (Apartment) Zone as was originally outlined in the initial application.
The proposed Comprehensive Development Zone identifies Development Areas A and B.
Development Area B would include the existing seniors’ apartment building, while
Development Area A would include the proposed three storey seniors’ apartment.

Should the existing building be considered for replacement in the future, the owners would
need to submit a Development Permit application. If at that time they also propose to
increase density, a rezoning application would also be required, as the proposed
Comprehensive Development Zone would limit the density in Area B to the density of the
existing building.

The new site specific Comprehensive Development Zone would include the following
permitted uses:

o Apartment for the provision of affordable seniors housing;

Congregate housing;

Community care facility;

Accessory dwelling unit; and

Accessory buildings and structures.

As noted above, the proposed Comprehensive Development Zone includes both congregate
housing and community care facility. Although the applicant is not proposing supportive
seniors’ housing at this time, including those as permitted uses could provide a better
community service should that need be identified in the future. As drafted, the proposed
Comprehensive Development Zone would allow for a suitable housing transition along the
continuum of care, from fully independent seniors living to increasing levels of supportive
care, thereby allowing residents to age in place rather than relocating if they required more
support.

The Zoning Bylaw definitions for these uses are as follows:
Congregate Housing - a use providing serviced accommodations for persons aged 65 years
or older or persons with physical or mental disabilities which includes common dining,

recreational facilities, and housekeeping services.

Community Care Facility - a use as defined by Section 1 of the “Community Care Facility
Act” of the Province of British Columbia (NOTE: the “Act” definition specifies this as a
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premises that in the opinion of the medical health officer is used to provide care to three or
more persons).

Similarly the proposed Comprehensive Development Zone would allow for one accessory
dwelling unit to be occupied by an on-site manager or caretaker, although the applicant is
not proposing to dedicate a dwelling unit for this purpose. Having an on-site manager or
caretaker can be beneficial to provide a point of contact for the site, as well as being able to
more effectively address any issues that arise from residents, visitors, or neighbours.

2. Unit Count
The proposed new building (Development Area A, Figure 3) has been reduced and now
includes 16 less dwelling units. The original proposal was for the building to include 100
dwelling units, which has now been reduced to 84 units.

3. Massing
The proposed new building (Development Area A, Figure 3) has also been reduced in size
with the third floor stepped back 6 m on the western elevation, and the second and third
levels stepped back at an angle in the northeast corner by approximately 5 m of wall length
(see Figures 6 and 7). A sun room/family room was removed from the proposal and the
common areas have been reduced in size.

The net result is the proposed floor space ratio (FSR) and site coverage for the entire
property, based on the existing and proposed new building, would be reduced with the
revised proposal. The floor space ratio and site coverage for the previous proposal was
0.585 and 23.9%, which has now been decreased to 0.54 and 22.1%.

University
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Figure 1: Aerial View of Surrounding Area

19



Figure 2: Original Site Plan
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Figure 3: Revised Site Plan
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Figure 4: Site Plan Highlighting Revisions
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Figure 5: Images Highlighting Revisions

23



Figure 6: Northeast Corner

Figure 7: West Elevation - Looking from Northwest Corner
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Existing Building

Figure 8: Neighbourhood Context — Looking Northeast

4. Setbacks
Setbacks for the proposed new building would be increased by 5 m from both the western
(interior side) and north (rear) lot lines. The setbacks would be increased from 8 m to 13 m
to the western side lot line, and from 12 m to 17 m to the rear lot line. The setback to the
east lot line remains unchanged at more than 23 m (see Figure 3).

A revised shadow study has been provided reflecting the reduced building size (see
Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Shadow Study

5. Parking and Associated Lighting
With the reduction in number of dwelling units the total parking requirement has decreased.
Although the number of dwellings is reduced, the applicant has increased the total number
of parking spaces to address neighbourhood concerns. Both the total number of parking
spaces and the proportion of visitor parking have been increased as summarized in the

table below.
Zoning Bylaw Previous Zoning Bylaw Revised
(Previous Proposal Proposal (Revised Proposal Proposal
— 180 units) — 164 units)
Total Parking 90 95 82 99
Visitor Parking 54 7 50 17

Table 1: Summary of Parking Requirement and Proposed Parking

Although the total number of parking stalls exceeds the Zoning Bylaw requirement, the
applicant is still seeking a variance on the number of visitor parking stalls. The Zoning
Bylaw requirement for parking is based on a non-profit seniors’ housing development, which
is 0.5 parking spaces per dwelling unit. However, as a multi-family development the
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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, or that 60% of
the total required parking be designated for visitors. The applicant has increased the
proposed number of visitor parking spaces from 7 to 17, which exceeds the number of
visitor parking stalls recommended by the applicant’s transportation consultant.

Due to lighting concerns, the height of the downcast lighting poles for the parking area has
been also reduced, from 4.3 mto 3 m.

Rain Garden

The proposal previously included a rain garden between the existing and proposed
buildings, which also provided a landscaping feature and gathering place. The revised
proposal has relocated the rain garden along the northern lot line at the rear of the building
with a larger area in the northeast corner. With the revised layout the rain garden would
also serve as a vegetative buffer for the neighbours to the north and northeast of the site.
The proposed walking trail would be located adjacent to the rain garden at the rear of the
building.

The area where the rain garden was previously located would be used for garden beds,
which would also serve as an activity and gathering place for residents.

Landscaping

The proposed landscaping has also been revised to address specific concerns of
neighbours. Gaps in the existing landscaping would be infilled more intensively and the
parking has been reconfigured to retain a pine tree along the east property line. More
intensive landscaping with taller tree species is proposed along the northern lot line to
enhance screening for the adjacent single family homes. The proposed number of trees to
be planted on the site has increased from 46 to 93, large shrubs have increased from 29 to
126, and medium sized shrubs have increased from 334 to 589.

Building Layout and Design

Dwelling units at the west end of the building have been eliminated so the revised proposal
has no units or balconies facing the adjacent single family homes. The west elevation is
now limited to a main floor doorway and second and third floor windows located at the
corridor ends.

The design character of the building has changed from a modern apartment style to a more
traditional residential appearance. The roof line includes gabled peaks, with Juliette
balconies, and bay windows on the north and east elevations. Balconies would remain on
the south elevation and the west elevation overlooking the common courtyard. More
cement board siding is proposed and it would be extended through the second floor.
Alternating roof types and a mix of windows break up the face, in conjunction with the
building articulations.
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Figure 10: Proposed Main Entry

Figure 11: East Elevation — Juliette balconies and Bay Windows
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Figure 12: South and West Elevation with Balconies Overlooking Centre Courtyard

9.

10.

11.

12.

Garbage and Recycling

The previous proposal sited the garbage and recycling enclosure adjacent to the turn-
around at the north end of the drive aisle. The turn-around has been removed to provide
more landscaping and mitigate noise concerns. The garbage and recycling has been
relocated more than 60 m south closer to the main entrance.

Height of the proposed building

Initially a 9 foot floor to ceiling height was proposed. The revised proposal has reduced the
floor to ceiling height to 8 feet, resulting in an overall height decrease of 0.86 m. With the
revisions, the proposed building height is now 8.9 m.

Pedestrian safety concerns on Arrow Road

The applicant has committed to contribute $50,000 towards improvements for Arrow Road
to be undertaken by the District of Saanich. Road improvement comments provided by the
Administrative Traffic Committee are discussed in more detail below.

A legal guarantee the property remains affordable housing in the future

There are two legal mechanisms for a local government to secure affordable housing.
Generally one method would be used, however in this case the applicant is agreeable to
both options to address neighbourhood concerns.

o Title Agreements: covenants or housing agreements are essentially legal agreements
registered on Title that would have the same legal effect. They can be registered on
Title under agreement with the property owner and with the mortgage lenders agreeing
to a priority agreement so they cannot be discharged in the event of foreclosure.
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13.

14.

e Zoning Bylaw: the other method available to secure affordable housing is through a site
specific zoning regulation. The “Local Government Act” does allow a zoning bylaw to
designate an area for affordable or special needs housing, however it must be done with
consent from the property owners.

The proposed zone includes a definition of “affordable housing” as a dwelling unit operated
by a non-profit organization or government agency providing rental accommodation for
seniors, persons with disabilities, or low income households, and where all rental rates are
at the 80™ percentile or lower, of market rents as published by Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corporation (Level 1 Affordability).

In addition to restricting the use to affordable housing, congregate housing, or a care facility
through the Zoning Bylaw, the applicant is willing to register a housing agreement for the
proposal to secure that the property could only be developed for affordable seniors housing,
congregate housing, or a community care facility.

A commitment to BUILT GREEN® Gold

Although the development would attempt to achieve a BUILT GREEN® Gold performance
level, the applicant is not confident to secure it by covenant since there are many variables
in the scoring process that would not be known until they are working through detailed plans
at the Building Permit stage.

