
 

A. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
 

1. Council meeting held March 6, 2017 
2. Committee of the Whole meeting held March 6, 2017 

 
 

B. PUBLIC INPUT (ON BUSINESS ITEM  C)  
 
 

C. RESOLUTIONS FOR ADOPTION 
 
1. GREATER VICTORIA PUBLIC LIBRARY – 2017 BUDGET AND FIVE YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN 

P. 2   Report of the Greater Victoria Library Board dated February 17, 2017 requesting that Council 
endorse the 2017 Operating Budget and Five Year Financial Plan for 2017-2021. 

 
2. AWARD OF TENDER 01/17 – REPLACEMENT OF THE GRANGE ROAD AND UPGRADE OF 

 THE WILKINSON ROAD SEWER PUMPING STATIONS 
P. 30   Report of the Director of Engineering dated March 3, 2017 recommending that Council approve 

the award of Tender 01/17 Replacement of the Grange Road and Upgrade of the Wilkinson 
Road Sewer Pumping Stations to Ralmax Contracting Ltd. in the amount of $609,112.75 
(excluding GST).  

 
* * * Adjournment * * * 

 
 

AGENDA                                 
For the Committee of the Whole Meeting 

** IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING** 
The Council Meeting in the Council Chambers 

 

 
  

1. 433 BOLESKINE ROAD –DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT 

P. 32 Report of the Director of Planning dated February 20, 2017 recommending that Council approve 
Development Permit Amendment DPA00874, and that prior to ratification the existing covenant 
be discharged and replaced with a new covenant to secure the items outlined in the report for a 
proposed residential-commercial space development. Variances are requested for total parking 
and visitor parking. Covenant amendments are also requested.  

 
2. 1515 & 1517 CEDARGLEN ROAD; 4141, 4157, 4181 & 4185 GLENDENNING ROAD; 4173 

LYNNFIELD CRESCENT – REQUEST FOR REMOVAL FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA 
P. 106 Report of the Director of Planning dated February 15, 2017 recommending that Council endorse 

Option 3 to adopt new mapping of the entire Woodland polygon based on upcoming 
developments and tree covenant areas for the reasons outlined in the report.  

 
 

* * * Adjournment * * * 
 

“IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS 

 

AGENDA 

For the Council Meeting to be Held 
In the Council Chambers 

Saanich Municipal Hall, 770 Vernon Avenue 
 MONDAY, MARCH 13, 2017, 7:00 P.M. 
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GREATER VICTORIA 
PUBLIC LIBRARY 

February 17, 2017 

His Worship Mayor Richard Atwell and Council 
District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Saanich, BC V8X 2W7 

Dear Mayor Atwell and Council: 

Re: 2017 Budget and Five Year Financial Plan - FINAL 

r
Mayor 
Councillors 
~dm'nllitfiit6r 

The Greater Victoria Public Library respectfully submits its Final 2017 Operating Budget and Five Year Financial Plan for 
2017-2021 for approval by Council resolution by May 1, 2017. 

The Library's 2017 Final Total Budget increase is 1.6%. The municipal contribution increase is 2.94%, after factoring in 
budgeted reserve transfers and revenue changes. 

The District of Saanich's share of the 2017 requisition, based on converted assessment values and population, and 
including rental adjustment is $5,487,794. 

Budget drivers include salaries and benefits, building occupancy costs and other factors which are described in the 
2017 budget notes. Thanks to further savings identified by staff, these cost impacts have been offset so that our 
Provisional Budget target has been maintained. 

Public libraries are busier than ever and GVPL continues to hold the highest per capita circulation rate of urban library 
systems in Canada. Through our programs, services and resources, GVPL enriches people's lives and supports the 
community as lifelong learners. We support our community at eleven library branches and online at gvpl.ca, serving 
321,016 residents in our 10 member local governments. 

Through more than 100 active community partnerships, we have made significant contributions to the well-being of 
Greater Victoria. In 2016 we introduced our 2016-2020 Strategic Plan which outlines the Library Board's priorities for 
sustainable library service that is responsive to the changing needs of our communities. 

Now more than ever, public libraries have the ability to transform communities. By supporting the open exchange of 
knowledge, communities ensure equality, openness, inclusion and respect amongst their citizens. 

Thank you for your vision and ongoing support for the role public libraries play in building strong and vibrant 
communities. 

Sincerely, 

Rob Martin 
Chair, Greater Victoria Public Library Board 

Enclosures 

Copies: Paul Thorkelsson, CAD, District of Saanich 
Valla Tinney, Director of Finance, District of Saanich 
Maureen Sawa, CEO, Greater Victoria Public Library 
Donna Phillips, Director of Finance, Greater Victoria Public Library 

[RS~©~~w~[Q) 

FEB 24 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

ADMINISTRATION & CENTRAL BRANCH 735 Broughton Street, Victoria, BC V8W 3H2 • 250 940-GVPL (4875) Fax 250-385-5971 

BRUCE HUTCHISON BRANCH· CENTRAL SAANICH BRANCH • EMILY CARR BRANCH· ESQUIMAL T BRANCH. GOUDY BRANCH 

JUAN DE FUCA BRANCH· LANGFORD HERITAGE BRANCH· NELLIE MCCLUNG BRANCH· OAK BAY BRANCH. SAANICH CENTENNIAL BRANCH 

GREATER VICTORIA 
PUBLIC LIBRARY 

February 17, 2017 

His Worship Mayor Richard Atwell and Council 
District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Saanich, BC V8X 2W7 

Dear Mayor Atwell and Council: 

Re: 2017 Budget and Five Year Financial Plan - FINAL 

r
Mayor 
Councillors 
~dm'nllitfiit6r 

The Greater Victoria Public Library respectfully submits its Final 2017 Operating Budget and Five Year Financial Plan for 
2017-2021 for approval by Council resolution by May 1, 2017. 

The Library's 2017 Final Total Budget increase is 1.6%. The municipal contribution increase is 2.94%, after factoring in 
budgeted reserve transfers and revenue changes. 

The District of Saanich's share of the 2017 requisition, based on converted assessment values and population, and 
including rental adjustment is $5,487,794. 

Budget drivers include salaries and benefits, building occupancy costs and other factors which are described in the 
2017 budget notes. Thanks to further savings identified by staff, these cost impacts have been offset so that our 
Provisional Budget target has been maintained. 

Public libraries are busier than ever and GVPL continues to hold the highest per capita circulation rate of urban library 
systems in Canada. Through our programs, services and resources, GVPL enriches people's lives and supports the 
community as lifelong learners. We support our community at eleven library branches and online at gvpl.ca, serving 
321,016 residents in our 10 member local governments. 

Through more than 100 active community partnerships, we have made significant contributions to the well-being of 
Greater Victoria. In 2016 we introduced our 2016-2020 Strategic Plan which outlines the Library Board's priorities for 
sustainable library service that is responsive to the changing needs of our communities. 

Now more than ever, public libraries have the ability to transform communities. By supporting the open exchange of 
knowledge, communities ensure equality, openness, inclusion and respect amongst their citizens. 

Thank you for your vision and ongoing support for the role public libraries play in building strong and vibrant 
communities. 

Sincerely, 

Rob Martin 
Chair, Greater Victoria Public Library Board 

Enclosures 

Copies: Paul Thorkelsson, CAD, District of Saanich 
Valla Tinney, Director of Finance, District of Saanich 
Maureen Sawa, CEO, Greater Victoria Public Library 
Donna Phillips, Director of Finance, Greater Victoria Public Library 
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JUAN DE FUCA BRANCH· LANGFORD HERITAGE BRANCH· NELLIE MCCLUNG BRANCH· OAK BAY BRANCH. SAANICH CENTENNIAL BRANCH 
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GREATER VICTORIA 
PUBLIC LIBRARY 

February 17, 2017 

His Worship Mayor Richard Atwell and Council 
District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Saanich, BC V8X 2W7 

Dear Mayor Atwell and Council: 

Re: 2017 Budget and Five Year Financial Plan - FINAL 

'
'''.'''' CouneUlOfi 
~mln!ttfiUat 

The Greater Victoria Public Library respectfully submits its Final 2017 Operating Budget and Five Year Financial Plan for 
2017+2021 for approval by Council resolution by May 1, 2017. 

The library's 2017 Final Total Budget increase is 1.6%. The municipal contribution increase is 2.94%, after factoring in 
budgeted reserve transfers and revenue changes. 

The Distr ict of Saanich's sha re of t he 2017 requisition, based on converted assessment values and populat ion, and 
including rental adjustment is $5,487,794. 

Budget drivers include salaries and benefi ts, building occupancy costs and other factors which are described In the 
2017 budget notes. Thanks to further savings identifjed by staff, these cost impacts have been offset so that our 
Provisional Budget target has been maintained. 

Public libraries are busier than ever and GVPL continues to hold t he highest per capita circulation rate of urban library 
systems in Canada. Through our programs, services and resources, GVPl enriches people's lives and supports the 
community as li felong learners. We support our community at eleven library branches and online at gvpl.ca, serving 
321,016 residents in our 10 member local governments. 

Through more than 100 active community partnerships, we have made significant contr ibutions to the well+being of 
Greater Victoria. In 2016 we introduced our 2016-2020 Strategic Plan which outlines the library Board's priorities for 
sustainable library service that is responsive to the changing needs of our communit ies. 

Now more t han ever, public librar1es have t he ability to transform communit ies. By support ing the open exchange of 
knowledge, communities ensure equality, openness, inclusion and respect amongst their citizens. 

Thank you for your vision and ongoing support for the role public libraries play in building strong and vibrant 
communities. 

Sincerely, 

Rob Mart in 
Chair, Greater Victoria Public library Board 

Enclosures 

Copies: Paul Thorkelsson, CAD, District of Saanich 
Valla Tinney, Director of Finance, District of Saanich 
Maureen Sawa, CEO, Greater Victoria Public Library 
Donna Phillips, Director of Finance, Greater Victoria Public library 
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2017 Final Budget and
2017-2021 Five Year Financial Plan

Approval Dates:

Finance Committee – January 24, 2017

Library Board – February 14, 2017

Municipal Councils – May 1, 2017
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BUDGET AT A GLANCE

1 – 2016 increase includes one-time capital budget for Langford Heritage Branch start-up to furnish and equip new branch, funded by City of
Langford.
2 – Includes an estimated rate of negotiated wage and benefit increases, which are jointly negotiated through GVLRA.

2017 2016
Operating Budget 17,977,269$ 17,648,271$
Deduct:  Unfunded Amortization (1,764,700)$ (1,750,000)$
Funded Operating Budget 16,212,569$ 15,898,271$
Operating Budget Increase 2.0% 3.3%

Capital Budget 2,350,777$ 2,367,865$
Capital Budget Increase (Decrease) -0.7% 30.9% 1

Total Budget - Funded 18,563,346$ 18,266,136$
Total Budget Increase 1.6% 6.2%

Municipal contribution - total 16,538,399$ 16,065,447$
Municipal contribution - increase 472,952$ 500,181$
Municipal contribution - increase (%) 2.94% 3.21%

Cost per capita 51.52$ 51.39$
Cost per capita increase 1.47$ 1.36$

82%

6%
3%

2% 7%
Municipal Contribution Increase $472,952, 2.94%

Salaries and benefits

Reduction in patron fines and fees

Contingency reserve contribution
increase

Investment earnings reduction

Building occupancy and
miscellaneous

2

Page 1

4



2016
2017

Provisional 2017 Final Change Change% Notes 2018 2019 2020 2021
Revenues

Municipal contributions - operating 16,065,447$ 16,538,399$ 16,538,399$ 472,952$ 2.9% 1 16,964,339$ 17,202,188$ 17,457,043$ 17,687,375$
Municipal contributions - start-up 747,858 772,635 698,000 (49,858) -6.7% 2 460,600 - - -
Provincial grants 641,527 642,339 642,339 812 0.1% 642,339 642,339 642,339 642,339
Federal grants 5,534 5,534 5,534 - 0.0% 5,534 5,534 5,534 5,534
Fines, fees and printing 529,800 503,800 503,800 (26,000) -4.9% 3 484,080 466,036 449,097 433,201
Contracts for service 27,560 28,111 28,111 551 2.0% 28,673 29,246 29,831 30,428
Investment income 85,000 74,000 74,000 (11,000) -12.9% 4 74,000 74,000 74,000 74,000
Donations and other grants 80,228 48,232 72,943 (7,285) -9.1% 5 49,300 42,000 42,000 42,000

18,182,954 18,613,050 18,563,126 380,172 2.1% 18,708,865 18,461,343 18,699,844 18,914,877
Expenses

Salaries and benefits 12,753,653 13,093,485 13,127,210 373,557 2.9% 6 13,458,851 13,665,172 13,871,051 14,080,255
Library materials 966,014 966,014 865,492 (100,522) -10.4% 7 886,996 911,931 937,551 960,338
Amortization 1,750,000 1,758,200 1,764,700 14,700 0.8% 8 1,688,300 1,561,500 1,446,400 1,357,000
Supplies and services 966,215 1,037,751 1,074,382 108,167 11.2% 9 1,075,525 1,079,001 1,092,323 1,080,161
Building occupancy 855,433 783,950 783,144 (72,289) -8.5% 9 767,838 761,846 773,074 784,365
Other expenses 356,956 349,922 362,341 5,385 1.5% 9 363,831 354,436 357,511 359,208

17,648,271 17,989,322 17,977,269 328,998 1.9% 18,241,341 18,333,887 18,477,908 18,621,328

Annual Surplus/(Deficit) 534,683 623,728 585,857 51,174 9.6% 467,524 127,456 221,936 293,549

Add back:  Unfunded Amortization 1,750,000 1,758,200 1,764,700 14,700 0.8% 1,688,300 1,561,500 1,446,400 1,357,000

2,284,683 2,381,928 2,350,557 65,874 2.9% 2,155,824 1,688,956 1,668,336 1,650,549

Municipal contributions-operating increase 3.2% 2.9% 2.9% 2.6% 1.4% 1.5% 1.3%

Page 2

2017 Budget and Five-Year Financial Plan (Final)
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2016
2017

Provisional 2017 Final Change Change% Notes 2018 2019 2020 2021
Balance forward from Page 1 2,284,683 2,381,928 2,350,557 65,874 3% 2,155,824 1,688,956 1,668,336 1,650,549

Capital Expenses
Library collection - operating 1,343,873 1,343,873 1,458,895 115,022 9% 7/10 1,434,891 1,409,956 1,384,336 1,361,549
Hardware - operating 106,145 96,295 96,000 (10,145) -10% 10 93,000 93,000 93,000 93,000
Furniture and equipment - operating 60,000 60,000 60,000 - 0% 60,000 60,000 60,000 60,000
Building Improvement - operating 80,000 80,000 80,000 - 0% 85,000 90,000 95,000 100,000
Vehicles - operating 43,605 - - (43,605) -100% 10 - - - -
Branch Start-ups:
Library collection-Langford Heritage Branch 350,000 - - (350,000) -100% 7/2 - - - -
Library collection - James Bay Branch - 300,000 220,250 220,250 100% 7/2 74,250 - - -
Library collection - Esquimalt Branch - - - - 0% 10,000 - - -
Hardware Langford Heritage Branch 47,320 - - (47,320) -100% 2 - - - -
Hardware James Bay Branch - 64,915 64,914 64,914 100% 2 - - - -
Hardware Esquimalt Branch Relocation - - - - 0% 66,000 - - -
Furniture & equipment Langford
Heritage Branch