Administrative Traffic Committee

The matter of Arrow Road was discussed at the May 17, 2016 meeting of the Administrative
Traffic Committee (ATC). The Administrative Traffic Committee noted that, Arrow Road
currently is a narrow road with no curbs, narrow sidewalks, no transit routes, no park, and no
Safe Routes to School designation. Three options were reviewed by the Engineering
Department ranging from the simplest to more complex improvements from the eastern
edge of the subject property to Cedar Hill Road, a distance of approximately 200 - 220 m.

Option 1
Place an extruded asphalt curb on or near the existing white road edge line, without any

road modifications or widening. The cost estimate is $7,000 — $9,000.

Option 2
In addition to an extruded asphalt curb, install a raised asphalt sidewalk between existing

driveways behind the curb. There would be some widening of the sidewalk where possible,
but no road widening. The cost estimate is $40,000 — $50,000.

Option 3
Installation of a concrete sidewalk on the north side of Arrow Road, separated where

possible. This option includes road widening and the loss of 11 trees. Vegetation and
landscaping on the adjacent properties would be significantly impacted. The cost estimate
is $200,000 — $250,000.

This Administrative Traffic Committee feedback was provided to the applicant, who is

proposing to provide a contribution of $50,000 to the District of Saanich for Arrow Road
improvements.
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Staff recommend the Option 2 sidewalk improvements be implemented. These would be
significant pedestrian improvements above the current situation, and would not involve the
tree impacts or cost implications of Option 3.

The applicant is also required to widen Arrow Road, including a concrete curb, gutter, and
separated sidewalk. These improvements would apply to approximately 80 m of frontage
adjacent to the subject property.

CONSULTATION

Community Association

The revised proposal was referred to the Gordon Head Residents’ Association for comment. A

response was received October 19, 2016 with the following issues highlighted:

e There is a need for non-profit seniors housing in Gordon Head,;

¢ The revisions improve the proposal, however further changes could be considered;

e A covenant restricting the land use to seniors housing should be required;

e Saanich would benefit from additional tax revenue and social housing, therefore the District
should fund improvements to Arrow Road to some level; and

o Density should not be increased without corresponding upgrades to Arrow Road between
the site and Cedar Hill Road.

The applicant has agreed to restrict the land use to seniors’ housing through a housing
agreement registered on title, in addition to the provisions in the proposed Comprehensive
Development Zone.

Advisory Design Panel

The revised proposal was considered by the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) at their October 5,
2016 meeting. The Advisory Design Panel recommendation was to approve the proposal, with
consideration to comments made regarding deer fencing and the common gardens and garden
plots. In response to the Advisory Design Panel comments, the applicant has clarified that the
deer fencing around the garden plots is an open mesh with wooden posts, the garden plots
would be raised so that kneeling is not required, and the common gardens are fully accessible.

SUMMARY

Based on feedback from Council, surrounding neighbours, the Gordon Head Residents’
Association, and the Advisory Traffic Committee, the applicant has undertaken a number of
changes to the proposed affordable seniors’ housing project.

In an attempt to address concerns about future development of this site, the applicant is only
seeking approval for the proposed new building. The existing building would remain and would
be limited to its existing density through the new proposed zone. In addition to land use
restrictions put in place through zoning, the applicant is willing to register a Housing Agreement
on the subject lands, restricting the uses to affordable seniors housing, congregate housing, or
a community care facility.

In an attempt to address neighbour concerns, the applicant has reduced the number of units in
the proposed building from 100 to 84. This has enabled the massing, setbacks, and height of
the proposal to be reduced, in order to pull the building further away from adjacent properties,
and reduce the height and shadowing impacts.
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES March 14, 2016

2870-30
Arrow Road

1550 ARROW ROAD — REZONING AND DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Report of the Director of Planning dated February 18, 2016 recommending that

Council approve the rezoning from RA-1 (Apartment) zone to RA-3 (Apartment)

zone and that Development Permit DPR00614 be approved for construction of one

three-storey and one three/four-storey building for affordable seniors housing. The
proposed development would occur in two phases.

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

- Further information could be provided on any precedence where Saanich has
not registered a restrictive covenant on a proposed development in order to
allow the applicant to get a better mortgage rate.

- The applicant considers the proposed development, which provides affordable
housing for seniors, a community contribution.

- On average, the value of a community contribution for market housing is $1,500
per unit; the contribution would be directed towards an amenity that is agreeable
to the community and applicant.

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

- Although there is merit in the construction of a sidewalk on Arrow Road, it is not
considered a priority within the next five years.

- Interim steps could be taken to mitigate safety concerns; an asphalt curb could
be installed at a cost of approximately $50,000.

- Sidewalk construction on Arrow Road would tentatively take place in 5-10 years
based on current funding levels for new sidewalks.

APPLICANT:

P. Daniel, Anglican Diocese of British Columbia; M. Anthony, Number 10

Architectural Group; and R. Lussier, LADR Landscape Architecture presented and

highlighted:

- There is a pressing demand for affordable seniors housing; the Mount Douglas
Seniors Housing Society’s mandate is to provide affordable housing.

- Phase 1 of the development includes the addition of 100 new residences in a
three-storey building at the north side of the property; the existing building will
be retained which currently provides seniors affordable housing.

- Existing tenants will not have their rents increased as a result of this
development; neighbours have been given the opportunity to provide feedback.

- The Gordon Head Residents’ Association has no objections to the project.

- Half of the 820,000 seniors in BC live on $24,000 or less.

- There is a wait list for affordable housing; neighbours agree that affordable
housing is needed.

- Shadow studies show that shadowing is contained within the property except in
December.

- Within 10-30 years, the existing building will be at the end of its’ useful life;
Phase 2 would include demolition of the existing building and construction of
one three/four storey building with 140 units.

- The total proposed density of 240 units would have a floor space ratio of 0.835
and the units would be on average under 500 square feet.

- Construction of a two storey building in Phase 1 is not financially feasible; green
space would be lost.

- The traffic study estimates an increase of one additional vehicle trip every 6
minutes on average with the addition of 100 units in Phase 1.
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES March 14, 2016

In

The pedestrian connector from the property to Cedar Hill Road would be
upgraded; 14 visitor parking stalls will be incorporated into the proposed
development.

Affordable rents are dependent on mortgage borrowing rates; the best rate
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) can offer is 2.4% for ten
years which could reduce rents by an additional $100 per month.

Mortgage insurance would not be available if a restrictive covenant was
registered on the property or if a site specific zone was created; that would
mean the 2.4% interest rate would not be available.

Phase 2 will require a Development Permit application separate from this
application and the height of the Phase 2 building would have to be approved
through the Development Permit process.

Property amenities include the addition of a walking trail, central formal garden,
landscaped rain garden, new common gardening area and a new Handy Dart
pick up and drop off area; building amenities include scooter storage, lounges,
meeting rooms and chapel, sun rooms, family dining room, laundry and exercise
room.

All suites have been designed to meet adaptable housing standards with
increased accesses, entry ways and washrooms; there are some fully
assessable suites on the second and third floors.

The proposed new Phase 1 building will be approximately eight feet higher than
the existing building.

The landscape is designed to be attractive and functional; it will provide an
outdoor amenity space for residents, will play an important role in storm water
management and will provide screening for the neighbours.

The material used for the pathway around the property will meet BC Accessible
Parks and Trails criteria.

response to questions from Council, the applicant stated:

The original proposal was for a four storey building; after discussion with staff,
the proposed building was reduced to three storeys.

The property is approximately four acres and could accommodate up to 240
units.

The Society is self-sufficient; therefore grants were not sought.

The private pathway could be opened to the public.

The building would include the necessary conduits to be solar ready; to be as
cost effective as possible, the project will be built to a BUILT GREEN® Silver
standard of construction.

He would provide a guarantee, in writing, that the building would continue to be
used as affordable housing for seniors if CMHC would allow mortgage
insurance on the property.

Eliminating balconies on the west side of the property could be considered to
protect the privacy of neighbours.

There would be two elevators in the proposed new building.

Smoking would be allowed outdoors in a gazebo located near the existing
building.

The proposed new amenities would be available for use by all residents of the
property.

He would consider providing a financial contribution towards the construction of
sidewalk on Arrow Road.

Residents living in the existing building support the new proposed development.
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES March 14, 2016

Approximately 40% of existing residents own vehicles; some parking stalls are
being rented out by residents.
Construction of a two-storey building would mean the loss of green space.

PUBLIC INPUT:
G. Karen, Manager, Mount Doug Court, stated:

The people that live in Mount Doug Court are the closest neighbours to the
proposed development; it is important that the development allows for the
maximum amount of safe and comfortable housing with the least amount of
green space lost.

. Price, Arrow Road, stated:

The residents of Mount Doug Court are good neighbours and the facility
provides a valuable service to the community; the proposed Phase 2 would not
take place for approximately ten years.

The proposed Phase 2 building should not be constructed over two storeys; the
green space in front of the existing building could be used for additional parking.
Bowker Creek drains onto the rear of the property which results in the property
being swampy and wet.

. Melliship, Greater Victoria Housing Society, stated:

There is a need for affordable housing for seniors and the demand is forecasted
to continue for the next twenty years.

Interest rates and land values will increase which will make it difficult and costly
to build affordable housing; available land should be used as intensively as
possible.

The existing affordable housing stock is nearing the end of its’ economic life and
will need major renovations to maintain.

D. Melnick, Bel Nor Place, stated:
- One-third of the property is swamp and has drainage problems.
- Registering a covenant or a housing agreement on the property will ensure that

the property remains as affordable housing; a third-storey will mean that
neighbours will lose their privacy.

. Koruek, Bow Road, stated:

The owner should consider selling the property and building elsewhere where
variances are not required; Arrow Road is dangerous; a sidewalk should be
considered as part of the application.

There is concern that the traffic study is conservative, that there will be an
increase in noise from emergency vehicles attending the site and that the
parking lot will be visible from Arrow Road.

C. Gregg, Bel Nor Place, stated:

The Arrow Road Action Committee agrees that there is a need for additional
affordable housing for seniors at this location; the proposed development
should respect the needs of the new residents and the existing residents in the
neighbourhood.

Concerns include the potential for density more than three times the current
number of residents, the proposed height of the buildings in comparison to
surrounding homes, overshadowing and minimal setbacks to neighbours, the
increased risk to pedestrians and vehicles along Arrow Road, parking, the
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING MINUTES March 14, 2016

creation of an RA-3 zone in a residential area, and the uncertainty of future use
of the property without the use of a restrictive covenant.

The applicant is unwilling to agree to a compromise; consideration should be
given to construction of a two-storey building.

W. Weicker, Quiver Place, stated:

The proposed development is too large for the neighbourhood; tripling the
number of units on this property is a concern.

Site specific zoning is necessary to restrict the allowable floor space ratio and
density to protect the neighbourhood in the future; there is no hardship outlined
in the proposed development that would warrant approval of variances.

The proposed development needs to respect the character of the
neighbourhood; Saanich’s long-term vision and community plans should be
respected.

D. Mattison, Bel Nor Place, stated:

Other approved RA-3 rezoning applications have included the addition of
sidewalks, were not surrounded entirely by single family residences and are
located on major roads.

Approval of this application may set a precedent for owners of RA-1 and RA-2
properties to rezone to RA-3.

S. Yarmie, Oakwinds Street, stated:

The height of the proposed new building exceeds what is recommended under
the Zoning Bylaw; a two-storey building would be preferable.

Construction of sidewalk should be included as part of the proposed
development; traffic calming is needed for Arrow Road to prevent vehicle
shortcuts to McKenzie Avenue.

. Buckland, Quiver Place, stated:

The proposed development is not a good fit for the neighbourhood; additional
affordable housing units for seniors in buildings not greater than two storeys
would be welcomed.

A considerable amount of water collects on the property; a rain garden will be
installed on the west side of the property but that will not alleviate the drainage
concern.

Native vegetation relies on large amounts of water and ridding the property of
water will lead to decimation of the local vegetation; mature trees should be
planted to ensure the privacy of neighbours.

Smoking should not be permitted on the pathway or near residences; RA-2
zoning should be considered; that would be a win-win situation.

L. Jackson, Bel Nor Place, stated:

Concerns include the proposed density, additional parking and increased
traffic, the location of the garbage bins, the lights in the parking lot being on all
night and the variances requested.

The proposed development is not in keeping with the character of the
neighbourhood; the number of residents on the property could increase from
80 to approximately 200.

Increased density means increased garbage, service vehicles and traffic.

M. Wilson, Hopesmore Drive, stated:

Neighbours are in favour of additional affordable housing for seniors; concerns
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include the proposed building height and increased density.

The proposed development fails to comply with Saanich policies and does not
fit within the character of the neighbourhood; the applicant should reconsider
no more than two-storeys and no more than double the number of suites.

B. Tabata, on behalf of the Gordon Head Residents’ Association (GHRA), stated:

The Association generally has no objections; the proponent is to be
commended for having public consultation early in the process.

The applicant should continue to engage with neighbours in relation to
setbacks, and fencing and vegetation buffers to reduce the impact of the higher
density; upgrades to Arrow Road should be considered to improve safety for
pedestrian and cyclists.

Rezoning signage should be posted at the site; the GHRA is disappointed that
no offsite upgrades are planned; a number of residents’ concerns could be
addressed by improvements to Arrow Road.

. Folk, stated:

With any new development, increased traffic and density are concerns;
neighbours tend to adapt to the changes associated with new development
over time.

Consideration should be given to the residents of Mount Doug Court and the
benefits for them.

. Watts, Chair, Dawson Heights Housing, stated:

There is a shortage of affordable housing for seniors and long wait lists; it is
extremely difficult for seniors to find safe and affordable housing.

. Hope, Executive Director, Dawson Heights Housing, stated:

The situation for seniors to find affordable housing is dire; the vacancy rate
remains at 0%.

There is a wait list for housing with very little turnover; the need is there and
the resources to respond are limited.

. Bujet, Bel Nor Place, stated:

Affordable seniors housing is supportable but a three-storey building at this
location is not appropriate.
The proposed development is not in keeping with the neighbourhood; there is
concern with the light coming from the parking area and smoking on the
pathway near residences.

. Gerrand, Cedar Hill Road, stated:

Seniors need access to affordable and safe housing; neighbours can adapt to
having a three-storey building.
There will be a greater need for affordable housing as the population ages.

. Scigliano, Livingstone Avenue S., stated:

She supports seniors affordable housing but does not support the proposed
development in its current form.

D. Cooper, Mount Douglas Seniors Housing Society, stated:

There are challenges with every development; there is a need for affordable
housing for seniors.
The building height is masked by the hedges; the location of the building on the
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property and the fact that the property is lower in comparison to neighbouring
properties are favourable elements.

APPLICANT’'S RESPONSE:

- The Mount Douglas Seniors Housing Society is not-for-profit; strata titling in the
future is not being considered.

- The maintenance area will be located within the building.

- Approximately 90-94% of residents are single.

- The GHRA did not take a position on the height or density of the building.

- The height of the proposed building is approximately 8 feet higher than the
height of the existing building.

- The number of visitor parking stalls can be increased by decreasing the
number of parking stalls for residents.

- Garbage bins are enclosed on three sides and the top; garbage pickup is
contracted and they pick up as necessatry.

- The Society pays property taxes on the property.

- Originally, the property was given to the Anglican Society; most of the land
surrounding the property was field that was subdivided and sold by the Society.

- The lights in the parking area are kept on overnight for security reasons.

COUNCIL DELIBERATIONS:

Councillor Derman stated:

- The public supports affordable housing for seniors; they are concerned about
the proposed development and whether it fits within the neighbourhood.

- Meaningful consultation has not taken place to address concerns; the applicant
should consider a site specific zone or a covenant to decrease future risk and
give residents some certainty in relation to future use.

- The applicant could consider grants if there is a concern with financing the
project with a design that would fit within the neighbourhood; the applicant
needs to consider a commitment to BUILT GREEN® Gold and providing a
legal assurance in addressing potential future use.

MOVED by Councillor Derman and Seconded by Councillor Brice: “That the
meeting continue past 11:00 p.m.”
CARRIED

Councillor Haynes stated:

- More affordable housing for seniors is needed; there are grants available
through the Regional Housing Trust Fund.

- The applicant needs to address the concerns of the neighbours, including the
height of the building and the safety concerns on Arrow Road.

Councillor Brice stated:

- Care and sensitivity must be taken when developing in an established
community; an appropriate design could provide affordable housing and be in
harmony with the neighbourhood.

- The applicant should consider the comments of neighbours and come back
with a design that is supportable.
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Motion:

Councillor Brownoff stated:

There is a need for additional affordable housing for seniors but infill has to be
sensitive to existing neighbours.

The public consultation process was not fulsome; a transitional design could be
considered that would fit within the neighbourhood.

The applicant should consider a commitment, in writing, to ensure that the
property remains affordable housing for seniors in the future.

MOVED by Councillor Murdock and Seconded by Councillor Haynes: “That
consideration of the rezoning application for 1550 Arrow Road be postponed
to allow the applicant to undertake further community engagement and
make modifications to the application that addresses concerns.”

Councillor Murdock stated:

There is merit to the proposed development; the applicant should consider
further engagement with the residents to address their concerns.

There could be development on the property that would be a reasonable fit
within the neighbourhood; neighbours agree that there is a need for affordable
seniors housing.

No attempt to modify the application was made after receiving feedback from
neighbours.

Councillor Sanders stated:

Consideration must be given to balancing the benefits to the neighbours
versus the community at large; neighbours support the addition of affordable
seniors housing but not to the extent of the application.