318,012 - - (318,012) -100% 2 - - - -

Furniture & equipment James Bay Branch - 382,865 360,928 360,928 100% 2 - - - -
Furniture & equipment Esquimalt
Branch Relocation

- - - - 0% 284,500 - - -

Building Improvements Langford
Heritage Branch

18,910 - - - 0% - - - -

Building Improvement James Bay Branch - - 9,790 9,790 100% - - - -
2,367,865 2,327,948 2,350,777 (17,088) -1% 2,107,641 1,652,956 1,632,336 1,614,549

Transfers
Unrest. donations:  Development Assistant (18,175) - - 18,175 -100% - - - -
Unrest. donations:  Marketing Research (4,000) (4,000) (4,000) 100% - - - -
Unrest. donations:  Capital planning - - (32,500) (32,500) 100% - - - -
Endowment:   Lynda.com - - (21,700) (21,700) 100% - - - -
Contingency Reserve Fund 20,000 36,000 36,000 16,000 80% 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000
Transfers to/(from) Reserve Funds 1,825 32,000 (22,200) (24,025) -1316% 11 36,000 36,000 36,000 36,000
Transfers to/(from) Accumulated Surplus (109,475) - - 109,475 -100% 12
Debt repayments 24,468 21,980 21,980 (2,488) -10% 13 12,183 - - -

(83,182) 53,980 (220) 82,962 -100% 48,183 36,000 36,000 36,000

Financial Plan Balance - - - - - - - -
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$ %

Central Saanich 5.21% $846,232 5.14% $850,074 $9,098 $859,172 $12,940 1.53% $0 $859,172
Colwood 4.71% 762,987 4.76% $787,228 6,376 793,604 30,618 4.01% 26,787 820,391
Esquimalt 5.46% 873,093 5.44% $899,689 (4,194) 895,495 22,400 2.57% 0 895,495
Highlands 0.68% 110,157 0.69% $114,115 926 115,041 4,884 4.43% 3,876 118,917
Langford 10.18% 1,649,194 10.95% $1,810,955 14,792 1,825,747 176,554 10.71% 57,901 1,883,648
Metchosin 1.57% 254,316 1.50% $248,076 1,994 250,070 (4,246) -1.67% 8,933 259,003
Oak Bay 6.44% 1,029,769 6.43% $1,063,419 (4,977) 1,058,442 28,673 2.78% 0 1,058,442
Saanich 33.72% 5,395,089 33.32% $5,510,594 (22,800) 5,487,794 92,706 1.72% 0 5,487,794
Victoria 28.98% 4,653,424 28.85% $4,771,328 (2,355) 4,768,973 115,551 2.48% 67,250 4,836,223
View Royal 3.05% 491,186 2.92% $482,921 1,140 484,061 (7,125) -1.45% 4,836 488,897

Total 100% $16,065,447 100% $16,538,399 $0 $16,538,399 $472,955 2.94% $169,583 $16,707,982

Central Branch Juan de Fuca
Branch

Total

18,774 - 18,774
Direct property manager costs (repairs, maintenance, misc.) 23,292 22,389 45,681
Building insurance 17,539 10,404 27,943
Strata contingency reserve contribution 12,481 - 12,481
JF MAM trust fund contribution - 64,704 64,704

72,086$ 97,497$ 169,583

Page 4

2017 MUNICIPAL CONTRIBUTIONS (FINAL)
2016 2017

Share
2016

Total
Requisition

2016
Share
2017

Operating
Budget

1 The Rent Adjustment is calculated in accordance with Section 8.12 (a), (b) and (c) of the Library Operating Agreement and relates to portions of buildings used to benefit all member municipalities:  the
Collection and Technical Services section of the Juan de Fuca Branch building and the Administrative portion of the Central Branch building.  Municipalities which did not contribute to the initial acquisition of
such building or who did not subsequently purchase a portion of such building pays reasonable rent to those Municipalities that did.

2 Building Maintenance Costs for jointly owned buildings are additional municipal budget amounts that are over-and-above the requisition for the library operating budget.   The two branches that are jointly
owned are the Central Branch and the Juan de Fuca Branch.  Similar costs at other branches do not flow through GVPL and are paid by the municipalities directly.   Other than the contributions to the Juan de
Fuca Major Asset Maintenance Trust fund ("JF MAM"), building costs are estimates.  Once actual costs are known, GVPL invoices the municipalities.  Budgeted building costs for the branch portion of the jointly-
owned buildings, excluding administrative area costs that are included in the libraray operating budget, are as follows:

Shared strata costs (repairs, maintenance, MAM projects, cleaning, security, recycling)

Rent
Adjustment 1

Total
Requisition

2017
Increase

Building
Maint. Costs

2
Total Municipal

Budget 2017
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Central Saanich $859,172           15,895 $54.05 $0.81
Colwood 793,604           17,583 45.13 $1.74
Esquimalt 895,495           16,830 53.21 $1.33
Highlands 115,041             2,394 48.05 $2.04
Langford 1,825,747           39,936 45.72 $4.42
Metchosin 250,070             4,792 52.18 -$0.89
Oak Bay 1,058,442           17,368 60.94 $1.65
Saanich 5,487,794         110,889 49.49 $0.84
Victoria 4,768,973           85,192 55.98 $1.36
View Royal 484,061           10,137 47.75 -$0.70

Total $16,538,399         321,016 $51.52 $1.47

2017 MUNICIPAL PER CAPITA CONTRIBUTIONS

2017
Total

Requisition
2017 Population 1

Cost Per
Capita
2017

Increase
per capita

1 Source of 2017 population figures -  BC Stats website:
<http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/Demography/PopulationEstimates.aspx>, 2016
population estimates, accessed on January 12, 2017.

General note:  Percentage share of costs by municipality are determined based on 50% property
assessment value and 50% population estimate.  More detailed information on assessment values and
population are available on request.
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Notes to 2017 Budget

1 – Municipal contributions - operating Increase $472,952

As shown in the diagram on the Budget at a Glance page, 82% of the increase in municipal contributions is attributed to salaries
and benefits, which are jointly negotiated through the GVLRA.

As in subsequent years, our fine and fee revenues overall are budgeted for a further decrease (contributes to 6% of the municipal
contribution increase).

A proposed increase to the contribution to the contingency reserve contributes 3% of the municipal increase (Note 11). A
budgeted decrease in investment revenues contributes 2% of the municipal contributions (Note 4).

The remaining 7% increase in municipal contributions is due to the loss of one-time funding from accumulated surplus for office
space, regarding a lease which will terminate on May 31, 2017 (Note 9 and Note 12). Consequently, this increase is temporary to
allow for the final months of the lease in 2017.

2 – Municipal contributions – start-up Decrease $49,858

These costs relate to individual branch start-up costs to furnish, equip and include a collection inventory for new or relocated
branches, which are funded by individual municipalities:

One-time contributions
to GVPL

Source 2015 2016 2017
Change

2017 2018 Total

Langford Heritage Branch Langford $17,142 $747,858 ($747,858) - - $765,000
James Bay Branch Victoria $698,000 698,000 75,000 $773,000
Net budget decrease ($49,858)

The majority of these contributions are for capital expenditures, with a small percentage of start-up funding going towards non-
capital costs, such as moving and some supplies below the asset threshold.

3 - Fines, fees and printing revenue Decrease $26,000

This revenue is estimated to continue to decline at a rate of 5%. 87% of this reduction is in fines, due to increasing use of e-
formats, which do not incur fines. In addition, upon implementation of the new ILS in 2015, text notifications were added for
patrons with overdue materials. This decrease includes offsetting increases in both meeting room rentals and printing as the
demand for these services is expected to continue to increase. Fines and fees are currently under review and various alternatives
for increases in this revenue line are being considered.

4 – Investment Income Decrease $11,000

The revenue is conservatively estimated to decline by 12% based on recent historical earnings, and to reflect the low GIC interest
rates and projected continuation of modest earnings in the Municipal Finance Authority bond fund.

5 – Donations and Other Grants Decrease $7,285

2017 New funding for Canada 150 Project – Victoria Foundation and donations $12,350
2017 New budget for Books for Babies program funding 20,000
2017 Change in process for purchase of eResources - Island Link 12,000
2016 one-time funding spent for OLiVE Outreach and Literacy vehicle (Victoria
Foundation and donations, including Friends)

(46,969)

2016 to 2017 change in DigiLab project funding - United Way (4,666)
($7,285)

9
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In addition to the Canada150 funding ($12,350), Books for Babies funding ($20,000), and Island Link funding ($12,000) mentioned
above, the 2017 budget also includes $18,593 from United Way for the DigiLab project and $10,000 from the Friends for the
Library for the Summer Reading Club.  The Books for Babies funding is new in 2017, as this program was not previously included in
the budget.  Formalizing the budget will ensure that this popular program continues to be funded in future.

6 – Salaries and Benefits Increase $373,557

The library’s collective agreement expires December 31, 2016. Consequently, we have made a concerted effort to keep non-salary
budgets fixed due to the uncertainty this creates.  This budget includes an estimated rate of negotiated wage and benefits as well
as increases to salaries for two positions involving four employees as a result of job evaluation.

Total full-time equivalent (FTE) count for regularized employees, not including part-time auxiliary employees, has increased from
146.101 to 147.56 (increase of 1.46 FTE).  This includes the addition of a 0.57 FTE Shuttle Driver fully funded from auxiliary wages
and a 0.60 FTE Library Assistant for phasing in of services as a result of adding the Langford Heritage Branch.  The remaining
increase of 0.29 FTE is a result of positional changes upon retirements.  The total increase of 1.46 FTE is fully funded through a
combination of part-time staff budget reductions and salary reductions as a result of positional changes.

Part-time wages have increased by the estimated wage increase only. This budget includes employee benefit costs and payroll
withholding costs such as EI and CPP. Total benefits are estimated to increase by $172,000.  $65,000 of this increase is due to the
increased salary base from a wage increase.  The balance of $107,000 is a result of increases in BC medical, extended health, and
pension, and an increase in the auxiliary pay in lieu of benefits from 13% to 14% (effective in 2016).  This brings the total estimated
rate of benefits and withholding costs up from 23.5% to 24.5% of total salaries and wages.

7 – Library materials (expensed and capitalized) Combined Increase $14,500

The library materials budget is split between Expenses, for periodicals and eResources, and Capital Expenses, for books, audio
visual and electronic materials, which are capitalized as assets and amortized over 7 years.  The net combined increase is:

Expensed – Library materials ($100,522)
Capitalized as asset – Library collection-operating 115,022
Total, not including branch startup collection assets $14,500

$12,000 of the increase is due to a change in process for acquiring eResources.  The new process requires GVPL to directly
purchase some eResources and receive a grant from Island Link Library Federation (ILLF) to reimburse costs.  Previously, these
eResources were provided by ILLF.  $2,500 of the increase is for non-capitalized costs (periodicals) included in the library materials
expense line, but which are funded by Victoria as part of start-up costs for the James Bay branch.

8 – Amortization Increase $14,700

This is the estimated amortization expense for tangible capital assets, in accordance with the Board’s Tangible Capital Asset policy.
Since this is an unfunded expense, it is added back to the budgeted annual surplus.

9 – Supplies and Services, Building Occupancy and Other Combined Increase $41,263

Supplies and services $108,167
Building occupancy (72,289)
Other expenses 5,385
Total $41,263

The net increase in Supplies and Services, Building Occupancy and Other is explained as follows:

Office space lease ended ($66,674) On May 31,2017, the lease for office space ends –
personnel located at 747 Fort Street will move into Central
Branch – see further explanation below

Books for Babies program budget added 20,000 Funded by grant revenue; nil impact on municipal
contributions

1 2016 Budget report total FTE’s as 144.09.  It excluded 2.01 regularized auxiliary employees in error.
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One-time network connection 8,333 Final costs for office space lease ending May 31, 2017
Branch start-up cost increase 11,239 James Bay branch funded by City of Victoria; nil impact on

municipal contributions
Software licensing increase 10,000 Offset by reduction in Hardware as a result of increased

virtualization and changes in IT service model for efficiency
and effectiveness of service delivery

Marketing research for fund development 4,000 Funded by donation reserves (Note 11); nil impact on
municipal contributions; see explanation below

Lynda.com training platform (staff and users) 21,700 Funded from Endowment Fund (Note 11)
2017 project – Canada 150 12,350 Funded by Victoria Foundation and donations
James Bay branch start-up project – below
asset-threshold expenses

14,763 Funded by City of Victoria

Balance 5,552 Explanation below
Total $41,263

The three year lease of office space at 747 Fort Street allowed for the relocation of 17 personnel in the HR, Finance and IT
departments, as well as the library’s IT servers, from the Central Branch.  The lease met the goals of the Facilities Plan and
mitigated risks related to the server room while housed at the Central Branch that resulted in a critical incident in 2013 involving
the air cooling system. The move of personnel from the Central Branch to 747 Fort also increased the amount of branch space for
public use. A more permanent and secure location has now been found for the library’s IT servers at the University of Victoria.  In
order to reduce the budget, the office lease will not be renewed and the 17 personnel will be relocated back to the Central
Branch, which is the most viable location on a short-term basis. There will be some changes to storage, staffing and service
spaces at the branch to accommodate these staff.  However, there will be no impact on public service operations.

The market research budget included is to be funded from donation reserves. These funds will be used to gather demographic
information about the communities we serve.  The research will help us to create targeted marketing materials – up to and
including a direct mail campaign – to generate financial support from new donors.  A secondary purpose will be to analyze the
research and to identify areas of the community that would benefit from library outreach and awareness.

The balance of the increase in the amount of $5,552 is considered reasonable as it is the net result of adding necessary new costs
and factoring in savings from various budgets, such as insurance, fuel and phone services. The new costs allow for automated
materials handling and vending equipment maintenance costs to be increased as we add new branches, additional annualized
costs for the Langford Heritage Branch (from 9 months in 2016 to a full year), utilities rate increases, a GVLRA fee increase, space
lease at the University to provide a secure location for our IT servers, the administrative portion (28%) of short-term security
services required through the strata at the Central Branch, and hosting fees for replacement of end-of-life equipment at branches
to monitor the number of visitors.

10 – Capital Expenditures Decrease $17,088

Library collection-
operating

$115,022 Primarily a shifting from non-capitalized library collection budget (periodicals
and eResources) – Refer also to Note 7

Hardware (10,145) $7,000 budget moved to Supplies and Services category for subscriptions;
$3,145 reduction in United Way funded DigiLab project

Vehicles (43,605) One-time purchase in 2016 of Outreach Literacy Vehicle (OLiVe) funded by
grants and donations; nil impact on municipal contributions

All other budget variances relate to new branch start-up capital costs, as outlined in Note 2.
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11 – Transfers to/(from) Reserve Funds Change in Net Transfer From Reserves $24,025

Unrestricted Donations - $18,175 removed for one-time funding for Development Assistant in 2015 and 2016. Unrestricted
Donations - ($4,000) added for one-time market research in 2017 – refer to Note 9 for more information.

Unrestricted Donations – ($32,500) added for one-time funding for capital planning for unprecedented number of branch projects
in planning and implementation stages 2017.

Endowment Fund – ($21,700) added for one-time cost to implement Lynda.com training platform for staff and library users in
2017.

Contingency Reserve - $16,000 increase - As a result of a one-time pension liability in the 2015 fiscal year, the contingency fund
was depleted to a zero balance in 2016 in order to replenish a negative balance in the operating fund. Board policy requires that
the contingency reserve target 1% of total operating budget within five years.  This increased annual contribution to the
contingency reserve from $20,000 to $36,000 will replenish the reserve within the time period mandated by the policy, with no
further annual increases in subsequent years.

12 – Transfers to/(from) Accumulated Surplus Change in transfers from surplus $109,475

One-time transfers from accumulated surplus in 2016 are removed in 2017:

Personnel contingency funding $29,475
Office space funding 80,000

109,475

13 – Debt Repayments Reduction $2,488

Debt repayments budgeted in 2017 are as follows:

Microfilm and scanner – capital lease $ 4,306 (final year 2017)
Shuttle vehicle loan – MFA 17,674 (loan maturity 2018)

$21,980

12
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In preparing the 2017 budget, staff have refined the operating budget through line‐by‐line 
reviews, identifying efficiencies and new revenue opportunities.

This budget supports equitable access to services and programs that make a difference in 
the lives of Victorians by engaging them in a love of reading and lifelong learning, 
addressing the digital divide, and fostering collaboration, creativity and innovation.
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Before I take questions, I’d like to leave you with a quote about libraries that I think you will 
all agree with.

As a side note, I was going to use a quote by Vicki Myron that goes “A great library is one 
nobody notices because it is always there, and always has what people need.” But it didn’t 
seem quite appropriate as GVPL has a great reputation in the community and appreciate 
the recognition and support we receive from our communities.  
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Report 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Harley Machielse, Director of Engineering 

3/3/2017 

Subject: Award of Tender #01/17 Replacement of the Grange Road and Upgrade of 
the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council approve the award of Tender #01/17 Replacement ofthe Grange Road and 
Upgrade of the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations to Ralmax Contracting Ltd. who 
submitted a bid of $609,112.75 excluding GST. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to request approval to award Tender #01/17 Replacement of the 
Grange Road and Upgrade of the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations 

DISCUSSION 

A tender was issued for the supply of all materials, equipment, labour and services necessary 
for the upgrades to the following existing sewer pumping stations: 

Grange Road Pumping Station: Works at this site include the installation of an Owner­
supplied Fiberglass lift station and pumps; temporary by-pass pumping; supply and installation 
of site piping; supply and installation of new electrical controls and a stand-by diesel generator; 
construction of a sanitary forcemain and related appurtenances; as well as miscellaneous site 
works. 

Wilkinson Road Pumping Station: Works at this site include the supply and installation of new 
electrical controls and a stand-by diesel generator as well as miscellaneous site works. 
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The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Harley Machielse, Director of Engineering 

3/3/2017 

Subject: Award of Tender #01/17 Replacement of the Grange Road and Upgrade of 
the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council approve the award of Tender #01/17 Replacement ofthe Grange Road and 
Upgrade of the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations to Ralmax Contracting Ltd. who 
submitted a bid of $609,112.75 excluding GST. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to request approval to award Tender #01/17 Replacement ofthe 
Grange Road and Upgrade of the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations 

DISCUSSION 

A tender was issued for the supply of all materials, equipment, labour and services necessary 
for the upgrades to the following existing sewer pumping stations: 

Grange Road Pumping Station: Works at this site include the installation of an Owner­
supplied Fiberglass lift station and pumps; temporary by-pass pumping; supply and installation 
of site piping; supply and installation of new electrical controls and a stand-by diesel generator; 
construction of a sanitary forcemain and related appurtenances; as well as miscellaneous site 
works. 

Wilkinson Road Pumping Station: Works at this site include the supply and installation of new 
electrical controls and a stand-by diesel generator as well as miscellaneous site works. 
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Report 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Harley Machielse, Director of Engineering 

31312017 

MaYor 
Council/o 
Ad '. rs 

mlmstrator 

Subject: Award of Tender #01/17 Replacement of the Grange Road and Upgrade of 
the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council approve the award of Tender #01117 Replacement of the Grange Road and 
Upgrade of the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations to Ralmax Contracting Ltd. who 
submitted a bid of $609,112.75 excluding GST. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to request approval 10 award Tender #01/17 Replacement of the 
Grange Road and Upgrade of the Wilkinson Road Sewer Pumping Stations 

DISCUSSION 

A tender was issued for the supply of all materials, equipment, labour and services necessary 
for the upgrades to the following existing sewer pumping stations: 

Grange Road Pumping Station: Works at this site include the installation of an Owner· 
supplied Fiberglass lift station and pumps; temporary by·pass pumping; supply and installation 
of site piping; supply and installation of new electrical controls and a stand-by diesel generator; 
construction of a sanitary forcemain and related appurtenances; as well as miscellaneous site 
works. 

Wilkinson Road Pumping Station: Works at this site include the supply and installation of new 
electrical controls and a stand-by diesel generator as well as miscellaneous site works. 
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Four compliant responses were received from the following vendors (excluding GST): 

• Ralmax Contracting Ltd. 
• G&E Contracting LP 
• Don Mann Excavating Ltd. 
• Allterra Construction Ltd .. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

$609.112.75 
$635,500.00 
$701,960.00 
$898,136.00 

Funding for this work is available in the 2017 Sewer Utility Capital budget. 

Prepared by ~ 
A leY8Chielse 

Reviewed by 

eM 

Director of Engineering 

Valla Tinney 

Director of Finance 

ADMINISTRATOR'S COMMENTS: 

I endorse the recommendation from the Director of Engineering. 
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Four compliant responses were received from the following vendors (excluding GST): 

• Ralmax Contracting Ltd. 
• G&E Contracting LP 
• Don Mann Excavating Ltd . 
• Allterra Construction Ltd . . 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

$609.112.75 
$635,500.00 
$701 ,960.00 
$898,136.00 

Funding for this work is available in the 2017 Sewer Utility Capital budget. 

Prep.redby ~ 
$Ie;;achlelse 

Reviewed by 

eM 

Director of Engineering 

Valla Tinney 

Director of Finance 

ADMINISTRATOR'S COMMENTS: 

I endorse the recommendation from the Director of Engineering. 

Paul Th,\rk.,lssion, Administrator 
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The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Report 
To: Mayor and Council 

From: 

Date: 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 20, 2017 

Subject: Development Permit Amendment Application 
File: DPA00874. 433 Boleskine Road 

Project Proposal: 

Address : 

Legal Description: 

Owner: 

Applicant: 

Application Received : 

Parcel Size: 

Existing Use of Parcel: 

Existing Use of 
Adjacent Parcels: 

Current Zoning: 

Minimum Lot Size: 

Proposed Zoning: 

.... . 

The applicant is proposing an amendment to Development Permit 
DPR00542 to increase the number of residential units from 60 to 
95 by: reducing the size of the proposed units; and the amount of 
commercial floor space from 1121 m2 to 529 m2. The units would 
be market rental units, not strata-titled condominiums as 
previously planned. Only minor changes are proposed to the 
building fa(fade. Variances are requested for total parking, and 
visitor parking. Covenant amendments are also requested. 

433 Boleskine Road 

Lot A, Section 7, Victoria District, Plan EPP43139 

Abstract Ventures Inc. 

KPL James Architecture (Tony James) 

April 6, 2016 

1740 m2(after road dedication) 

Single Family Dwellings 

North: Single Family Dwellings (RS-6) 
South: Industrial (M-1 DW) 
East: Industrial (M-1 DW) 
West: Single Family Dwelling (RS-6) 

C-2BW (Boleskine Whittier Commercial/Apartment) Zone 

N/A 

No Change 
[R5~©~O~~[Q) 
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The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Report 
To: Mayor and Council 

From: 

Date: 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 20, 2017 

Subject: Development Permit Amendment Application 
File: DPA00874. 433 Boleskine Road 

Project Proposal: 

Address : 

Legal Description: 

Owner: 

Applicant: 

Application Received : 

Parcel Size: 

Existing Use of Parcel: 

Existing Use of 
Adjacent Parcels: 

Current Zoning: 

Minimum Lot Size: 

Proposed Zoning: 

.... . 

The applicant is proposing an amendment to Development Permit 
DPR00542 to increase the number of residential units from 60 to 
95 by: reducing the size of the proposed units; and the amount of 
commercial floor space from 1121 m2 to 529 m2. The units would 
be market rental units, not strata-titled condominiums as 
previously planned. Only minor changes are proposed to the 
building fa(fade. Variances are requested for total parking, and 
visitor parking. Covenant amendments are also requested. 

433 Boleskine Road 

Lot A, Section 7, Victoria District, Plan EPP43139 

Abstract Ventures Inc. 

KPL James Architecture (Tony James) 

April 6, 2016 

1740 m2(after road dedication) 

Single Family Dwellings 

North: Single Family Dwellings (RS-6) 
South: Industrial (M-1 DW) 
East: Industrial (M-1 DW) 
West: Single Family Dwelling (RS-6) 

C-2BW (Boleskine Whittier Commercial/Apartment) Zone 

N/A 

No Change 
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The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Report 
To: Mayor and Council 

From: 

Date: 

Sharon Hvozdanski. Director of Planning 

February 20, 2017 

Subject: Development Permit Amendment Application 
File: DPAOOB74. 433 Boleskine Road 

Project Proposal: 

Address: 

Legal Description: 

Owner: 

Applicant: 

Application Received: 

Parcel Size: 

Existing Use of Parcel: 

Existing Use of 
Adjacent Parcels: 

Current Zoning: 

Minimum Lot Size: 

Proposed Zoning: 

, 

The applicant is proposing an amendment to Development Permit 
DPR00542 to increase the number of residential units from 60 to 
95 by: reducing the size of the proposed units; and the amount of 
commercial floor space from 1121 m" to 529 m2• The units would 
be market rental units, not strata-titled condominiums as 
previously planned. Only minor changes are proposed to the 
building fa<;:ade. Variances are requested for total parking, and 
visitor parking. Covenant amendments are also requested. 

433 Boleskine Road 

Lot A, Section 7, Victoria District, Plan EPP43 139 

Abstract Ventures Inc. 

KPL James Architecture (Tony James) 

April 6, 2016 

1740 m'(afterroad dedication) 

Single Family Dwellings 

North: Single Family Dwellings (RS-6) 
South: Induslrial (M- l DW) 
East: Industrial (M-1 DW) 
West: Single Family Dwelling (RS-6) 

C-2BW (Boleskine Whittier Commercial/Apartment) Zone 

NIA 

No Change 
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DPA00874 - 2 - February 20, 2017 

 
Local Area Plan:  Saanich Core  
 
LAP Designation:  Potential Commercial/Industrial 
 
Community Assn: Referrals sent to Mount View Colquitz Community Association 

(MVCCA) and Gorge Tillicum Community Association (GTCA), 
April 25, 2016   A letter of non-support from Mount View Colquitz 
Community Association was received May 24, 2016.  A letter of 
support from Gorge Tillicum Community Association was received 
June 13, 2016. 

 
PROPOSAL 

The applicant is proposing an amendment to Development Permit DPR00542 to increase the 
number of residential units from 60 to 95 by reducing the size of the proposed units and the 
amount of commercial floor space from 1121 m2 to 529 m2.  The units would be market rental 
units, not strata-titled condominiums as previously planned.  Only minor changes are proposed 
to the building façade.  Variances are requested for total parking and visitor parking.  Covenant 
amendments are also requested. 

 
                              Figure 1:  Context Map 
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  Figure 2:  Proposed Site Plan  
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Background 
In December 2013 Council rezoned the site from the RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone to the 
C-2DW (Boleskine Whittier Commercial/Apartment) Zone and approved Development Permit 
DPR00542 to permit construction of a five-storey building over two levels of underbuilding 
parking, 60 residential units, and 1121 m2 of commercial floor space.  The approved 
Development Permit included variances for total parking from 147 to 71 spaces and visitor 
parking from 18 to 0 spaces.  Prior to Final Reading of the Zoning Amendment Bylaw and 
ratification of the Development Permit, a covenant was registered on Title to secure the 
following: 
 
 Construction of the mixed-use building to a minimum BUILT GREENTM Gold (or equivalent) 

energy and environmental performance standard; 
 Provision of $60,000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution: either the applicant’s 

Attainable Housing Initiative, or the Saanich Affordable Housing Fund; 
 Permit only one of the commercial units to be used for retail at any given time. The 

remaining units would be restricted to general office use. 
 Construction of end of trip facilities (showers, change rooms, lockers) for employees who 

wish to cycle to work. 
 Creation of an Alternative Mobility Fund for use by the residents and commercial unit 

employees. 
 The reverting of commercial parking spaces to residential visitor parking after business 

hours; and  
 The right of first refusal for commercial tenants to lease vacant parking stalls from residential 

owners at the prevailing market lease rate. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
 
Official Community Plan (2008) 
The subject site is within the Uptown major “Centre”.  The following policies apply to the 
proposed development: 
 
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.” 

 
4.2.1.14 “Encourage the use of ‘green technologies’ in the design of new buildings.” 
 
4.2.3.1    “Focus new multiple family residential, commercial, institutional and civic development 

in Major and Neighbourhood “Centres”, as indicated on Map 4.”   
 
4.2.3.7 “Support the following building types and land uses in Major and Neighbourhood 

‘Centres’: 
 Townhouse (up to 3 storeys); 
 Low-rise residential (up to 4 storeys); 
 Mid-rise residential (up to 8 storeys); 
 Live/work studios & Office (up to 8 storeys); 
 Civic and institutional (generally up to 8 storeys); and 
 Commercial and Mixed-Use (generally up to 8 storeys).” 
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4.2.4.2 “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.” 

 
Saanich Core Local Area Plan (1998) 
Map 11.1 of the Saanich Core Local Area Plan designates the site for “Commercial/Industrial” 
use.  Although the Local Area Plan does not identify this area for residential use, the site is 
within the Uptown major “Centre” and mixed use residential development is envisioned in this 
area. 
 
Saanich Core Development Permit Area Guidelines 
Relevant guidelines relate to integrating new development with adjacent land uses and the 
streetscape, providing attractive and well-landscaped street frontages and high quality 
architecture, balancing the needs of all transportation modes, and design attractive, inviting 
public spaces. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Neighbourhood Context 
The 1740 m2 site is located within the Uptown “Major Centre”, on the southeast corner of the 
intersection of Boleskine Road and Whittier Avenue.  Surrounding land use to the east and 
south is industrial, office and service commercial, zoned M-1DW (Industrial).  To the north and 
west are single family dwellings, zoned RS-6 (Single Family Dwelling).  Rudd Park is located 
approximately 100 m to the west of the subject lands, while Douglas Street and the Uptown 
development are located approximately 350 m to the east.  The Galloping Goose Trail is also in 
close proximity, located approximately 225 m to the east. 
 
The site is located on the periphery of the Uptown major “Centre”.  It is anticipated that over 
time, the properties along Boleskine Road, between Douglas Street and Whittier Avenue, will 
redevelop into a mixed-use area, as envisioned in the Saanich Official Community Plan, for the 
Uptown major “Centre”. 
 