The applicant should consider making a legal commitment to limit the future
use of the property, the addition of a sidewalk on Arrow Road and working
with the neighbours on a compromise.

Councillor Derman stated:

Additional affordable seniors housing is supportable on this property; the
applicant needs to work with the neighbours to come up with a compromise.

A legal guarantee, through a site specific zone or covenant, is needed to
secure future use of the property; a commitment to BUILT GREEN® Gold
standard of construction is recommended.

Securing a grant would assist with financing and could allow for amenities
such as sidewalks being included as part of the application.

Councillor Brownoff stated:

The applicant and the community must work together as good neighbours and
address concerns; there is a need for affordable housing.

Councillor Plant stated:

The challenge is making this proposed development fit within the
neighbourhood; further consultation needs to take place.
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In response to a question from Council, the Legislative Manager stated that a
postponement of the item would give the applicant the opportunity to make
revisions to the application and return to Council in due course; rejection of the
application would mean that applicant could not reapply to rezone the property
within a six month period.

Councillor Wergeland stated:

- Increased density and traffic is always a concern of neighbours when
development occurs; residents tend to adapt to development over time.

- Further consultation needs to take place and a compromise sought.

The Motion was then Put and CARRIED

MOVED by Mayor Atwell and Seconded by Councillor Plant: “That staff be
requested to provide more information on Arrow Road and what can be done
in the short and long term to allow Saanich to set priorities for road
improvement.”

Mayor Atwell stated:
- Arrow Road may need to be made a priority for road improvements for the
safety and harmony of residents.

Councillor Murdock stated:

- Arrow Road is worthy of consideration for road improvements; improvements
to the traffic, pedestrian and cyclist environment could be considered by the
applicant as part of the development proposal.

MOVED by Councillor Murdock and Seconded by Councillor Brownoff: “That
the motion be amended to replace “staff” with “Administrative Traffic
Committee”.”

Councillor Brownoff stated:

- Priorities have already been set for road improvements; the Administrative
Traffic Committee (ATC) could provide suggestions for improvements that
would increase pedestrian, cyclist and traffic safety which could then be
incorporated into the development application.

Councillor Haynes stated:
- It is appropriate to improve Arrow Road but it is also important to keep the
ambiance of the roadway.

Councillor Derman stated:

- Road improvements may mean increased traffic volumes and speeding; traffic
calming may be necessatry.

- Itis important to maintain the ambiance of the neighbourhood.

- Grant funding may allow the applicant to include road improvements within the
development application.
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Councillor Sanders stated:
- Improvements to Arrow Road are needed for safety reasons but it is important
that the road not become a through way.

Councillor Wergeland stated:
- Priorities have been set for road improvements; it may not be appropriate for
Arrow Road to be considered for improvements at this time.

Mayor Atwell stated:

- Re-prioritization for road improvements may be needed.

- Staff could be asked to provide information that would give Council the ability
to re-prioritize; a staff report could also include community input.

- Funding for road improvements could be considered.

In response to a question from Council, the Director of Engineering stated:

- A staff report could be completed within a few months.

- ATC meets every month and it may be possible to include Arrow Road on the
next agenda.

Councillor Plant stated:
- A staff report is preferable.

Councillor Haynes stated:
- Staff may have other priorities on their desks; in the short term, asking the
ATC to review and make recommendations is preferable.

Councillor Brice stated:
- The ATC will provide information which the applicant could include as part of
his application.

Mayor Atwell stated:
- Staff could provide information and scope which would assist with setting
priorities.

The Amendment to the Motion was then Put and CARRIED
with Mayor Atwell and Councillor Plant OPPOSED

The Main Motion as Amended was CARRIED
with Mayor Atwell OPPOSED

Motion as Amended:

“That the Administrative Traffic Committee be requested to provide more
information on Arrow Road and what can be done in the short and long term to
allow Saanich to set priorities for road improvement.”
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South: RS-10 (Single Family Dwelling Zone) and RA-3
(Apartment Zone)

East: RS-6 and RS-10 (Single Family Dwelling Zones)

West: RS-10 (Single Family Dwelling Zone)

Current Zoning: RA-1 (Apartment Zone)

Minimum Lot Size: n/a

Proposed Zoning: RA-3 (Apartment Zone)

Local Area Plan: Gordon Head

LAP Designation: General Residential

Community Assn Gordon Head e Referral sent June 5, 2015. Response received
Referral: October 22, 2015 indicating no objection with comments relating

to consultation and upgrades to Arrow Road.

PROPOSAL

To rezone from RA-1 (Apartment Zone) to RA-3 (Apartment Zone) to construct one three-
storey and one three/four-storey building for affordable seniors housing. The proposed
development would occur in two phases.

Phase one: construction of one three-storey, 100 unit building (see Figure 1).

Phase two: construction of one three/four-storey, 140 unit building and demolition of the
existing building.

The proposed rezoning would allow the increased density for the entire project (both
phases), however, the Development Permit application is for Phase one only. A future
Development Permit Amendment application would be required for Phase two. Variances
are requested for horizontal building width, building separation, and the number of visitor
parking spaces.

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.”
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Figure 1: Site Plan
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4.2.1.20 “Require building and site design that reduce the amount of impervious surfaces and

4244

4225

4234

4237

4242

4243

incorporate features that will encourage ground water recharge such as green roofs,
vegetated swales and pervious paving material.”

“Support institutional land uses that fit with the character of residential
neighbourhoods.”

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

“Investigate criteria for considering inclusionary zoning and density bonusing as part of
development applications, in return for the provision of affordable and/or special needs
housing.”

“Support the following building types and land uses in Major and Neighbourhood
Centres:

e Townhouse (up to 3 storeys)

Low-rise residential (up to 4 storeys)

Mid-rise residential (up to 8 storeys)

Live/work studio & Office (up to 8 storeys)

Civic and institutional (generally up to 8 storeys)

Commercial and Mixed-Use (generally up to 8 storeys).”

“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).”

4.2.9.18 “Integrate transit with other modes of transportation by:

e ensuring safe accessible pedestrian and cycle routes between transit stops and
major local and regional destinations;

e focusing particularly on sidewalks, corners and intersections, pick-up/drop-off
points (for handyDART and conventional system), pathways and entranceways to
buildings.”

5.1.1.12 “Strengthen local sustainable agriculture by supporting “backyard gardening” and

5.1.21

5.1.2.2

community gardening initiatives.”

“Focus new multi-family development in “Centres” and “Villages”.

“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.”
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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

LT ” 9

“Centres”, “Villages”, and Neighbourhoods, to enable people to “age in place”.

Gordon Head Local Area Plan (1997)
55 “Use development permits to ensure that new multi-family developments respect the
scale of adjacent uses and the environment character of Gordon Head.”

Draft Shelbourne Valley Action Plan

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.

51.2 “Consider site-specific changes to land use and height designations, where projects
advance overall plan objectives and provide significant community contributions.”

5.4.1 “Promote a range of housing types, forms and tenures to support a diverse, inclusive
and multigenerational community.”

545 “Subject to the Zoning Bylaw, seniors housing and care facilities, including congregate
housing and nursing homes, shall be permitted in all areas designated for apartment

”

use.

54.6 “Encourage seniors housing in walkable areas convenient to services and without hilly
topography.”

6.1.8 “Construct sidewalks on all residential streets within 500 metres of the primary

intersection of a Centre or 200 metres of the primary intersection of a Village.”

7.6.2 “Work with developers to provide drop-off bays that accommodate handyDART buses
in developments that have a focus on seniors or other populations with potential
mobility issues.”

Development Permit Area Guidelines

The development proposal is subject to the Saanich General 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 1.6 ha (3.8 ac) subject property is located approximately 300 m north-west of the McKenzie
Avenue and Cedar Hill Road intersection at the edge of the University Major “Centre”.
Surrounding properties are primarily developed with single family dwellings, with multi-family
developments along McKenzie Avenue and Cedar Hill Road.
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The property is currently developed with an 80 unit, affordable senior’'s apartment that was
constructed in 1970 and is owned and managed by the Mount Douglas Seniors Housing Society
(MDSHS). The MDSHS is one of several Charitable Housing Societies established by the
Anglican Diocese of BC which operates as a separate legal entity.

The property is located less than 300 m from a wide range of commercial and retail services

within the University “Centre”. Bow Park is approximately 300 m walking distance away. Nellie

McClung Library is approximately 0.5 km distant and Gordon Head Recreation Centre and
Lambrick Park are within 1.5 km.

University
Heights

Figure 2: Context Map
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The property owners hold a private easement along the northern boundary of 3974 Bel Nor
Place for a pathway to provide access to Bel Nor Place. From Bel Nor Place public pathways
provide a connection to Hopesmore Drive, where there is a pedestrian crosswalk at Cedar Hill
Road (see Figure 3). Arrow Road also has a non-separated asphalt sidewalk on one side from
the subject property to Cedar Hill Road where there is another crosswalk. Road improvements
for the development include widening Arrow Road complete with curb, gutter and a 2 m
separated sidewalk along the property frontage. Land dedication of 1.55 m width along the
property line would be provided to construct the necessary improvements.