Land Use and Density 
Municipal objectives which are reflected in the Official Community Plan include:  
 Keep urban settlement compact; 
 Build complete communities; 
 Improve housing affordability; 
 Fostering liveable neighbourhoods; 
 Manage growth; 
 Enhance public safety; and 
 Enhance transportation choice.   
 
The proposed mixed-use development, consisting of 529 m2 of commercial space and 7 
residential apartment units at ground level and 88 residential apartments above (95 units total), 
would contribute to the Official Community Plan objectives by locating density within a major 
“Centre”, helping to foster vibrancy, and a livable, walkable neighbourhood.  The subject site is 
located within walking distance to amenities and services, and is close to the Douglas Street 
major transit corridor. 
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While the number of dwelling units would increase, the overall density has not changed from the 
previously approved Development Permit.  The building would have the same Floor Space 
Ratio (FSR) of 4.17 and a lot coverage of 67%.  The proposal is within the allowable density of 
4.3 FSR for the C-2BW Zone. 
 
Building Siting and Design 
The subject lands are within the Uptown major “Centre”, along Boleskine Road, which is a part 
of the community where future growth and development is envisioned.  The proposal would 
represent the first mixed-use development project in the western portion of the Uptown major 
“Centre”, which could set the tone in terms of building character and massing in this part of the 
“Centre”. 
 
The proposed mixed-use building would contain five storeys along the Boleskine Road frontage. 
However due to the sloping topography of the site and the underbuilding parking, the building 
would appear as seven storeys at the rear (south) of the property.   
The main pedestrian entrance for the ground floor commercial space would be off Boleskine 
Road, while the main residential entrance would be off Whittier Avenue.  Having pedestrian 
entrances off both streets would help to create a positive streetscape with activity on both 
frontages.   
 
In terms of vehicle access to the site, the proposal includes a small surface parking lot with 
seven vehicle stalls at the front of the building along the Boleskine Road frontage.  Six of these 
parking stalls would be for commercial customers and residential visitors.  One of the spaces 
would be reserved for commercial and residential loading at all times.  Resident and commercial 
employee parking would be located on two levels under the building.  Each parking level would 
be accessed independently from Whittier Avenue.  This is a change from the previously 
approved development where both parking levels were to be accessed from a single parkade 
entrance from Whittier Avenue. 
 
The architectural form and character of the building is of a contemporary design, building on the 
design approach at Uptown.  The proposed building has a flat roof design, complementing the 
horizontal panel band features on the building façade.  In an attempt to reduce the overall 
massing of the building, the applicant has included protruding horizontal bands, to give the 
appearance of a stepping back of the building.  Recessed balconies are also used to provide 
relief in the building façade and add interest to the overall design.  The exterior building 
materials would include hardi-panel siding and large panels.  The ground floor would contain a 
significant amount of glazing, differentiating the commercial use at ground level from the 
residential use above. 
 
The unit mix would comprise 61 studio and 34 two-bedroom units (95 units total), ranging in size 
from 34.9 m2 to 82.2 m2 (375 ft2 to 885 ft2).  Each unit would have a balcony to provide private 
outdoor space.  Secure bicycle parking would be located in the parkade. 
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Figure 3:  Proposed building looking west from Boleskine Avenue 
 
 

 
Figure 4: Proposed building looking northeast (Whittier Avenue elevation) 
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Figure 5:  Proposed building looking southeast from Boleskine Avenue 
 
In terms of site design and landscaping, the project would include a small public space at the 
corner of Boleskine Road and Whittier Avenue, which would feature wood benches and shrub 
planting.  Along the Boleskine Road frontage the project would have boulevard trees, with a 
separated sidewalk, helping to create a positive pedestrian environment.   
 
Façade Changes 
The Whittier Avenue frontage at ground level is challenging to design due to the sloping 
topography of the site.  The green wall, previously proposed to help mitigate the impact of the 
large retaining wall along this frontage, would be reduced to accommodate a second parkade 
entrance.  The natural stone elements previously planned on the Whittier Avenue façade near 
the entrance to the apartment lobby would be eliminated and more glazing would be provided to 
help highlight the residential entrance.  Having the main pedestrian access along Whittier 
Avenue would add interest and create activity on the street. 
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Figure 6:  Proposed West (Whittier Avenue) Elevation 
 
Environment 
The site drops in elevation 6.7 m from northwest to southeast.  There is no important vegetation 
on the site.  A large Garry Oak tree to the east along the Boleskine Road frontage would be 
retained and protected during construction. 
 
The amount of site coverage (67%) provides little opportunity for soft landscaping.  Ground level 
landscaping with street trees would be confined to the Boleskine Road boulevard and 
landscaped bump outs between parking bays on the Whittier Avenue boulevard.  Shrub planters 
with vines to provide a green wall would be provided against the building along the Whittier 
Avenue frontage. 
 
Stormwater management must be provided in accordance with the requirements of Schedule H 
“Engineering Specifications” of the Subdivision Bylaw.  This development is within a Type II 
watershed area which requires stormwater storage, oil/grit separator or grass swale and 
sediment basin.  The applicant has stated that roof water and parking lot runoff would be piped 
to an infiltration gallery under the south side of the building.  Excess stormwater would be 
allowed to accumulate within the infiltration gallery where it would be released to the adjacent 
storm drain through a restricted outlet in an adjacent flow control manhole.  Oil/grit separators 
would be installed to treat the water from the parking areas.  Staff has reviewed the stormwater 
management plan and advise that the proposal would comply with Saanich’s guidelines. 
 
Mobility 
The site has frontage on both Whittier Avenue which is a “residential street” and Boleskine Road 
which is a “major road”.  The Development Servicing Requirements for the project require a 
3.048 m wide property dedication along the entire frontage of the development along Whittier 
Avenue, complete with a 6.0 m radius corner cut at Boleskine Road and Whittier Avenue.  
Whittier Avenue, fronting the proposal, must be widened to an 8.5 m municipal standard 
including parking bays complete with curb, gutter and 2.0 m wide sidewalk.  A 2.0 m wide 
separated sidewalk must be constructed on Boleskine Road fronting the development.  With the 
improvements to the sidewalk and boulevard areas the pedestrian environment and connectivity 
in the area would be enhanced. 
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The proposed development would have underbuilding parking, which would be accessed from 
Whittier Avenue.  The proposal also includes a small surface parking lot with six customer/visitor 
parking stalls and one loading stall at the front of the building with access from Boleskine Road.  
Zoning Bylaw variances for parking are requested.   
 
The subject site is located within walking distance to amenities and services, Tillicum School, 
and is close to alternative transportation options, including the Douglas Street major transit 
corridor and the Galloping Goose Regional Trail.  Limited on-street parking (4 stalls) would be 
provided on Whittier Avenue as part of the proposed development.  A minimum of 150 secure 
bicycle parking spaces (including 95 Class I spaces as per the Zoning Bylaw requirement) and 6 
Class II (visitor) spaces (156 spaces total) would be provided.  The additional bicycle parking 
would be secured by covenant. 
 
Requested Parking Variances 
Development Permit DPR00542 for the previously approved 60 unit condominium apartment 
and 1121 m2 of commercial floor space included a parking variance from 147 parking stalls to 
71 parking stalls.  Seven of the stalls were allocated for commercial parking (50 required) and 
64 stalls (1.06 stalls/unit) were allocated for residential parking (90 stalls @ 1.5 stalls/unit 
required). No designated visitor parking was proposed (18 stalls required).  Commercial parking 
was to be available for residential visitors after normal business hours.   
 
For the current proposal, the Zoning Bylaw requires a total of 169 parking spaces (26 stalls for 
the commercial and 143 stalls for the residential).  Of the required parking spaces, 29 must be 
designated for visitor parking and be available at all times.  The applicant proposes to construct 
the building with a total of 73 parking stalls.  Four on-street parking spaces would be provided 
along the Whittier Avenue frontage in addition to the proposed off-street parking supply. 
 
In response to initial concerns by District of Saanich staff and the Mt. View Colquitz Community 
Association, the applicant engaged the services of Watt Consulting Group to undertake a 
Parking Study Update and develop a shared parking plan between commercial and residential 
users.  The Parking Study Update (August, 2016) analysis predicted peak parking demand for 
residents, visitors, commercial tenants and customers and proposes a parking management 
strategy that most effectively uses all the available parking spaces amongst the different user 
groups so that at any one time no less than 5 stalls would be unused and underutilized.  This is 
accomplished through the use of flexible stalls that switch use based on the different peak 
parking demands for commercial and residential uses.  To ensure the effectiveness of the 
flexible parking designations the onsite resident manager would be responsible for supervision 
and would coordinate with any offenders or arrange to have offending vehicles towed.  The 
applicant is agreeable to a covenant to secure the Parking Management Plan.  In addition, the 
covenant would prohibit use of the commercial space for a restaurant due to the higher parking 
demand that restaurants generate. 
 
Of the total 73 parking stalls, 57 stalls (0.6 per unit) would be assigned to residents.  These 
stalls would be detached from the apartment units and rented separately on a monthly basis.  
Two stalls would be reserved for residential visitors and one stall would be reserved for 
commercial and residential loading at all times.  Four stalls would be reserved for commercial 
customers and nine stalls would be reserved for employees, Monday to Friday, from 9 am to 5 
pm.  These stalls would be available for employees and residential visitors at all other times.   
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Parking 
Space 

Assignment 
User Group(s) Management Strategy 

Surface 
7 spaces 

4 spaces Customers, 
Visitors 

Reserved for commercial customers on weekdays 
from 9:00 am and 5:00 pm, Monday to Friday; 
available to customers and residential visitors during 
all other times 

2 spaces Visitors Reserved for residential visitors at all times 

1 space Loading Zone Reserved for loading at all times (commercial + 
residential) 

Underground 
66 spaces 

57 spaces 
(0.6 / unit) Residents Spaces assigned to residents on a monthly basis 

9 spaces Employees, 
Visitors 

Reserved for commercial employees on weekdays 
from 9:00 am and 5:00 pm, Monday to Friday; 
available to employees and residential visitors 
during all other times 

Figure 6:  Watt Parking Assignment and Management Strategy 

The Transportation Consultant also assessed on-street parking conditions surrounding the site, 
including the area bound by Culduthel Road to the north, Tennyson Avenue to the east, 
Ardersier Road to the south and Whittier Avenue to the west.  Results indicated that occupancy 
is highest during the weekday daytime period as a result of spillover parking primarily from 
commercial and industrial land uses in the area.  During the peak observation period the 
available on-street parking was 82% used with only about 15 parking spaces unoccupied.  
Parking on the block of Whittier Avenue immediately adjacent to the site was well-utilized at all 
observation times indicating that there is little excess on-street parking to accommodate 
spillover from the proposed development during weekday business hours.   
 
Saanich Engineering staff reviewed the Watt Parking Assignment and Transportation Strategy.  
Staff note that the Metro Vancouver Apartment Parking Study (2012) indicates that purpose built 
rental apartments generate less parking demand than strata owned properties and that on 
average, in areas served with transit, market rental apartments generate a parking demand of 
0.6 stalls per unit.  As a result, engineering staff are satisfied that the rate used in the consultant 
study (i.e. 0.6 stalls per unit) is indicative of expected parking demand.  They note, however, 
that there is a limited supply of on-street parking available on area streets adjacent to this 
development, so if the site generates more parking demand than estimated and it spills on to 
the street, on-street parking near the site may require management, such as the addition of time 
limits, to ensure efficient use for all users.   
 
Proposed Covenant Amendments 
Currently, the following commitments are secured through a covenant registered on the Title: 
 
 Construction of the mixed-use building to a minimum BUILT GREEN® Gold (or equivalent) 

energy and environmental performance standard; 
 Provision of $60,000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution; 
 Permit only one of the commercial units to be used for retail at any given time. The 

remaining units would be restricted to general office use; 
 Construction of end of trip facilities (showers, change rooms, lockers) for the commercial 

tenants; 
 Creation of an Alternative Mobility Fund for use by the residents and commercial unit 

employees; 
 The reverting of commercial parking spaces to residential visitor parking after business 

hours; and  
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 The right of first refusal for commercial tenants to lease vacant parking stalls from residential 
owners at the prevailing market lease rate. 

 
The applicant has stated that in order to help address the growing demand and pressure for 
attainably priced rental stock in Saanich and the Capital Region as a whole, the proposed 
project has changed from a 60-unit strata titled condominium to a 95-unit rental apartment 
building.  The previously agreed upon covenant is reflective of a project that was put forward 
within a drastically different economic framework.  In order to provide attainably priced rental 
units into the Douglas Core (Uptown) major “Centre” the applicant is indicating that the covenant 
provisions need to be reassessed. 
 
Covenant Provisions Proposed to be Removed 
 Provision of $60,000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution 

 
In order to achieve attainable rental units at this location, the applicant would not contribute the 
previously agreed upon $60,000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution.  According to the 
applicant, the recent demand within the downtown core of Victoria for rental has prompted a 
resurgence of purpose built rental buildings due to the premium renters are now willing to pay to 
be within Victoria’s downtown core.  As the proposed project falls outside the downtown core it 
is required to be far more cost efficient in order to be economically viable.  Paying an additional 
contribution would be in contradiction to this project’s goal of providing attainably priced units in 
a currently underserviced (residentially) area of Saanich. 
 
The project is targeted to provide studio units under $800 per month.  The 2016 Rental 
Affordability Limit for Victoria CMA according to BC Housing is currently $850 per month for 
studio and 1-bedroom units.  While not strictly an affordable housing development, the project 
would contain a large number of affordably priced units that would be attainable for low to 
moderate income earners.  The applicant is willing to place a new covenant on Title prohibiting 
conversion to strata units at any time in the future. 
 
 The right of first refusal for commercial tenants to lease vacant parking stalls for residential 

owners at prevailing market lease rates. 
 
As the project is no longer a condominium project, this covenant provision no longer applies.  All 
parking leasing would be managed by the building’s owner and it is always in the best interest of 
the building’s owner to lease any unused stalls to create additional revenue. 
 
 Creation of an alternative mobility fund for use by residents or commercial unit employees. 
 
In consultation with Watt Consulting Group, the applicant explored numerous options of traffic 
demand management for the project.  As the parking management strategy indicates, the 
proposed project would meet the projected needs of residents and commercial tenants.  The 
additional traffic demand management strategies are designed to help encourage additional 
alternative modes of transportation; in particular cycling would be encouraged through the 
provision of a minimum of 150 secure bicycle parking spots and custom end-of-trip facilities.  
The provision of car share memberships was also explored however the lack of available 
MODO cars in the area limited any benefits this might have provided.  In addition, the core 
target market includes university students which would already have access to a transit pass, 
thus limiting the benefits of the provision of transit passes.  In a rental project like the one being 
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proposed, the tenants can turn over every couple of years, thus only the initial tenant receives 
incentive to use transit and no benefit is seen past the first couple of years of the project. 
 
The alternative mobility fund would be a large upfront cost for the project of $49,250 which as 
previously discussed is an additional cost to the rental project attempting to maintain attainable 
rental rates. 
 
Covenant Provisions Proposed to be Amended  
 Construction to a minimum BUILT GREEN® Gold (or equivalent) energy and environmental 

performance standard. 
 
According to the applicant, the financial implications of providing a BUILT GREEN® Gold 
building is in conflict with the goal of providing an attainably priced rental product.  Under the 
BUILT GREEN® Gold guidelines, in order to achieve Gold status a building must perform 45% 
better than the current Model National Energy Code for Buildings (MNECB) standard or 30% 
better than American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE) 90.1-2007 standard.  With the assistance of an energy modelling consultant, the 
applicant explored the various sustainable building practices that could be implemented to 
achieve the required energy performance.  Every combination of practices to improve building 
energy efficiency would require the inclusion of Heat Recovery Ventilation (HVR) systems. 
 
The cost of providing an HVR unit ranges between $4,000 and $5,000 per unit.  Providing HVR 
units for the entire building would create an additional cost of approximately $425,000.  
Whereas the original project would be able to recover some of the cost through condominium 
sales, with the rental housing project there would be no effective mechanism to recover that 
cost.   
 
As an alternative, the applicant would commit to implementing all of the energy efficiency 
strategies that would have met BUILT GREEN® Gold except for the HRV units.  This would still 
achieve a level of energy performance greater than the requirements for BUILT GREEN® Silver.  
The strategy would include LED lighting, a high efficiency hot water heating system and high 
efficiency domestic water fixtures.  In addition, the applicant would commit to rough-in the 
necessary systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic cells.  The commitments to 
a minimum BUILT GREEN® Silver energy and environmental performance standard and rough- 
in of the necessary systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic cells would be 
secured by covenant.   
 
 Permit only one commercial unit to be used as retail at any given time.  The remaining units 

would be restricted to general office use. 
 
The originally approved application included 1151 m2 of commercial space, whereas the new 
proposal only includes 529 m2 of commercial space.  As the parking analysis from Watt 
Consulting indicated through the new distribution of parking stalls, all of the necessary 
commercial parking for the proposed commercial space can be met by the parking supply on 
site, as long as the commercial space is not used for a restaurant.   
 
The applicant would like the covenant restricting retail removed and replaced by a covenant 
stating that none of the commercial space may be occupied by a restaurant. 
 
 Construction of cycling end of trip facilities for the commercial tenants. 
 

44



DPA00874 - 14 - February 20, 2017 

As indicated in the proposed traffic demand management strategies, the applicant is proposing 
to provide $3,500 in trust per commercial unit (up to $10,500 total) to build cycling end-of-trip 
facilities.  Since the potential layout and division of the commercial space is not known prior to 
leasing negotiations, it would be a detriment to prebuild cycling end-of-trip facilities.  Providing 
the funding in trust will allow each prospective tenant to better integrate the end-of-trip facilities 
into the design of their prospective commercial spaces. 
 
 Reverting of commercial parking spaces to residential visitor spaces after business hours. 
 
The updated parking strategy outlined by Watt Transportation is responsive to the peak parking 
demands of the different users at different times and days throughout the week.  Under the new 
scheme the commercial visitor would revert to commercial visitor and residential visitor during 
off peak hours and the commercial employee parking would revert to commercial employee and 
residential visitor during off peak hours.  The primary difference from the original covenant is 
that the commercial parking would no longer revert to residential visitor parking only, it would 
still be accessible to the occasional off-peak commercial employee or customer as well.   
 
New Covenant Provisions 
 
 Provision of secure bicycle parking in excess of the Zoning Bylaw requirement. 
 
To encourage the use of mobility alternatives to the automobile, the applicant proposes to 
provide a minimum of 150 secure bicycle parking spaces (including 95 Class I spaces as per 
the Zoning Bylaw requirement) and 6 Class II (visitor) spaces (156 spaces total).  Unlike an 
alternative mobility fund which would only see short term benefits on a rental project with high 
tenant turnover (as is the norm in buildings with high student occupants) the provision of 
additional cycling infrastructure for both the commercial and residential tenants in the form of 
additional secure bike parking and end of trip facilities would provide a long term tangible 
benefit.    
 
 Parking Management Strategy to be coordinated by an on-site resident manager. 

 
The applicant proposes a parking management strategy amongst the different user groups so 
that at any one time no less than 5 stalls would be unused and underutilized.  This is 
accomplished through the use of flexible stalls that switch use based on the different peak 
parking demands for commercial and residential uses.  To ensure the effectiveness of the 
flexible parking designations, the onsite resident manager would be responsible for supervision 
and would coordinate with any offenders or arrange to have offending vehicles towed.   
 
 Rough-in of the necessary systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic cells;  

 

As part of the commitment to energy efficiency, the applicant would rough-in the necessary 
systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic cells. 
 
 Prohibit conversion to Strata Titled units at any time in the future. 

 
The number of off-street parking spaces proposed is based on studies that indicate that 
purpose-built rental apartments generate less parking demand than strata-owned properties.  
The owner has indicated a willingness to enter into a covenant to prohibit conversion of the 
building to strata units at any time in the future. 
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In summary, the applicant has indicated a willingness to enter into a covenant agreement to 
secure the following amended and new commitments:  
 Construction to a minimum BUILT GREEN® Silver (or equivalent) energy and environmental 

performance standard; 
 Prohibit restaurant use; 
 Provision in trust of funding in the amount of $3500 per commercial unit (up to $10,500) to 

build cycling end of trip facilities; 
 Provision of a minimum of 150 secure bicycle parking spaces (including 95 Class I spaces 

as per the Zoning Bylaw requirement) and 6 Class II (visitor) spaces (156 spaces total); 
 Construction of the building with a total of 73 shared parking stalls to be assigned and 

managed by an on-site building manager in accordance with the Parking Management and 
TDM Strategy prepared by Watt Consulting Group dated August 19, 2016; 

 Rough-in of the necessary systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic cells; 
and  

 Prohibit conversion to strata units at any time in the future. 
 

CONSULTATION 
 
Advisory Design Panel 
The Advisory Design Panel considered the previous proposal for a mixed commercial/residential 
building with 60 strata condominiums and 1121 m2 of commercial.  The Panel recommended 
that the design be accepted.  The form, character and finishing materials of the current proposal 
have not changed substantively from the previous application.  For that reason, the current 
proposal was not referred to the ADP.   
 
As previously noted, exterior changes are limited to the following:  the green wall, previously 
proposed to help mitigate the impact of the large retaining wall along this frontage, would be 
reduced to accommodate a second parkade entrance; and the natural stone elements 
previously planned on the Whittier Avenue façade near the entrance to the apartment lobby 
would be eliminated and more glazing would be provided to help highlight the residential 
entrance.    
 
Community Association 
The application was referred to both the Mt. View Colquitz Community Association and the 
Tillicum Community Association on April 25, 2016.  A response was received from the Mt. View 
Colquitz Community Association on May 24, 2016, stating that the Association does not support 
the redesign of the project due to the extent of the parking variances being requested.  There is 
concern that the proposal would exacerbate an already difficult parking situation for the 
immediate neighbours on Whittier Avenue.  A letter of support was received from Gorge Tillicum 
Community Association o June 13, 2016. 
 
SUMMARY  
 
The proposed mixed-use development would be consistent with the Official Community Plan 
vision for the Uptown major “Centre” and would help to foster vibrancy, and a livable, walkable 
neighbourhood.  The architectural form and character of the building is of a contemporary 
design, building on the design approach at Uptown.   
 
Ground level landscaping with street trees would be provided on the Boleskine Road boulevard 
and landscaped bump outs between parking bays on the Whittier Avenue boulevard.  Shrub 
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planters with vines to provide a green wall would be provided against the building along the 
Whittier Avenue frontage.  Stormwater management would be provided in accordance with 
Saanich’s requirements.   
 
Zoning Bylaw variances are requested to permit the proposed mixed-use development to be 
constructed with a total of 73 parking spaces, which is a shortfall of 96 spaces.  Fifty-seven 
stalls (0.6 per unit) would be assigned to residents and rented on a monthly basis.  The 
applicant proposes a shared parking plan between resident, visitor, commercial tenant and 
customer users and proposes a parking management strategy that most effectively uses all the 
available parking spaces so that at any one time no less than 5 stalls would be unused and 
underutilized.  This is accomplished through the use of flexible stalls that switch use based on 
the different peak parking demands for commercial and residential uses.  To ensure the 
effectiveness of the flexible parking designations the onsite resident manager would be 
responsible for supervision and would coordinate with any offenders or arrange to have 
offending vehicles towed.  The applicant is agreeable to a covenant to secure the Parking 
Management Plan.  In addition, the covenant would prohibit use of the commercial space for a 
restaurant due to the higher parking demand that restaurants generate.  Saanich engineering 
staff are satisfied that the rate used in the consultant study (i.e. 0.6 stalls per unit) is indicative of 
expected parking demand.  If the site generates more parking demand than estimated and it 
spills on to the street, on-street parking near the site may require management, such as the 
addition of time limits, to ensure efficient use for all users.   
 
The site is located within walking distance to amenities and services, and is close to the 
Douglas Street major transit corridor and the Galloping Goose Regional Trail.  Bicycle parking 
would be provided in excess of the Zoning Bylaw requirement.  This excess bicycle parking 
would be secured by covenant. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

1. That Development Permit Amendment DPA00874 amending Development Permit 
DPR00542 be approved. 

2. That prior to ratification of the Amended Development Permit the existing Covenant be 
discharged and replaced with a new covenant to secure the following: 
• Construction to a minimum BUILT GREEN® Silver (or equivalent) energy and 

environmental performance standard; 
• Prohibit restaurant use; 
• Provision in trust of funding in the amount of $3,500 per commercial unit (up to 

$10,500) to build cycling end of trip facilities; 
• Provision of a minimum of 150 secure bicycle parking spaces (including 95 Class I 

spaces as per the Zoning Bylaw requirement) and 6 Class II (visitor) spaces (156 
spaces total); 

• Construction of the building with a total of 73 shared parking stalls to be assigned and 
managed by an on-site building manager in accordance with the Parking Management 
and TOM Strategy prepared by Watt Consulting Group dated August 19, 2016; 

• Rough-in of the necessary systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic 
cells; and 

• Prohibit conversion to strata units at any time in the future. 

Report prepared by: 

Report prepared and 
reviewed by: 

Report reviewed by: 

tanowitsch, Manager of Current Planning 

NDF/gv 
H:\TEMPEST\PROSPERO\ATIACHMENTS\DPA\DPA00874\REPORT.DOCX 

Attachment 

cc: Paul Thorkelsson, CAO 
Graham Barbour, Manager of Inspection Services 

CAO COMMENTS: 
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1. That Development Permit Amendment DPA00874 amending Development Permit 
DPR00542 be approved. 

2. That prior to ratification of the Amended Development Permit the existing Covenant be 
discharged and replaced with a new covenant to secure the following: 
• Construction to a minimum BUILT GREEN® Silver (or equivalent) energy and 

environmental performance standard; 
• Prohibit restaurant use; 
• Provision in trust of funding in the amount of $3,500 per commercial unit (up to 

$10,500) to build cycling end of trip facilities; 
• Provision of a minimum of 150 secure bicycle parking spaces (including 95 Class I 

spaces as per the Zoning Bylaw requirement) and 6 Class II (visitor) spaces (156 
spaces total); 

• Construction of the building with a total of 73 shared parking stalls to be assigned and 
managed by an on-site building manager in accordance with the Parking Management 
and TOM Strategy prepared by Watt Consulting Group dated August 19, 2016; 

• Rough-in of the necessary systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic 
cells; and 

• Prohibit conversion to strata units at any time in the future. 

Report prepared by: 

Report prepared and 
reviewed by: 

Report reviewed by: 

tanowitsch, Manager of Current Planning 

NDF/gv 
H:\TEMPESnPROSPERO\ATIACHMENTS\DPA\DPA00874\REPORT.DOCX 

Attachment 

cc: Paul Thorkelsson, CAO 
Graham Barbour, Manager of Inspection Services 

CAO COMMENTS: 

48

OPA00874 - 17- February 20, 2017 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That Development Permit Amendment DPA00874 amending Development Permit 
OPR00542 be approved. 

2. That prior to ratification of the Amended Development Permit the existing Covenant be 
discharged and replaced with a new covenant to secure the following: 
• Construction to a minimum BUILT GREEN~ Silver (or equivalent) energy and 

environmental performance standard; 
• Prohibit restaurant use; 
• Provision in trust of funding in the amount of $3,500 per commercial unit (up to 

$10,500) 10 build cycling end of trip facilities; 
• Provision of a minimum of 150 secure bicycle parking spaces (including 95 Class I 

spaces as per the Zoning Bylaw requirement) and 6 Class II (visitor) spaces (156 
spaces total); 

• Construction of the building with a total of 73 shared parking stalls to be assigned and 
managed by an on-site building manager in accordance with the Parking Management 
and TOM Strategy prepared by Watt Consulting Group dated August 19, 2016; 

• Rough-in of the necessary systems to allow for future implementation of photovoltaic 
cells; and 

• Prohibit conversion to strata units at any time in the future. 

Report prepared by: 

Report prepared and 
reviewed by: 

lanowilsch, Manager of Current Planning 

Report reviewed by: 
s anning 

NOF/gv 
H:\TEMPEST\PROSPERO\ATIACHMENTS\ OPA\DPAOOB74\REPORT.DOCX 

Attachment 

cc: Paul Thorkelsson, CAO 
Graham Barbour, Manager of Inspection Services 
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DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

TO: Abstract Ventures Inc, 
1976 Oak Bay Avenue 
Victoria, B.C. V8R 1 E2 

(herein called "the Owner") 

COpy 

NO. DPA00874 
AMENDS DPR00542 

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

2. This Development Permit applies to the lands known and described as: 

Lot A, Section 7, Victoria District, Plan EPP43139 
433 Boleskine Road 

(herein called "the lands'J 

3. This Development Permit further regulates the development of the lands as follows: 

(a) By varying the provisions of the Zoning Bylaw 2003, Section 7.3 and Table 7.1 to 
permit the mixed-use development to be constructed with a total of 73 parking 
spaces (169 spaces required). 

(b) By varying the provisions of the Zoning Bylaw 2003, Section 7.4 (a) to permit the 
mixed-use development to be constructed with a minimum of 2 residential visitor 
parking stalls at all times (29 visitor parking stalls required) and 13 shared residential 
visitor, commercial customer, and commercial employee parking stalls depending on 
parking demand in accordance with the Parking Management and TDM Strategy 
prepared by Watt Consulting Group received and stamp dated September 21,2016 
a copy of which is attached to this Permit. 

(c) By requiring the buildings and lands to be constructed and developed in accordance 
with the plans prepared by KPL James Architects, Westbrook Consulting Ltd. and 
the landscape plans prepared by Murdoch de Greeff Inc. Landscape Planning and 
Design received on October 5, 2016 and November 15, 2016 copies of which are 
attached to and form part of this permit. 

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

5. Notwithstanding Clause 4, construction of driveways and parking areas, and delineation of 
parking spaces shall be completed prior to the issuance of an Occupancy Permit. 
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6. (a) Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the Owner shall provide to the Municipality 
security by cash , certified cheque, or an irrevocable letter of credit in the amount of 
$81,593.00 to guarantee the performance of the requirements of this Permit 
respecting landscaping. 

(b) A Landscape Architect registered with the British Columbia Society of Landscape 
Architects must be retained for the duration of the project until the landscaping 
security has been released. Written letters of assurance must be provided at 
appropriate intervals declaring the registered Landscape Architect, assuring that the 
landscape work is done in accordance with the approved landscape plan, and 
indicating a final site inspection confirming substantial compliance with the approved 
landscape plan (BCSLA Schedules L-1, L-2 and L-3). 