University
Centre

Private Pathway
by Easement

Public Pathway /
by Right-of-Way \ ==

/

Approximate Lot

Boundaries

Bow Lake / Park

Figure 3: Aerial View of Surrounding Area

Land Use and Density

The property is zoned RA-1 (Apartment Zone) and currently contains a two-storey 80 unit
apartment building. The applicants propose to redevelop the site in two phases with a total
build-out of 240 units. The proposed development would not comply with the density permitted
in the RA-1 zoning provisions, therefore rezoning to permit a higher density is required.

The site has a current lot coverage of 12%. The existing building contains a housing mix of 72
bachelor and 8 one-bedroom suites. The applicants propose to redevelop the site in two
phases. Phase one would retain the existing building and construct a new three-storey 100 unit
building on the northern portion of the lot for a total density of 180 units. The proposed dwelling
units in Phase one would be 37 bachelor (393 ft?) units and 63 one-bedroom (509 ft?) units.

Phase two would involve deconstructing the existing building and constructing a new 140 unit

building for a total of 240 units at final build out. At this time the Phase two building is
envisioned as primarily a three-storey building with a fourth floor on that portion fronting Arrow
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Road. A Development Permit is requested for the Phase one building only, with a subsequent
Development Permit Amendment being required in the future to address the design of Phase
two. Lot coverage would increase to 24% at the completion of Phase one and 27% at Phase
two. The anticipated time frame for Phase two is 10-30 years after the completion of Phase
one. It should be noted that although Phase two is conceptually shown as a three/four-storey
building, a height variance would need to be approved by Council as part of a future
Development Permit Amendment to realize the fourth storey.

The existing access would be maintained as the main entrance into the site with some
improvements such as additional banks of parking spaces, additional tree planting/landscaping
and incorporating permeable pavers for the parking spaces. The number of parking spaces
would be increased from the current 53 to 95 at Phase one. Additional parking would be added
at Phase two.

The phased approach to redevelopment of the site can be beneficial as it would:
e Require the road and sidewalk improvements to occur as part of Phase one;
¢ Permit the proposed Phase one building to be constructed in an open area at the rear of
the property allowing the existing building closer to Arrow Road to remain;
e Allow the positive and negative impacts of Phase one to be taken into consideration during
the design of Phase two; and
e Introduce the streetscape changes along Arrow Road to occur more gradually over time.

Proposals to rezone for new multi-family developments would be considered somewhat
differently than redevelopment of existing sites. A proposal to change the existing land use from
single family to multi-family residential would generally be more supportable if the site is within,
or in close proximity to, an identified “Centre” or “Village” or located on a major corridor. Where
there are existing multi-family sites in primarily single family neighbourhoods such as the subject
property, redevelopment applications would be anticipated as those buildings age. Due to the
increased development cost 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. A key consideration with development proposals such
as this is balancing the benefits provided to the broader community with the potential impacts on
the existing neighbourhood.

The proposed density of the development at build-out would have a floor space ratio (FSR) of
0.835 and 150 units/ha. Although the proposed density may raise concerns, by comparison it is
significantly lower than similar developments approved as summarized in Table 1. Density
measured by unit count would not reflect variations resulting from the size of units and generally
speaking, market housing would provide larger units than affordable housing developments.
Unit density would also not capture floor area used for common amenities. The overall impacts
of a development resulting from the building mass is best represented by the FSR, which has a
direct relationship to property size. Density measured by units per hectare and the FSR are
provided for comparison.

Affordable Housing

The site is managed by the Mount Douglas Seniors Housing Society (MDSHS) and all of the
dwelling units are for rental purposes only, with tenants selected by age and income restrictions.
Tenants must be 55 years or older with an annual income below a determined level. The
annual income level is set annually and currently residents must have an annual income of
$30,000 or less. The average income of existing tenants is just over $17,000. Rental
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applications are coordinated through BC Housing’s Seniors Rental initiative which also oversees
the Shelter Aid for Elderly Renters (SAFER) program. Some housing providers choose to gear
rent to income (30% of total income) or alternatively where rental rates are fixed, subsidies are
available for tenants aged 60 or older paying more than 30% of their gross monthly income
towards housing. Currently, persons with monthly income above $2,223 (singles) do not qualify
for the SAFER subsidies. The proposed development would have a fixed rental rate with the
expectation that many residents would qualify for subsidies through the SAFER program.

Subject Property

Figure 4: University Major Centre Boundary
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Address Purpose Lot Size Total Units | Units/ha FSR
3812 Carey Rd Affordable Seniors Rental, 6,073 m? 55 91 1.14

Independent living

(portion of Campus of
Care)

4349 West Saanich Rd Social housing 3,750 m? 42 112 1.2

(Rosalie’s Village) (8 units as

townhouses)
3811 Rowland Ave Market housing 6,178 m? 74 120 1.2
114, 120 Gorge Rd W & Market housing 1,764 m? 24 136 1.2
2921 Earl Grey St
4000 Shelbourne St Market housing 3,974 m? 56 141 1.7
931, 935, 945 Cloverdale Market housing & 107 m? 2,180 m? 42 193 1.49
Ave & 914, 922, 930 of commercial space
Inverness Rd
1000, 1006, 1010 Market housing 4400 m? 91 207 1.62
Inverness Rd & 3315,
3321, 3329, 3333, 3339
Glasgow Ave
994, 998 Gorge Rd W Senior’s facility — 6,344 m? 144 227 1.78
Independent, assisted, and
community care

3207 Quadra Street Seniors supportive housing 1768 m? 45 254 1.2

(Cool Aid Society)
433, 437 Boleskine Rd & Market housing & 1,121 m? 1,744 m? 60 344 4.24
3385, 3389 Whittier Ave commercial space
3185 Tillicum Rd & 273, Rental housing & 224 m? 2,811 m? 104 370 2.3
279, 285 Burnside Rd W commercial space
Subject Application as Affordable Seniors Rental, 1.6 ha 240 150 0.835
proposed at build-out Independent living

Table 1: Recent Multi-Family Developments

The anticipated useful life of the existing building is up to 40 years with capital improvements
and maintenance. A market assessment undertaken by the applicants noted that in 2006 two
thirds of senior renters were in core housing need compared to one third of senior owners.
Core housing need is defined as housing requiring major repairs, housing costs representing
30% or more of total before-tax income, or housing that has inadequate number of bedrooms for
the household size. The market assessment also noted that there were typically 80-90 seniors
on a waiting list for non-market seniors housing in Saanich between 2012 and 2014. A survey
of residents in the existing building and at a similar housing development was conducted to
determine the preferred features and amenities. There were approximately 100 respondents
that determined: the majority of respondents live alone, 75% were 65 years or older, the ratio of
females to males is 2:1, approximately 50% own a car and one bedroom units are the preferred
type of dwelling unit.

Securing Affordability:
There are two legal mechanisms for a local government to secure seniors affordable housing.

o Title Agreements: covenants or housing agreements are essentially legal agreements
registered on Title that would have the same legal effect. They can be registered on Title
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under agreement with the property owner and with the mortgage lenders agreeing to a
priority agreement so they cannot be discharged in the event of foreclosure.

e Zoning Bylaw: the other method available to secure affordable seniors housing is through a
site specific zoning regulation. The Local Government Act does allow a zoning bylaw to
designate an area for affordable or special needs housing, however it must be done with
consent from the property owners.

The applicants have received pre-development financing from CMHC (Canadian Mortgage and
Housing Corporation). Mortgage insurance through CMHC is necessary to obtain the lowest
rate of financing from lenders for project financing. CMHC has advised the applicants that
mortgage insurance would not be available if there are covenants on Title related to
affordability, or zoning on the property that restricts the use to affordable housing. Not having
CMHC mortgage insurance may result in the project not receiving the lowest rate of financing
available. Staff have confirmed this matter through a conversation with a CMHC
representatives. CMHC’s concern is that should the property owner default on the mortgage,
the restriction to affordable housing would impact the market value of the property.

With this particular proposal the applicants have advised us the difference between insured or
non-insured mortgage financing is a full percentage point. On a project of this size the ability to
obtain a CMHC insured mortgage would result in significant cost savings, which would
ultimately be reflected in a monthly rental rate reduction for tenants of approximately $100 per
month.

Due to the financial impacts of not obtaining CMHC mortgage insurance for the project the
applicants prefer not to register an affordability covenant, and for the same reason they do not
consent to a site specific zoning regulation.

The impact of not securing the project as affordable seniors housing imposes a risk that the

development could become market housing in the future without requiring Council approval.

When considering the level of risk that the project would be converted to market housing the

following factors can be considered:

e The applicants have a 40+ year track record of providing affordable seniors housing and
they have clearly stated their intent to continue providing affordable seniors housing on a
long term basis;

e The development would remain as rental housing unless Council approval was granted to
strata title the property in the future; and

e The Development Permit drawings would control the form and character of what could be
built on site, with any changes requiring Council approval.

Given the above considerations and the potential cost savings that would be directed to
maintaining rental rates as low as possible, staff are not recommending a covenant or restricting
affordability through zoning as part of this project.

Site and Building Design

Prior to determining their redevelopment plan, the applicants undertook various surveys and
studies to confirm the existing building condition, market demands, and the financial feasibility of
the project.

Redevelopment of the site has been designed to work around retaining the existing building and

units until the new building is constructed, which allows the current tenants to remain in their
homes. Phase one would be constructed on the portion of the site that is primarily an open
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space with some garden plots. The garden plots would be expanded and relocated elsewhere
on the site.

The proposed building has an L-shape configuration with the two wings parallel to the north and
east property lines creating a south-west facing central courtyard that would be designed as a
formal garden to serve as a common outdoor amenity area.

Balconies are proposed for the south and west facing elevations overlooking the central garden
area, but not on the north and east elevations. The option of including balconies on all
elevations was discussed with the applicants, however the applicants prefer not to construct
balconies on the north and east elevations for the following reasons:

e Seniors tend to be more sensitive to wind, cooler temperatures and drafts;

e Balconies on the north and east elevations would not receive the same solar exposure as
the south and west elevations would and therefore be cooler, darker areas less likely to be
used for active living and could be prone to use as storage areas;

e In addition to receiving more solar exposure, the west and south elevations also overlook
the common courtyard area providing more opportunity for social interactions with other
residents;

e Excluding balconies on the north and east elevations also mitigates privacy concerns for
adjacent properties; and

e The overall development has also been designed to encourage socialization between
tenants and discourage seniors to remain isolated within their dwelling unit, therefore
residents would be encouraged to use the common outdoor living areas proposed.

To encourage socialization the proposed development would include the following amenities:

e A walking trail throughout the site which provides connectivity to various outdoor features
and seating areas, as well as connecting to a scooter storage area (33m?);

e An entry plaza (195m?) at the main entrance to the proposed building in the southeast
corner. The entry plaza is adjacent to the main lobby and interior waiting area (48m?) and a
passenger drop-off/loading zone designed to accommodate handyDART services;

e A central formal garden (785m?) bounded by the two wings of the proposed building which
also connects to a central lounge area;

e A central lounge area (126m?) which would include a multi-purpose/Chapel room;

e Alandscaped rain garden area that would include an outdoor seating area and be adjacent
to an outdoor terrace connected to an interior sun room/family dining area (32m?);

e Central lounges are also proposed on the second and third floor (each 67m?) with a laundry
room/gathering area (18m?) on the second floor and exercise room (18m?) on the third floor;

e A common fenced gardening area that would provide for 70 raised garden plots and a
garden shed;

e A gazebo that would provide for an outdoor smoking area; and

e The new aviary noted above would also be located adjacent to the walking trail.

The exterior finishes for the proposed building include a combination of light grey stucco, two
colours of brown-toned cement board siding, light grey cement board panel and trim as window
accents, and weathered zinc for roof canopies above balconies, projections over main living
area windows, and the canopies above the main entrance and common terraces.
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Figure 5: Southeast Elevation Looking at Main Entry Area — Note East Elevation without
Balconies (Provided by Number Ten Architectural Group)

Figure 6: Partial West Elevation Looking into Central Courtyard - Note South and West Elevations
with Balconies (Provided by Number Ten Architectural Group)
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Figure 7: Neighbourhood Context — Looking Northwest (Provided by Number Ten Architectural Group)

Existing Building

Figure 8: Neighbourhood Context — Looking Northeast (Provided by Number Ten Architectural Group)
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Phase 2 Building -
Conceptual Only
Approval of a height variance
to construct 4 storeys would
be required

Figure 9: Streetscape at Phase 2 Build Out- Looking Northwest (Provided by Number Ten Architectural
Group)

The applicants provided a shadow study to determine the impacts of a three-storey building on
the adjacent single family dwellings (see Figure 10). Although the additon of a three-storey
building in this location would be a change for neighbouring properties, the potential impacts
from overshadowing are mitigated by a rear yard setback of 12 m and limiting the proposed
building to three levels. A comparison between the zone regulations and proposed
development is summarized Table 2 below.

RA-1 (Current Zone)

RA-3 (Proposed Zone)

Proposed Building

above grade

Rear Setback 10.5m 120m 12.0m
Height 7.5m 11.5m 10.1m
Levels n/a 5 with only 4 habitable 3 levels

Table 2: Comparison of Current and Proposed Zone

Height and Density
A number of public submissions expressing concern about the proposal have indicated they
would support a two-storey building. The applicants have considered this option and
determined that a two-storey building would not be financially sustainable for them nor provide a
sufficient number of dwelling units to fulfill their mandate.

To demonstrate visual impact of the proposal the applicants completed a view impact
assessment from Bel Nor Place and Hopesmore Drive to show the extent that the proposed
building would be visible. The view angles were taken 5 ft above the road level as shown on

Figure 11.
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9 am

Noon

3 pm

June - Solstice September/March - Equinox December - Solstice
Figure 10: Shadow Study of Proposed Building (Provided by Number Ten Architectural Group)
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From Bel Nor Place at Phase 1 (Dark Grey represents Phase 1 building)

From Bel Nor Place at Phase 2 (Blue represents Phase 2 building)

From Hopesmore Drive at Phase 1 (Dark Grey represents Phase 1 building)

From Hopesmore Drive at Phase 2 (Dark Grey represents Phase 1 building — Phase 2 not
visible)

Figure 11: Visual Impact from Adjacent Streets
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Requested Variances

The proposal includes the following variances:

e Toincrease the maximum horizontal building width to 63.1 m (55 m permitted);

e To reduce the building separation requirements on the same building to 1.5 m and between
buildings of 11.5 m (12 m required); and

e To reduce the required number of visitor parking spaces from 54 to 7, or to 0.038 spaces
per dwelling unit from the required 0.3 spaces per dwelling unit.

Horizontal Building Width:
The maximum building width is intended to avoid creating large blank walls and to soften a
building’s mass, which can be particularly important when the minimum setbacks are applied.

The proposed building width would be 63.1 m in the east-west direction and 58.5 m in the north-
south direction (maximum of 55 m permitted). Articulations along the relevant building
elevations and the mix of exterior materials softens the building mass. Due to the size of the
subject property the relevant building face would represent 68% of the lot width. Given the
above, the variance is supportable.

Building Separation:

Building separation requirements are intended to provide privacy and access to daylight through
windows. A variance to this regulation is required for two purposes, one to allow for windows
within small alcoves between dwelling units within the same building, and another for the
separation between the existing and proposed buildings. Depending upon where the windows
are located relative to the habitable rooms or outside walls of the building, the separation
requirements are 12 m or 15 m.

Within the alcoves the separation between opposing windows, or windows and the outside wall,
is as close as 1.5 m. The alcoves are located on the north and east elevations where balconies
are not proposed, therefore including windows on all walls within the alcove would maximize
natural lighting. The subject windows are not the main window in the living area, nor would the
offending sightline extend any distance into the main living area.

Between buildings the separation is 11.5 m to the outside corner of the existing building. The
end of the existing building has no windows or openings to habitable rooms and the area
between buildings would be developed with trees and the common formal garden. When Phase
two proceeds the variance would no longer be applicable. Given the above, the variances are
supportable.

Visitor Parking:

The applicants had a parking study undertaken to determine the appropriate amount of parking
required. The study determined the rate of vehicle ownership for the subject site at 0.41
vehicles per unit, which is consistent with ownership rates in eight similar housing developments
in the region. The report noted that more vehicles were parking in resident parking spaces than
the number of vehicles owned by on-site residents. The parking study indicates that peak
parking demand rates for residents is 0.4875 per unit and 0.0375 per unit for visitors. The
amount of total parking spaces proposed is based on the Zoning Bylaw requirements of 0.5 per
unit, which captures both resident and visitor parking.

The Zoning Bylaw requirement for parking is based on a non-profit senior’s housing
development, which is 0.5 parking spaces per dwelling unit. However, 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, or that
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60% of the total required parking be designated for visitors. The parking study provided
recommends 7 visitor and 88 resident parking spaces be provided. Based on the parking study
a variance to reduce the total number of visitor parking spaces to 7 is requested, or 0.038 per
dwelling unit compared to the required 0.3 per unit. Given the above, the variance is
supportable.

Environment

Stormwater management includes rain gardens, permeable pavers and underground detention
chambers. The rain garden and detention chambers would be constructed with impervious
liners to prevent influence from, or additional runoff to, the groundwater system. Permeable
pavers in the parking spaces would also receive runoff from a hard surface drive aisle. With
both systems, overflow resulting from an extreme event would be directed to the municipal drain
system with oil interceptors included with the parking drainage system.