(c) All landscaping must be served by an automatic underground irrigation system. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(b) Changes to the relative location and size of doors and windows on any fagade which 
do not alter the general character of the design or impact the privacy of neighbouring 
properties following consultation with the Director of Planning, or Manager of 
Current Planning in her absence. 

(c) Where items noted under Section 8(b) are required to comply with the Building 
Code and/or the Fire Code and those changes are not perceptible from a road or 
adjacent property. 

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

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

10. This Permit is not a Building Permit. 

AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE MUNICIPALCOUNCIL ON THE 

DAY OF 20 ------- -----

ISSUED THIS DAY OF 20 ------

Municipal Clerk 
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APPENDIX X 

PROTECTIVE FENCING FOR TREES AND COVENANT AREAS 

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

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

Specifications: 
• Must be constructed using 2" by 4" wood framing and supports, or modular metal fencing 
• Robust and solidly staked in the ground 
• Snow fencing to be affixed to the frame using zip-ties or galvanized staples 
• Must have a "WARNING - HABITAT PROTECTION AREA" sign affixed on every fence face 

or at least every 10 linear metres 

Note: Damage to, or moving of, protective 
fencing will result in a stop work order and a 
$1,000 penalty. 
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2.4M MAXIMUM SPAN 

r 

38 x89 mm BOTTOM RAIL 
38 x 89mm POST -----"------.;­

'---- TIES OR STAPLES TO SECURE MESH 

TREE PROTECTION FENCING 

NOTES: 

1. FENCE WILL BE CONSTRUCTED USING 38 X 89 mm (2"X4") WOOD FRAME: 
TOP, BOTTOM AND POSTS. * 
USE ORANGE SNOW-FENCING MESH AND SECURE TO THE WOOD 
FRAME WITH "ZIP" TIES OR GALVANZIED STAPLES. 

2. ATTACH A 500mm x 500mm SIGN WITH THE FOLLOWING WORDING: 
WARNING-HABITAT PROTECTION AREA. THIS SIGN MUST BE AFFIXED 
ON EVERY FENCE FACE OR AT LEAST EVERY 10 LINEAR METRES. 

* IN ROCKY AREAS, METAL POSTS (T-BAR OR REBAR) DRILLED INTO ROCK 
WILL BE ACCEPTED 

DATE: March/DB 
DRAWN: OM 
APP'D. RR 

DETAIL NAM E: TREE PROTECTION FENCING 
SCALE: N.T.S. 

H:\shared\parks\Tree Protection Fencing.pdf 
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2.4M MAXIMUM SPAN 

36)( 89mm TOP RAIL 

38 }(69 mm BOTTOM RAIL 
38 x 89mm POST ___ -L ___ ~ 

'--- TIES OR STAPLES TO SECURE MESH 

TREE PROTECTION FENCING 

NOTES: 

1, FENCE WILL BE CONSTRUCTED USING 38 X 89 mm (2"X4") WOOD FRAME: 
TOP, BOTTOM AND POSTS, ' 
USE ORANGE SNOW-FENCING MESH AND SECURE TO THE WOOD 
FRAME WITH "ZIP" TIES OR GALVANZIED STAPLES. 

2, ATTACH A 500mm x 500mm SIGN WITH THE FOLLOWING WORDING: 
WARNING·HABITAT PROTECTION AREA. THIS SIGN MUST BE AFFIXED 
ON EVERY FENCE FACE OR AT LEAST EVERY 10 LINEAR METRES, 

'IN ROCKY AREAS, METAL POSTS (T·BAR OR REBAR) DRILLED INTO ROCK 
WILL BE ACCEPTED 

o.o.lL ""'"" DETAIL NAM L TREE PROTECTION FENCING DRAWN_ "" APP'D. " "'" N.'S. 
H:\Shared\parks\Tree Protection Fenclng.pdf 



ENGINEERING 
Development 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Planning Department 

Jagtar Bains 

November 17,2016 

Subject: Servicing Requirements for the Proposed Development- REVISED 

PROJECT: TO AMEND DPR00542 TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF RESIDETIAL 
UNITS FROM 60 TO 95 

SITE ADDRESS: 433 BOLESKINE RD 
PID: 006-450-521 
LEGAL: LOT 1 SECTION 7 VICTORIA LAND DISTRICT PLAN 2340 
DEV. SERVICING FILE: SVS01820 
PROJECT NO: PRJ2008-00465 

The above noted application for Development Permit Amendment has been circulated to the 
Engineering Department for comment. A list of servicing requirements has been attached on the 
following page(s). To allow Council to deal effectively with this application, we would appreciate 
confirmation, prior to the Committee of the Whole Meeting, that the applicant agrees to complete 
the servicing requirements. Should there be any disagreement with any of these requirements, it 
should be discussed with the undersigned prior to Committee of the Whole Meeting. 

~ar~;~'~l 
DEVELOPMENT COORDI NATOR 

cc: Harley Machielse, DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING 
Catherine Mohoruk, MANAGER OF TRNSPORTATION & DEVELOPMENT 

General Information on Development Servicing 

,.- ... "-' ................ -..-... 

: . :\; (};. (f~ U~~ D~4 ~ [ill 
: I ~ " 

;.; L~. Nnv. 1 7 2016 

PL{~Nj\JING DEPT. 
'.~,._~_ DI~TBLGLQf SAANICH 

Servicing requirements are stated at this time for the applicant's information. The requirements must be met prior to building permit 
issuance, including consolidation or subdivision, payments and/or deposits. 

Services which must be installed by a developer must be designed by a Professional Engineer hired by the developer and installed 
under the Engineer's supervision. The design must be approved prior to building permit issuance. The approval process may take up 
to 30 working days of staff time to complete circulations and request revisions of the Engineer. Certain circumstances can lengthen the 
approval process. 

A Financial sheet is issued with the design drawing which will state: 
1) The estimated cost of developer installed servicing plus 20% which must be deposited. 
2) The estimated cost of Municipal installed servicing which must be paid. 
3) The Development Cost Charges payable. 
4) Any special conditions which must be met. 

This information is not intended to be a complete guide to development procedures. A more complete listing may be found in Section 2 
of the Engineering Specifications, Schedule H to Bylaw 7452 (Subdivision Bylaw). 
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approval process. 

A Financial sheet is issued with the design drawing which will state: 
1) The estimated cost of developer installed servicing plus 20% which must be deposited. 
2) The estimated cost of Municipal installed servicing which must be paid. 
3) The Development Cost Charges payable. 
4) Any special conditions which must be met. 

This information is not intended to be a complete guide to development procedures. A more complete listing may be found in Section 2 
of the Engineering Specifications, Schedule H to Bylaw 7452 (Subdivision Bylaw). 
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Development 

Memo 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Planning Department 

Jagtar Bains 

November 17, 2016 

Subject: Servicing Requirements for the Proposed Development- REVISED 

PROJECT: TO AMEND DPR00542 TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF RESIDETIAL 
UNITS FROM 60 TO 95 

SITE ADDRESS: 433 BOLESKINE RD 
PID: 006-450-521 
LEGAL: LOT 1 SECTION 7 VICTORIA LAND DISTRICT PLAN 2340 
DEV, SERVICING FILE: SVS01820 
PROJECT NO: PRJ2008-00465 

The above noted application for Development Permit Amendment has been circulated to the 
Engineering Department for comment. A list of servicing requirements has been attached on the 
following page(s). To allow Council to deal effectively with this application. we would appreciate 
confirmation, prior to the Committee of the Whole Meeting, that the applicant agrees to complete 
the servicing requirements. Should there be any disagreement with any of these requirements, it 
should be discussed with the undersigned prior to Committee of the Whole Meeting. 

:ar~~~ '~l 
. 

DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR • 

cc: Harley Machlelse, DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING 
Catherine Mohoruk, MANAGER OF TRNSPORT AllaN & DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING DEPT 
_ ;IISTRIQ,-l l",lr-,S~M1!!N~IC!!.H_J 

GenerallnformaUou on Development Servicing 
Servicing requirements are slated at this lime for the applicant's information. The requirements must be met prior to building permit 
Issuance, including consolidaUon or subdivision, payments andlor deposits. 

Services wtJich must be installed by a developer must be designed by a Professional Engineer hired by the developer and installed 
under the Engineer's supervision. The design must be approved prior to building permit Issuance. The approval process may take up 
to 30 working days 01 staff Ume to complete circulations and request revisions of the Engineer. Certain circumstances can lengthen the 
approval process. 

A Financial sheet is Issued with the design drawing which wi ll slale: 
1) The estimated cost of developer installed servicing plus 20% which must be deposited. 
2) The estimated cost of Munlcipallnslalled servicing which must be paid. 
3) The Development Cost Charges payable. 
4) Any special condltions which must be met. 

This information is not intended to be a complete guide to development procedures. A more complete IIsUng may be found in Sectioll 2 
of the Engineering Specifications, Schedule H to Bylaw 7452 (Subdivision Bylaw). 
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Date: Nov 17, 2016 
Civic Address: 

Page: 1 ! 
j PLANI~iNG DEPT. 
'-___ Ql0.IGICT OF SAANICH 

~.- .. ~ .. --- -_--I 
Drain 

1. AN APPROPRIATELY SIZED STORM DRAIN CONNECTION IS REQUIRED TO SERVE THIS DEVELOPMENT FROM THE 
EXISTING MAIN. 

2. GREASE/OIL INTERCEPTORS MUST BE INSTALLED ON SITE. 

3. ALL PROPOSED BUILDING AND PARKING AREAS MUST BE DRAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE B.C. BUILDING CODE 
REQUIREMENTS. 

4. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT MUST BE PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SCHEDULE H 
"ENGINEERING SPECIFICATIONS" OF SUBDIVISION BY-LAW. THIS SUBDIVISIONIDEVELOPMENT IS WITHIN TYPE II 
WATERSHED AREA WHICH REQUIRES STORM WATER STORAGE, OIUGRIT SEPARATOR OR GRASS SWALE AND 
SEDIMENT BASIN. FOR FURTHER DETAILS, REFER TO SECTION 3.5.16, STORM WATER MANAGEMENT AND EROSION 
CONTROL OF SCHEDULE H "ENGINEERING SPECIFICATIONS" OF SUBDIVISION BY-LAW. CONCEPTUAL STORM WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARED BY WESTBROOK ENGINEERING, DATED JAN. 10,2013, IS ACCEPTABLE. 

5. THE EXISTING CLEANOUT AT THE END OF 200 MM MAIN TO WHICH THIS DEVELOPMENT WILL BE CONNECTED MUST 
BE REPLACED WITH A MANHOLE. 

Gen 

1. THE BUILDING IS REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH THE 2012 BC BUILDING CODE AND MUNICIPAL BYLAWS. BUILDING AND 
PLUMBING PERMITS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR ALL WORKS. 

2. ALL PLANS MUST BE STAMPED WITH THE APPROPRIATE REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL SEAL AND ACCOMPANIED 
WITH ALL RELEVANT SCHEDULES. 

3. BI-DIRECTIONAL AMPLIFICATION SYSTEM IN SUPPORT OF THE CREST RADIO NETWORK, MUST BE INSTALLED TO 
FUNCTION IN ALL AREAS OF THE PROPOSED BUILDING TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAANICH FIRE DEPARTMENT AND 
BILL SIDAWAY, CREST OPERATIONS MANAGER. CONTACT RICHARD PALA, SAANICH PREVENTION DIVISION AT 
250-475-5507 FOR FURTHER DETAILS. 

4. THIS PROPOSAL IS SUBJECT TO THE PREVAILING MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES. 

5. SLAB ABOVE PROPOSED PARKING GARAGE( PARKING STALLS 1 TO 7) MUST BE DESIGNED TO SUPPORT THE LOAD 
EXPECTED TO BE IMPOSED BY FIREFIGHTING APPARATUS. . 

Hydro/tel 

1. UNDERGROUND WIRING SERVICE CONNECTION IS REQUIRED TO SERVE THIS PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. 

Road 

1. 3.048 M (10.0 FEET) WIDE PROPERTY DEDICATION IS REQUIRED ALONG THE ENTIRE FRONTAGE OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT ALONG WHITTIER AVENUE COMPLETE WITH A 6.0 M RADIUS CORNER CUT AT BOLESKINE ROAD AND 
WHITTIER AVENUE. 

2. WHITTIER AVENUE, FRONTING THIS PROPOSAL, MUST BE WIDENED TO 8.5 M MUNICIPAL STANDARDS INCLUDING 
PARKING BAYS COMPLETE WITH CONCRETE CURB, GUTTER AND 2.0 M WIDE SIDEWALK. 

3. A 2.0 M WIDE SEPARATED CONCRETE SIDEWALK MUST BE CONSTRUCTED ON BOLESKINE ROAD FRONTING THIS 
DEVELOPMENT. THE EXISTING SIDEWALK MUST BE REMOVED. 

4. ALL NEW DRIVEWAY DROPS ARE TO BE CONSTRUCTED AS PER SAANICH STANDARD DRAWINGS # C7SS AND C15SS. 

5. POTENTIAL LACK OF ON-SITE PARKING MAY CAUSE PARKING PROBLEMS ON THE SURROUNDING STREETS IN THE 
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~.- .. ~ .. --- -_--I Drain 

1. AN APPROPRIATELY SIZED STORM DRAIN CONNECTION IS REQUIRED TO SERVE THIS DEVELOPMENT FROM THE 
EXISTING MAIN. 

2. GREASE/OIL INTERCEPTORS MUST BE INSTALLED ON SITE. 

3. ALL PROPOSED BUILDING AND PARKING AREAS MUST BE DRAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE B.C. BUILDING CODE 
REQUIREMENTS. 

4. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT MUST BE PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SCHEDULE H 
"ENGINEERING SPECIFICATIONS" OF SUBDIVISION BY-LAW. THIS SUBDIVISIONIDEVELOPMENT IS WITHIN TYPE II 
WATERSHED AREA WHICH REQUIRES STORM WATER STORAGE, OIUGRIT SEPARATOR OR GRASS SWALE AND 
SEDIMENT BASIN. FOR FURTHER DETAILS, REFER TO SECTION 3.5.16, STORM WATER MANAGEMENT AND EROSION 
CONTROL OF SCHEDULE H "ENGINEERING SPECIFICATIONS" OF SUBDIVISION BY-LAW. CONCEPTUAL STORM WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARED BY WESTBROOK ENGINEERING, DATED JAN. 10,2013, IS ACCEPTABLE. 

5. THE EXISTING CLEANOUT AT THE END OF 200 MM MAIN TO WHICH THIS DEVELOPMENT WILL BE CONNECTED MUST 
BE REPLACED WITH A MANHOLE. 

Gen 

1. THE BUILDING IS REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH THE 2012 BC BUILDING CODE AND MUNICIPAL BYLAWS. BUILDING AND 
PLUMBING PERMITS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR ALL WORKS. 

2. ALL PLANS MUST BE STAMPED WITH THE APPROPRIATE REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL SEAL AND ACCOMPANIED 
WITH ALL RELEVANT SCHEDULES. 