The applicants have committed that construction would meet, or be equivalent to, BUILT
GREEN® Silver, although they would attempt to achieve a Gold performance level when
working through final details at the Building Permit stage. BUILT GREEN® Silver is comparable
to the improved BC Building Code energy efficiency standards, therefore a covenant is not
recommended to secure this commitment.

Road Infrastructure and Traffic

A number of residents in the area have submitted comments for Council’s consideration,
including concerns about the existing condition of Arrow Road and potential traffic impacts.
Arrow Road currently has a line painted, asphalt shoulder on the north side. Due to the vertical
curvature in the roadway a “Limited Sight Distance” sign and speed advisory sign of 20 km/h are
posted.

The servicing requirements for the proposed development will require a separated 2 m wide
sidewalk as part of the improvements along the subject frontage which is approximately 81.5 m
in length. However, the concerns raised pertain to Arrow Road more generally and particularly
that portion of Arrow Road between the site and Cedar Hill Road. The road length from the
eastern edge of the property to Cedar Hill Road is approximately 200 m in length.

With respect to the condition of Arrow Road, Engineering have provided the following input.

o Arrow Road is classified as a Residential Road, which typically do not have sidewalks.

e Arrow Road currently has a line painted, asphalt shoulder on the north side.

e The priority for sidewalk improvements initiated by the District are determined by the
Pedestrian Priorities Implementation Plan (PPIP) and are broadly based on Pedestrian
Safety and Demand. The PPIP was last updated in 2012.

e Arrow Road has not been identified as a priority improvement in the PPIP.

e Improvements to Arrow Road have not been identified in the Engineering 5-year Capital
Works Program so road improvements would only be anticipated through the development
application process.

Engineering projects are prioritized based on objective criteria and implemented through the 5-
year Capital Works Program, which is reviewed annually. Engineering has reviewed the section
of Arrow Road between the proposed development and Cedar Hill Road against the other
sidewalk needs of the Municipality. Although this location has several merits for a new
sidewalk, it does not rank high in priority when compared to other missing sidewalk locations
throughout the municipality. New sidewalks are prioritized based on proximity to “Centres” and
“Villages”, schools, hospitals, parks, and transit. Other considerations include traffic volumes
and speed, sidewalk connectivity, and whether a location is already identified in a community
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plan. This location will be kept on the missing sidewalk list but given current priorities, it does
not fall within the 5-year transportation capital plan.

The applicants had a traffic review undertaken to address concerns raised by the
neighbourhood regarding traffic impacts, pedestrian accommodation and safety. The traffic
review considered the current condition and anticipated impacts resulting from the proposed
increased density at Phase one and Phase two. The traffic review was conducted during the
time frame that is typically the busiest traffic period for residential roads.

The study noted that traffic to/from the site contributes at most, 24% of Arrow Road traffic.
Using the number of dwelling units the additional traffic loading to and from the site was
calculated for both the western and eastern portions of Arrow Road. With the addition of 100
units at Phase one there would be a 2.3 times increase in traffic to/from the site, which equates
to a 10% increase in peak hour traffic on the western portion and 20% increase on the eastern
portion of Arrow Road. That increase would equate to one additional vehicle trip every 6 min 40
sec on average.

With the additional 60 units at Phase two, the projection is a 15% increase in peak hour traffic
on the western portion and 31% on the eastern portion. That increase would equate to one
additional vehicle trip every 4 min 17 sec on average.

Overall the peak traffic hour along Arrow Road would increase from the existing 45 total
vehicles, to 58 at Phase one, and 65 at Phase two. The peak hour traffic is considered to be
within the residential road limit of 100 total vehicles.

The traffic review also noted that although the existing road does not meet the current road
width specifications and does not provide a high degree of pedestrian comfort and safety, it is
typical of many other residential roads throughout the District. The option for residents to utilize
the pathway through to Bel Nor Place provides a flatter, preferable pedestrian route. One
positive aspect of the limited sight lines and narrow roadway is that they inherently provide
traffic calming.

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.
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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 at the edge of the University Major “Centre”.

e The subject property is located approximately 250 m walking distance from public transit
stops at Oakwinds Street and McKenzie Avenue, 325 m from stops at Hopesmore Drive and
Cedar Hill Road, and 450 m from stops at McKenzie Avenue and Cedar Hill Drive.

e The current level of public transit service in the area includes a total of four routes available
on Cedar Hill Road at Hopesmore Drive (Rte #12), Oakwinds Street at McKenzie Avenue
(Rte #17 and 26), and Cedar Hill at McKenzie Avenue (Rte # 12, 17, 24, 26). Buses travel
along all four routes at an average of every 31 minutes during week days. The average
frequency of bus service at Oakwinds Street is approximately every 26 minutes and at
Hopesmore Drive every 30 minutes.

e The proposal includes a passenger drop-off/loading zone designed to accommodate
handyDART services.

e BC Transit’s response noted they would consider installing new, fully accessible bus stops
on Cedar Hill Road at Arrow Road as a result of the increased transit service anticipated
from the proposed development.

e The proposal is an in-fill development that is able to use existing roads and infrastructure to
service the development.

e Sustainable development practices would be followed and the applicants have committed
that construction would meet, or be equivalent to, BUILT GREEN® Silver, although they
would attempt to achieve a Gold performance level when working through final details at the
Building Permit stage. Since BUILT GREEN® Silver is comparable to the improved BC
Building Code a covenant is not recommended to secure this commitment.

e The proposal enhances food security by including approximately 600 m? of area allocated
for 70 garden plots.

e The construction company would designate a Waste Management Coordinator to oversee
recycling procedures, documentation and proper handling of hazardous wastes.

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 an infill development in an already urbanized area without putting pressures
onto environmentally sensitive areas or undisturbed lands.

e The proposal includes sustainable stormwater management practices by using a
combination of rain gardens, permeable pavers, and underground detention chambers.

e An erosion and sedimentation plan would be implemented during development.

e Wood used in the construction would be certified by the Forest Stewardship Council.

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

The proposed development would provide additional non-market housing for our low
income, senior population, which is a recognized need for this sector of society.

The residential design incorporates a variety of outdoor areas for active use, seating and
social interaction.

The proposal is designed to encourage physical activity and social interaction and includes
409 m? of indoor amenity space.

The proposed three-storey, L-shaped building includes three main areas where outdoor
areas designed for active use are connected to, and form a human scale extension of,
adjacent indoor common areas.

The site and dwelling units are designed to have barrier free access and be welcoming to
people of all ages and physical ability and includes four fully accessible units that would be
suitable for residents using wheelchairs.

The proposed development would create a human scale, pedestrian oriented development
by including the range of outdoor features distributed throughout a relatively large
development size, including a walking trail around the perimeter with a variety of seating
areas.

The proposal would create a pedestrian friendly streetscape with a new separated sidewalk,
which would be required as part of Phase one.

By constructing Phase one at the rear of the property and maintaining the existing building
adjacent to the road the streetscape changes would occur more gradually over time.

A phased approach would allow both the positive and negative impacts of Phase one being
taken into consideration during the design of Phase two.

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:

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

The owners are a Charitable Housing Society that have been managing and operating the
existing site for the past 40 years and the property will be debt free this year.

The owners had an independent financial review to assess the estimated project costs,
including ten-year projections, to confirm the project is economically feasible.

The owners have grant support from Vancity Community Foundations, secured pre-
development financing, and had their financial model approved in principle.

The overall project has been designed with the objective of cost containment in order to
ensure rental rates remain as affordable as possible.

COMMUNITY CONTRIBUTION

The proposed development is by nature a community contribution as it would provide affordable
seniors rental housing. When development proposals are supported because they would
provide housing to a vulnerable sector of the community, such as low income seniors, usual
practice is to recommend that it be secured by covenant. Due to the financial impacts
discussed above, staff are not recommending a covenant for this project.

Over the long term, the development would remain as rental housing because Council approval

would be required to strata title the property; however, the risk is that the development could
become market rental with no age or income restrictions without requiring Council approval.
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CONSULTATION

Applicant Consultation

Prior to submitting an application the applicants held preliminary meetings with the Gordon
Head Resident’s Association, current residents at Mount Douglas Housing Society, and with
both residents and surrounding neighbours. Subsequently, the applicants met with various
neighbours individually to discuss specific issues that had been raised. After submitting an
application the applicants created a website to provide more information
(www.anglicanfoundation.ca) and the website was included on the notice of development
application sign posted on the property. A meeting in September 2015 was held with the
neighbours, current residents and directors of the Community Association to present the final
design of the proposal as it would be presented to Council.