3. BI-DIRECTIONAL AMPLIFICATION SYSTEM IN SUPPORT OF THE CREST RADIO NETWORK, MUST BE INSTALLED TO 
FUNCTION IN ALL AREAS OF THE PROPOSED BUILDING TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAANICH FIRE DEPARTMENT AND 
BILL SIDAWAY, CREST OPERATIONS MANAGER. CONTACT RICHARD PALA, SAANICH PREVENTION DIVISION AT 
250-475-5507 FOR FURTHER DETAILS. 

4. THIS PROPOSAL IS SUBJECT TO THE PREVAILING MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES. 

5. SLAB ABOVE PROPOSED PARKING GARAGE( PARKING STALLS 1 TO 7) MUST BE DESIGNED TO SUPPORT THE LOAD 
EXPECTED TO BE IMPOSED BY FIREFIGHTING APPARATUS. . 

Hydro/tel 

1. UNDERGROUND WIRING SERVICE CONNECTION IS REQUIRED TO SERVE THIS PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. 

Road 

1. 3.048 M (10.0 FEET) WIDE PROPERTY DEDICATION IS REQUIRED ALONG THE ENTIRE FRONTAGE OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT ALONG WHITTIER AVENUE COMPLETE WITH A 6.0 M RADIUS CORNER CUT AT BOLESKINE ROAD AND 
WHITTIER AVENUE. 

2. WHITTIER AVENUE, FRONTING THIS PROPOSAL, MUST BE WIDENED TO 8.5 M MUNICIPAL STANDARDS INCLUDING 
PARKING BAYS COMPLETE WITH CONCRETE CURB, GUTTER AND 2.0 M WIDE SIDEWALK. 

3. A 2.0 M WIDE SEPARATED CONCRETE SIDEWALK MUST BE CONSTRUCTED ON BOLESKINE ROAD FRONTING THIS 
DEVELOPMENT. THE EXISTING SIDEWALK MUST BE REMOVED. 

4. ALL NEW DRIVEWAY DROPS ARE TO BE CONSTRUCTED AS PER SAANICH STANDARD DRAWINGS # C7SS AND C15SS. 

5. POTENTIAL LACK OF ON-SITE PARKING MAY CAUSE PARKING PROBLEMS ON THE SURROUNDING STREETS IN THE 
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1. AN APPROPRIATELY SIZED STORM DRAIN CONNECTION IS REQUIRED TO SERVE THIS DEVELOPMENT FROM THE 
EXISTING MAIN. 

2. GREASE/OIL INTERCEPTORS MUST BE INSTALLED ON SITE. 

3. ALL PROPOSED BUILDING AND PARKING AREAS MUST BE DRAINED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE B.C. BUILDING CODE 
REQUIREMENTS. 

4. STORM WATER MANAGEMENT MUST BE PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SCHEDULE H 
"ENGINEERING SPECIFICATIONS" OF SUBDIVISION BY-LAW. THIS SUBDIVISION/DEVELOPMENT IS WITHIN TYPE II 
WATERSHED AREA WHICH REQUIRES STORM WATER STORAGE, OllJGRIT SEPARATOR OR GRASS SWALE AND 
SEDIMENT BASIN. FOR FURTHER DETAILS, REFER TO SECTION 3.5.16, STORM WATER MANAGEMENT AND EROSION 
CONTROL OF SCHEDULE H ~ENGINEERING SPECIFICATIONS" OF SUBDIVISION BY-LAW. CONCEPTUAL STORM WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN PREPARED BY WESTBROOK ENGINEERING, DATED JAN. 10, 2013, IS ACCEPTABLE. 

5. THE EXISTING CLEANOUT AT THE END OF 200 MM MAIN TO WHICH THIS DEVELOPMENT WILL BE CONNECTED MUST 
BE REPLACED WITH A MANHOLE. 

1. THE BUILDING IS REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH THE 2012 Be BUILDING CODE AND MUNICIPAL BYLAWS. BUILDING AND 
PLUMBING PERMITS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR ALL WORKS. 

2. ALL PLANS MUST BE STAMPED WITH THE APPROPRIATE REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL SEAL AND ACCOMPANIED 
WITH ALL RELEVANT SCHEDULES. 

3. BI-DIRECTIONAL AMPLIFICATION SYSTEM IN SUPPORT OF THE CREST RADIO NElWORK, MUST BE INSTALLED TO 
FUNCTION IN ALL AREAS OF THE PROPOSED BUILDING TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAANICH FIRE DEPARTMENT AND 
BILL SIDAWAY, CREST OPERATIONS MANAGER. CONTACT RICHARD PALA, SAANICH PREVENTION DIVISION AT 
250-475-5507 FOR FURTHER DETAILS. 

4. THIS PROPOSAL IS SUBJECT TO THE PREVAILING MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT COST CHARGES. 

5. SLAB ABOVE PROPOSED PARKING GARAGE( PARKING STALLS 1 TO 7) MUST BE DESIGNED TO SUPPORT THE LOAD 
EXPECTED TO BE IMPOSED BY FIREFIGHTING APPARATUS. 

Hydro/tel 

1. UNDERGROUND WIRING SERVICE CONNECTION IS REQUIRED TO SERVE THIS PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. 

Road 

1. 3.048 M (10.0 FEET) WIDE PROPERTY DEDICATION IS REQUIRED ALONG THE ENTIRE FRONTAGE OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT ALONG WHiniER AVENUE COMPLETE WITH A 6.0 M RADIUS CORNER CUT AT BOLESKINE ROAD AND 
WHiniER AVENUE. 

2 .. WHITTIER AVENUE, FRONTING THIS PROPOSAL, MUST BE WIDENED TO 8.5 M MUNICIPAL STANDARDS INCLUDING 
PARKING BAYS COMPLETE WITH CONCRETE CURB, GUnER AND 2.0 M WIDE SIDEWALK 

3. A 2.0 M WIDE SEPARATED CONCRETE SIDEWALK MUST BE CONSTRUCTED ON BOLESK1NE ROAD FRONTING THIS 
DEVELOPMENT. THE EXISTING SIDEWALK MUST BE REMOVED. 

4. ALL NEW DRIVEWAY DROPS ARE TO BE CONSTRUCTED AS PER SAANICH STANDARD DRAWINGS ti C7SS AND C15SS. 

5'. POTENTIAL LACK OF ON-SITE PARKING MAY CAUSE PARKING PROBLEMS ON THE SURROUNDING STREETS IN THE 
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DeY. )pment Servicing Requirem{ ~s 

Development File: SVS01820 
Civic Address: 3385 WHITTIER AVE 

Page: 2 

Date: Nov 17, 2016 

NEIGHBOURHOOD, THEREFORE, TIME LIMITED PARKING RESTRICTIONS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR FRONTAGE STREETS (8 
AM TO 6 PM - 2 HRS). 

Sewer 

1. AN APPROPRIATELY SIZED SEWER CONNECTION IS REQUIRED FROM THE EXISTING MAIN ON WHiniER AVENUE TO 
SERVE THIS DEVELOPMENT. 

2. SANITARY SEWER LOADING CALCULATIONS ARE REQUIRED FOR THIS PROJECT FROM A CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
BASED ON THE CURRENT B.C. BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS, TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE EXISTING SYSTEM CAN 
PROVIDE THE REQUIRED FLOW OR UPGRADING IS REQUIRED. 

3. THE EXISTING SEWER MAIN SERVING 455 BOLESKINE ROAD, WHICH IS CONFLICTING WITH THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT, MUST BE RELOCATED WITHIN THE EXISTING PRIVATE EASEMENT PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING 
PERMIT. 

Water 

1. FIRE FLOW REQUIREMENT CALCULATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT MUST BE SUBMlnED BY THE CONSULTING ENGINEER 
BASED ON FIRE UNDERWRITERS SURVEY TO ALLOW THE MUNICIPALITY TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE EXISTING 
WATER SYSTEM CAN PROVIDE THE REQUIRED FLOW OR UPGRADING IS REQUIRED. 

2. A PUMPER CONNECTION FOR THE FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM MUST BE PROVIDED AT A LOCATION ACCEPTABLE TO 
THE FIRE DEPARTMENT AND WITHIN 45 M OF A FIRE HYDRANT. THIS PUMPER CONNECTION IS TO BE FREE-STANDING 
AND OUTSIDE OF COLLAPSE ZONE OF THE BUILDING. 

3. A SUITABLY SIZED WATER SERVICE MUST BE INSTALLED TO SERVE THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FROM THE 
EXISTING MAIN ON WHITTIER AVENUE. A FIRE LINE WILL BE REQUIRED. 

4. THE EXISTING WATER SERVICES MUST BE REMOVED. 
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NEIGHBOURHOOD, THEREFORE, TIME LIMITED PARKING RESTRICTIONS WILL BE REQUIRED FOR FRONTAGE STREETS (8 
AM TO 6 PM - 2 HRS). 

Sewer 

1. AN APPROPRIATELY SIZED SEWER CONNECTION IS REQUIRED FROM THE EXISTING MAIN ON WHiniER AVENUE TO 
SERVE THIS DEVELOPMENT. 

2. SANITARY SEWER LOADING CALCULATIONS ARE REQUIRED FOR THIS PROJECT FROM A CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
BASED ON THE CURRENT B.C. BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS, TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE EXISTING SYSTEM CAN 
PROVIDE THE REQUIRED FLOW OR UPGRADING IS REQUIRED. 

3. THE EXISTING SEWER MAIN SERVING 455 BOLESKINE ROAD, WHICH IS CONFLICTING WITH THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT, MUST BE RELOCATED WITHIN THE EXISTING PRIVATE EASEMENT PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING 
PERMIT. 

Water 

1. FIRE FLOW REQUIREMENT CALCULATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT MUST BE SUBMlnED BY THE CONSULTING ENGINEER 
BASED ON FIRE UNDERWRITERS SURVEY TO ALLOW THE MUNICIPALITY TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE EXISTING 
WATER SYSTEM CAN PROVIDE THE REQUIRED FLOW OR UPGRADING IS REQUIRED. 

2. A PUMPER CONNECTION FOR THE FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM MUST BE PROVIDED AT A LOCATION ACCEPTABLE TO 
THE FIRE DEPARTMENT AND WITHIN 45 M OF A FIRE HYDRANT. THIS PUMPER CONNECTION IS TO BE FREE-STANDING 
AND OUTSIDE OF COLLAPSE ZONE OF THE BUILDING. 

3. A SUITABLY SIZED WATER SERVICE MUST BE INSTALLED TO SERVE THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FROM THE 
EXISTING MAIN ON WHITTIER AVENUE. A FIRE LINE WILL BE REQUIRED. 

4. THE EXISTING WATER SERVICES MUST BE REMOVED. 
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NEIGHBOURHOOD, THEREFORE, TIME LIMITED PARKING RESTRICTIONS W ILL BE REQUIRED FOR FRONTAGE STREETS (8 
AM TO 6 PM - 2 HRS). 

Sewer 

1, AN APPROPRIATELY SIZED SEWER CONNECTION IS REQUIRED FROM THE EXISTING MAIN ON WHiniER AVENUE TO 
SERVE THIS DEVELOPMENT, 

2. SANITARY SEWER LOADING CALCULATIONS ARE REQUIRED FOR THIS PROJECT FROM A CONSULTING ENGINEER, 
BASED ON THE CURRENT B,C. BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS, TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE EXISTING SYSTEM CAN 
PROVIDE THE REQUIRED FLOW OR UPGRADING IS REQUIRED. 

3. THE EXISTING SEWER MAIN SERVING 455 BOLESKINE ROAD, WHICH IS CONFLICTING WITH THE PROPOSED 
DEVELOPMENT, MUST BE RELOCATED WITHIN THE EXISTING PRIVATE EASEMENT PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING 
PERMIT. 

Water 

1. FIRE FLOW REQUIREMENT CALCULATIONS FOR THIS PROJECT MUST BE SUBMmED BY THE CONSULTING ENGINEER 
BASED ON FIRE UNDERWRITERS SURVEY TO ALLOW THE MUNICIPALITY TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE EXISTING 
WATER SYSTEM CAN PROVIDE THE REQUIRED FLOW OR UPGRADING IS REQUIRED. 

2. A PUMPER CONNECTION FOR THE FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM MUST BE PROVIDED AT A LOCATION ACCEPTABLE TO 
THE FIRE DEPARTMENT AND WITHIN 45 M OF A FIRE HYDRANT. THIS PUMPER CONNECTION IS TO BE FREE-STANDING 
AND OUTSIDE OF COLLAPSE ZONE OF THE BUILDING. 

3. A SUITABLY SIZED WATER SERVICE MUST BE INSTALLED TO SERVE THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FROM THE 
EXISTING MAIN ON WHiniER AVENUE. A FIRE LINE WILL BE REQUIRED. 

4, THE EX[STlf'-IG WATER SERVICES MUST BE REMOVED. 
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WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 

March 22.2016 

District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria. BC 
V8X2W7 

Attn: Jagtar Bains 

2970-02 

[D) [g© [g DW[g I[)I 
lnl APR 0 6 2016 LhU 

PLll,NNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

\~-.-~ " ... - . ...... , 

Re: Boleskine and Whittier Development· Storm Water Management plan 

Dear Sir: 

Introduction 

A five storey residential and office building with underground parking is proposed for the corner 
of Boleskine Road and Whittier Avenue. Currently the subject property is comprised of 4 lots. 
We have visited the site and are familiar with the area. 

Design Criteria 

The following assumptions have been utilized in the design of the storm water management 
system: 

Item Design Criteria 

Storage Required 100 m3 I ha of Impervious Area 

Release Rate 10 Htres I s I ha of Total Area 

Conceptual Design 

The site is located within the Type II watershed; as such the proposed storm water management 
plan will consist of the following: 

:r Roof water and parking lot runoff will be piped to an infiltration gallery under the south 
side of the building. 

~ As the existing ground reaches its absorptive capacity. excess storm water will be 
allowed to accumulate within the infiltration gallery where it will be released to the 
adjacent storm drain through a restricted outlet in an adjacent flow control manhole. The 
restricted outlet will consist of a 100 mm diameter tee fitting with a submerged cap and 
a high level overflow. The outlet restriction will be sized to permit no more 10 Us per 
hectare to leave the site. 

:r Oil/grit separators will be installed to treat the water from the parking areas. 

#115 - 866 Goldstream Ave .• Victoria. Be V9B OJ3 6 Phone: (250) 397-8592 6 Fax: (250) 391-8593 6 www.wbrook.ca 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 

March 22, 2016 

District of Saanich 
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Victoria, BC 
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Attn: Jagtar Bains 

2970-02 
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PLA.NNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

\~-.--" .. -....... , 

Re: Boleskine and Whittier Development· Storm Water Management plan 

Dear Sir: 

Introduction 

A five storey residential and office building with underground parking is proposed for the corner 
of Boleskine Road and Whittier Avenue. Currently the subject property is comprised of 4 lots. 
We have visited the site and are familiar with the area. 

Design Criteria 

The following assumptions have been utilized in the design of the storm water management 
system: 

Item Design Criteria 

Storage Required 100 m3 I ha of Impervious Area 

Release Rate 10 Iitres I s I ha of Total Area 

Conceptual Design 

The site is located within the Type II watershed; as such the proposed storm water management 
plan will consist of the following: 

~ Roof water and parking lot runoff will be piped to an infiltration gallery under the south 
side of the building. 