The Gordon Head Resident’s Association (GHRA) has also played an active role, encouraging
dialogue between concerned residents and the applicants to address specific concerns. Due to
continued input from residents, the GHRA hosted a meeting in early 2016 with a few directors of
the GHRA, some select neighbours and the applicants. The applicants have responded to any
neighbours directly who have raised concerns with them throughout the process and provided
additional information as required.

Community Association

The application was referred to the Gordon Head Resident’s Association (GHRA) who

responded indicating no objections with additional comments summarized below.

e Consultation: The GHRA was glad to have been involved with early consultation and they
encouraged the applicants to continue engaging with adjacent residents to address
concerns and to provide contact information on the applicant’s website.

e Arrow Road: That upgrades should be considered to improve pedestrian/cycling safety and
that the existing road and pedestrian shoulder are inadequate.

Advisory Design Panel

The application was considered by the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) at their September 2, 2015
meeting. The ADP recommended the proposal be accepted as presented with the applicants to
consider the following suggestions:

e Provide larger, fully accessible units in the southwest corner of each floor;

e Redevelop the larger unit above the main entrance and repeat on each floor;

e Better emphasize and identify the main entrance; and

e Recess the elevators to provide more space for access and egress.

In response to the ADP comments the applicants have provided the following:

e The interior plans have been modified to provide four units that are fully accessible with two
being bachelor and two being one-bedroom units;

¢ The units above the entrance have been modified and the balconies have been pushed
back from the end wall of the building and screened so their presence is reduced in order to
have the main entry be more prominent (see Figure 12);

e To enhance the main entrance into the building the proposed plans were revised to include
one larger window beside the front doorway that would see into a common waiting area, the
support columns for the entry canopy have been made larger in diameter with fewer of
them, and the metal canopy was also increased in size and projected further (see Figure
12); and

e Consideration of revisions to improve access for the elevator will be considered at the
building permit stage as no exterior changes would be required.
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Main Entry Front View

Note:

Side balconies screened,
Large window adjacent to
doorway,

Fewer but more prominent
support columns

Main Entry Aerial View

Note:

Enlarged, projected canopy,
Fewer but more prominent
support columns

Figure 12: Revised Main Entrance (Provided by Number Ten Architectural Group)

SUMMARY

The purpose of the application is to rezone from RA-1 (Apartment Zone) to RA-3 (Apartment
Zone) to construct one three-storey and one three/four-storey building for affordable seniors
housing. The proposed development would occur in two phases.

Phase one: construction of one three-storey, 100 unit building

Phase two: construction of one three/four-storey, 140 unit building and demolition of the existing
building.

The proposed rezoning would allow the density for both phases with a total build-out of 240
units, however, the Development Permit application is for Phase one only. A future
Development Permit Amendment application would be required for Phase two. Variances are
requested for horizontal building width, building separation and the number of visitor parking
spaces.
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Page 3 of 4

give you a sense of the tone of the meeting from the perspective of the attendees: i.e.,
" neighbours of Mount Douglas Court.

1.

10.

The neighbourhood remains suspicious of any proposal from the applicants; based on
experience, there is a feeling of mistrust and a perceived unwillingness on the part of the
applicants to consult meaningfully with the neighbourhood. Many residents felt that this
was not “consultation” but rather a “presentation”; this presentation (like all others
previously) could not be considered the “fulsome consultation” that several councillors

requested at the March 14! meeting of the Council's Committee of the Whole.

Attendees were pleased about proposed changes to location of the garbage shed, the proposed planting of
additional trees, a minor (2') reduction in building height, and increased setbacks.

However, while there were some changes to the design and footprint, the proposal is still fundamentally
flawed. Concerns were voiced yet again that the proposal is not compliant with key parts of the SVAP,
GHLAP, OCP, the preamble to Zoning Bylaw, etc.: e.g., it's not on a main road, it's on hilly topography; it's
on a dangerous road,; it violates the Shelbourne Valley Land Use Plan for the transition from multi-story,
multi-family homes to single-family homes; it's out-of-scale and out-of-character with the neighbourhood;
it's visually intrusive in a neighbourhood consisting entirely of single-family homes.

Attendees were very surprised to hear that this most recent proposal had already been submitted to Saanich
Planning without any prior consultation with the neighbours. This breeds even more distrust.

Originally neighbours were told categorically that 240 units were the absolute minimum number of units to
make this redevelopment financially feasible. Thus, the audience was puzzled to hear that the total number
of units is now reduced to 164 (80 present, plus 84 more in Phase 1) — there was no explanation how this is
financially possible. We're told that Phase 2 is now “off the table” or "not up for discussion”. This just
generated deep suspicion that for the future Phase 2 development, the applicant will attempt to make up the
lost number of units by constructing an additional 156 unit, three/four story building directly on Arrow Road.
At that time, we fear that he will probably claim that 164 units are not financially viable.

Attendees were surprised by the announcement that the RA-3 zoning originally described as “essential” was
to be a replaced by a ‘Comprehensive Development' zoning. We find it puzzling that in between these two
zoning proposals there was a tentative plan for ‘split zoning’, and now we see that even the
‘Comprehensive Development' zoning has been replaced by 'site specific' zoning. This breeds even more
distrust, and reinforces our serious doubts about the Planning process.

There are still concerns about Arrow Road and how far the applicant’s offer of $50,000 might go to
remediate the ‘imaginary’ sidewalk: the audience noted again that $50,000 is not enough to fix that
increasingly dangerous roadway and sidewalk. It will remain hilly, uneven, narrow, and treacherous.
Audience members voiced concerns about the significant increase in emergency vehicles and the increased
traffic and increased noise from activity at an expanded MDC. There are already serious and growing safety
issues just from the use of Arrow Road as a high-speed cut-through between Cedar Hill Road and
McKenzie westbound. We noted that the applicant’s Traffic Study was from 4:00-5:00 p.m. on one day
- hardly conclusive!

Attendees were surprised by the new designation of “low-income housing”, when from the very beginning
this has always been depicted as “low-income seniors housing” ... which the neighbourhood accepted,
supports, and expects; it was thus suddenly unclear what is actually intended for the future of MDC.

When assurances were requested by attendees for a “low-income seniors’ restrictive covenant” on the
property we were told that the applicants desired “flexibility’ for the future when the existing building will
need to be replaced, and they were therefore reluctant to provide any restriction on the entire property.
However, at the CotW meeting the Mayor and Council had instructed the applicant to provide such
assurances to the neighbourhood.

The applicant was reminded several times that Council had asked for zoning ‘certainty’ about the future of
the entire property, and MDC neighbours do deserve that certainty. We do not have it yet.

Oct 26 Update Added: FYI, the Mount Douglas Seniors Housing Society (MDSHS) informed Saanich
Planning on 2016 Oct 26 that it will register a covenant on the entire property to restrict its use to “affordable
rental housing for low income seniors” after a “successful rezoning and issuance of a development permit.”
Note, however, this covenant does not in itself restrict the size of buildings or number of units that
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11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.
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can be constructed on the property.

Members of the audience often expressed unhappiness that their questions were not addressed clearly: too

often vague answers prevailed. [Minutes for the June 30" neighbourhood meeting were promised but have
never appeared. Neither have the promised answers to our many questions at that meeting].

Concerns were expressed again that the pass~through (easement) between Hopesmore and Bel Nor must
now accommodate tenants in 84 new units plus the 80 existing units. This is a significant Increase but does
not seem to be an issue of concern to the MDSHS board (it's a safety issue). The audience pointed out
again that tenants have been advised by the MDSHS to use of this easement, but it doubles the distance for
MDC tenants to reach the University Heights shopping centre; MDC tenants with mobility issues will be
condemned to continue to use dangerous Arrow Road.

A request was made to the applicant to outline the footprint of the new building using flags or markers so
that neighbours might be able to visualize the height and set-backs of the Phase 1 structure.

At the March 14th meeting of the Committee of the Whole we requested of Council the use of a neutral
facilitator to restart the consultative process to get past the uncompromising intransigence of the Peter

Daniel. Unfortunately, Deane Strongitharm cannot be this neutral facilitator as he is paid by the Anglican
church; he must find himself in an impossible position, paid by the applicant to push through a deeply flawed
proposal as part of a deeply flawed process. Despite these constraints, Deane has managed to make some
welcome changes, albeit minor in the larger picture ... for which we thank him.

All of these so-called ‘consultations’ were part of a fundamentally flawed process from the very start: there
was no attempt by Peter Daniel to find a compromise solution, i.e., no consultation. Instead, he described
the outcome as predetermined and not subject to compromise. Thankfully, Deane Strongitharm has adopted
a more constructive approach, and made some compromises.

We pointed out yet again that there has always been wide-spread support from neighbours of MDC to
accommodate up to 160 units (160+ low-income seniors) in two-story buildings.

However, 240 units (240+ tenants) in three-story and four-story buildings are unacceptable and
non-compliant with major Saanich planning principles [e.g., “taking into account height transitions, the
character of each zone, the character of the buildings already erected, the particular suitability of a zone for
specific uses”.]
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