~ As the existing ground reaches its absorptive capacity, excess storm water will be 
allowed to accumulate within the infiltration gallery where it will be released to the 
adjacent storm drain through a restricted outlet in an adjacent flow control manhole. The 
restricted outlet will consist of a 100 mm diameter tee fitting with a submerged cap and 
a high level overflow. The outlet restriction will be sized to permit no more 10 Us per 
hectare to leave the site. 

> Oil/grit separators will be installed to treat the water from the parking areas. 

#115 - 866 Goldstream Ave., Victoria, Be V9B OJ3 6 Phone: (250) 397-8592 6 Fax: (250) 391-8593 6 www.wbrook.ca 
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WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 

March 22. 2016 

District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, Be 
V8X2W7 

Attn : Jagtar Bains 

2970-02 

10) rg© rg OWrg I[)I 
lJU APR 0 6 2016 l':U 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: Boleskine and Whittier Development ~ Storm Water Management plan 

Dear Sir: 

Introduction 

A five storey residential and office building with underground parking is proposed (or the corner 
of Boleskine Road and Whittier Avenue. Currently the subject property is comprised of 4 lots, 
We have visited the site and are familiar with the area. 

Design Criteria 

The following assumptions have been utilized in the design of the storm water management 
system: 

Item Design Criteria 

Storage Required 100 m3 / ha of Impervious Area 

Release Rate 10 litres I 5 I ha of T olal Area 

Conceptual Design 

The site is located within the Type II watershed; as such the proposed storm water management 
plan will consist of the following : 

,. Roof water and parking lot runoff will be piped to an infiltration gallery under the south 
side of the building. 

);;- As the existing ground reaches its absorptive capacity, excess storm waler will be 
allowed to accumulate within the infiltration gallery where it will be released to the 
adjacent storm drain through a restricted outlet in an adjacent flow control manhole. The 
restricted outlet will consist of a 100 mm diameter tee fitting with a submerged cap and 
a high level overflow, The outlet restriction will be sized to permit no more 10 Us per 
hectare to leave the site, 

~ Oil/grit separators will be installed to treat the water from the parking areas, 
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Based on Saanich's storage requirement of 100m3 per hectare of impervious surface area, and 
a calculated area of 1740m2, the required storage volume is 17.4 m3• 

With the design capacity of the Brentwood Cell infiltrator system equal to 0.19 m3/storage unit 
(excluding drain rock void space), 92 units are required. 

Based on a release rate of 10 LIs per Ha of contributing area, the required release rate per 
infiltrator gallery is 1.74 LIs. Using A = Q / O.6*(2gh) 0.5, with h = 0.61m, the orifice required is 
one 33 mm diameter. 

Please refer to the attached Figure 1 showing the storm water management components. 

If you have any questions regarding the calculations, please contact our office. 

Yours truly, 
WESTBROOK CONSULTING LTD. 

Nicole Vagle, EIT 
Project Engineer 
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Based on Saanich's storage requirement of 100m3 per hectare of impervious surface area, and 
a calculated area of 1740m2, the required storage volume is 17.4 m3• 

With the design capacity of the Brentwood Cell infiltrator system equal to 0.19 m3/storage unit 
(excluding drain rock void space), 92 units are required. 

Based on a release rate of 10 LIs per Ha of contributing area, the required release rate per 
infiltrator gallery is 1.74 LIs. Using A = Q / O.6*(2gh) 0.5, with h = 0.61m, the orifice required is 
one 33 mm diameter. 

Please refer to the attached Figure 1 showing the storm water management components. 

If you have any questions regarding the calculations, please contact our office. 

Yours truly, 
WESTBROOK CONSULTING LTD. 

Nicole Vagle, EIT 
Project Engineer 
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Based on Saanich's storage requirement of 100m3 per hectare of impervious surface area, and 
a calculated area of 1740m2, the required storage volume is 17.4 m3, 

With the design capacity of the Brentwood Cell infiltrator system equal to 0,19 m3/storage unit 
(excluding drain rock void space), 92 units are required . 

Based on a release rate of 10 Us per Ha of contributing area, the required release rate per 
Infiltrator gallery is 1.74 Lis. Using A = Q I a.6"(2gh) 0.,. with h = a.61m, the orifice required is 
one 33 mm diameter. 

Please refer to the attached Figure 1 showing the storm water management components, 

If you have any questions regard ing the calculations, please contact our office, 

Yours truly, 
WESTBROOK CONSULTING L TO. 

Nicole Vagle, EIT 
Project Engineer 

I" ., •• ~ • • , , ::; \. ' 
11,0 'j;o .. 

ReVleWedVbY, ;,,~ , ., '. 

~ 
~ J J , , . , , - . 
" ~ \ 

Jare S1eingard, ;:;"~n~iL~io,ip 
Project Manager --,: ,l,tI , 

H~~OI[CT$\1t?'O'll_CC~'6UI"_"'" 
!l .. W)U(. l:IIlPM 

io)~©~OIW[gf[jl 
lJll APR 0 6 2016 1l:!J 

PLANNING DEPt 
DISTRICT OF SAANicH 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 



n ABSTRACT 

September 20th
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District of Saanich - Current Panning 
770 Vernon Ave, 
VictOria, BC, 
V8X 2W7 

301-1106 Cook Street 

Victoria, BC V8V 3Z9 

Attn: Jarret Matanow tsch, MClP, Manager Current Planning DivIsion 

Re: File: DPA00874 - 433 Bolesklne Road 

Dear Jarret Matanowltsch, 

T 250 883 5579 F 250 995 8611 

abstractdevelopments.com 

Th s letter IS to address questions and concerns Ident ified by mun Clpa l planning and eng ineer ng staff 
summarized in the letter "Re: Application for Development Permit Amendment"recelved by Abstract from The 
District of Saanich on June 9 th

, 2016 and the add 't lonalletter "Re: Parkmg NarratIVe"recelved by Abstract from 
the District of Saanich on June 29t h

, 2016. Specifically, th iS letter will follow up on the questions regarding parking 
management and mitigation for the proposed amended project at 433 Bolesklne Road. In addition, thiS letter 
will proVide the rationale for the necessary amendments to the previously registered covenants on t itle. 

Parking Demand Management and Mit igation 

In response to the Init ial concerns raised by the District of Saanich and the Mt. View Colqultz Commun ty 
Association, Abstract. with Watt Consulting, ~~el~ed an updated parking narrative based on ownership rates 
relative to the new rental units being proposed,.the ~Bolesk l ne project. A new shared parking plan between 
commercial and reS idential parking stalls was also proposed. The response from Saanich Planning and 
Engineering received by Abstract on June 29 th , 2016 Indicated that Saan ch staff saw merit In the prOVided 
rationale, however they would requ ire a Parkmg Management Plan which would Include deta ils on traffiC demand 
management measures as wel l as details on the shared park ng scenario. 

Watt Consulting Group has completed a supplementary document. "Re: 433 Boleskme Road Parkmg Study 
Update to Parkmg Management and TDM Strategy': dated August 19th

, 2016. The document has been Included 
In thiS package. The document analyzes the predicted peak parking demand for reSidents, VIsitors, commercial 
tenants and customers and proposes a parking management strategy that most effectively uses all the available 
spaces amongst the d ifferent user groups so that at anyone time no less than five stalls would be unused and 
underutllized. ThiS IS accomplished through the use of fleXible stalls that SWitch use based on the different peak 
parking demands for commercial and reSidential uses. The details of how and when the stalls w ill be shared IS 
covered In the attached updated parking management and TDM strategy document. 

To ensure the effectiveness of the fleXible parking designations the onslte reSident manager wi ll be responsib le 
for parking superVISion and will coordinate with any offenders or arrange to have any offending vehicles towed. 
In addition, based on a recommendation from Watt Consulting Group, Abstract would agree to place on title a 
covenant restrict ing a portion or all of the commercial space from being utilized for restaurant purposes. ThiS IS 
due to the higher parking demand restaurants generate. However, Watt has Indicated that the parking demand 
of all other potent al commercial tenants would be accounted for with in the proposed parking management 
strategy. 

Based on the analys s of peak parking demand across all users at the proposed 433 Bolesklne Project In 
conjunction with the Parking Management Strategy the project will be able to successfully manage all of the 
required peak period parking on site. However, In addition to the parking management strategy Abstract IS 
prepared to prOVide several additional Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to further reduce 
on site peak parking demand as well as promote more active or sustainable forms of transportation: 

o In addition to the 95 required class 1 bike parking stalls the proposed project will also Include 60 secure 
high efficiency hanging bicycle spaces to further promote active transportation amongst prospective 
reSidential and commercial tenants. 
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Attn: Jarret Matanow tsch, MClP, Manager Current Planning DiVISion Pl /.'\"I~N\NG DEPT \ ~ ,. ' 1,r-\~ ~ 

0
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Re: File: DPA00874 - 433 Bolesklne Road 

lv I · .. I \',J __ --- -- --- ... -=--
--~-----

Dear Jarret Matanowltsch, 

Th s letter IS to address questions and concerns Ident ified by mun Clpa l planning and eng ineer ng staff 
summarized in the letter "Re: Application for Development Permit Amendment"recelved by Abstract from The 
District of Saanich on June 9 th , 2016 and the add it iona l letter "Re: Parkmg NarratIVe"recelved by Abstract from 
the District of Saanich on June 29t h

, 2016. Spec flcally, th iS letter will fol low up on the questions regarding parking 
management and mitigation for the proposed amended project at 433 Bolesklne Road. In addition, thiS letter 
will proVide the rationale for the necessary amendments to the previously registered covenants on t itle. 

Parking Demand Management and Mit igation 

In response to the Init ial concerns raised by the District of Saanich and the Mt. View Colqultz Commun ty 
Association, Abstract. with Watt Consulting, ~~el~ed an updated parking narrative based on ownership rates 
relative to the new rental units being proposed,.the ~Bolesk l ne project. A new shared parking plan between 
commercial and reS idential parking stalls was also proposed. The response from Saanich Planning and 
Engineering received by Abstract on June 29 th , 2016 Indicated that Saan ch staff saw merit In the prOVided 
rationale, however they would requ ire a Parkmg Management Plan which would Include deta ils on traffiC demand 
management measures as well as details on the shared park ng scenario. 

Watt Consulting Group has completed a supplementary document. "Re: 433 Boleskme Road Parkmg Study 
Update to Parkmg Management and TDM Strategy': dated August 19th

, 2016. The document has been Included 
In thiS package. The document analyzes the predicted peak parking demand for reSidents, VIsitors, commercial 
tenants and customers and proposes a parking management strategy that most effectively uses all the available 
spaces amongst the d ifferent user groups so that at anyone time no less than five stalls would be unused and 
underutllized. ThiS IS accomplished through the use of fleXible stalls that SWitch use based on the different peak 
parking demands for commercial and reSidential uses. The details of how and when the stalls w ill be shared IS 
covered In the attached updated parking management and TDM strategy document. 

To ensure the effectiveness of the fleXible parking designations the onslte reSident manager w ill be responsib le 
for parking superVISion and will coordinate With any offenders or arrange to have any offending vehicles towed. 
In addition, based on a recommendation from Watt Consulting Group, Abstract would agree to place on title a 
covenant restrict ing a portion or all of the commercial space from being utilized for restaurant purposes. ThiS IS 
due to the higher parking demand restaurants generate. However, Watt has indicated that the parking demand 
of all other potent al commercial tenants would be accounted for With in the proposed parking management 
strategy. 

Based on the analys s of peak parking demand across all users at the proposed 433 Bolesklne Project In 
conjunction With the Parking Management Strategy the project will be able to successfully manage all of the 
required peak period parking on site. However, In addition to the parking management strategy Abstract IS 
prepared to prOVide several additional Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to further reduce 
on site peak parking demand as well as promote more active or sustainable forms of transportation: 

o In addition to the 95 required class 1 bike parking stalls the proposed project Will also Include 60 secure 
high effiCiency hanging bicycle spaces to further promote active transportation amongst prospective 
reSidential and commerCial tenants. 
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Th setter IS to address Quest-ons and concerns Ident fred by mun clpa planning and engineer ng staff 
summarized in the letter "Re; Application for Development Permit Amendment" received by Abstract from The 
Distrtct of Saanich on June g'~. 2016 and the add,tlonal letter "Re: Parking Narratlve"recelved by Abstract from 
the District of Saanich on June 291~. 2016, Spec flcally, thiS letter Will follow up on the questions regarding parking 
management and mitigation for the proposed amended prOject at 433 Bo·esklne Road. in addition, thiS letter 
will prOVide the rationale for the necessary amendments to the previously registered covenants on title, 

Parking Demand Management and Mit igation 

n response to the Initial concerns raised by the District of Saan·ch and the Mt. Vrew ColqUitz Commun ty 
ASSOCiation, Abstract, With Watt Consultlng, ~el9R.€td an updated parking narratIVe based on ownership rates 
relatIve to the new rental units being proposed,.t.he'b!&4-Solesk.ne prOJect. A new shared parking plan between 
commerCial and reSidentIal parking stalls was also proposed, The response from Saanich Planning and 
Engineering receIVed by Abstract on June 29'~, 2016 Indicated that Saanch staff saw ment In the prOVided 
ratIonale. however they would reqUIre a Parking ManagementA'anwhch would Include details on lrafflcdemand 
management measures as wei as details on the shared park ng scenarro. 

Watt Consu tlng Group has completed a supplementary document, "Re,' 433 Bofesklne Road Parking Study 
Update to Parking Management and TOM Strategy: dated August 191~. 2016. The document has been Included 
In thiS package. The document analyzes the predicted peak parking demand for reSidents. VLSltors. commerCIal 
tenants and customers and proposes a parking management slrategy that most effectively uses all the available 
spaces amongst the d.fferent user groups SO that at anyone time no less than five stalls would be unused and 
underutlhzed. ThiS IS accomplished through the use of fleXIble stalls that SWItch use based on the different peak 
parking demands for commerCial and reSidential uses. The details of how and when the stalls Will be shared IS 
covered In the attached updated parking management and TOM strategy document 

TO ensure the effect .... eness of the fleXible parking deSignations the onSlte reSident manager Will be responslb e 
for par\ung superVISIon and Will coordInate With any offenders or arrange to have any offending vehicles towed. 
In addition. based on a recommendation from Watt Consulting Group. Abstract would agree to place on title a 
covenant restflct'ng a portion or all of the commerCial space from be-ng utilized for restaurant purposes. ThiS IS 
due to the hIgher parkIng demand restaurants generate. However, Watt has IndIcated that the parkIng demand 
of all other potent al commercial tenants would be accounted for wlth·n the proposed parking management 
strategy. 

Based on the analys s of peak parking demand across all users at the proposed 433 Bolesklne Prolect In 
conjunction With the ParkIng Management Strategy the prOject Will be able to successfully manage all of the 
required peak penod parking on site. However. In addition to the parkIng management strategy Abstract IS 
prepared to prOVide several addItional Transportation Demand Management (lDM) measures to further reduce 
on site peak parking demand as well as promote more active or sustainable forms of transportation: 

o In addition to the 95 reqUired class 1 bike parking stalls the proposed prOject Will also Include 60 secure 
high effiCiency hanging bicycle spaces to further promote active transportation amongst prospect ve 
reSidential and commerCial tenants. 
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o Furthermore. $3.500 per commerCia unit w il be put Into trust for each commercial unit to bUild cycling 
end of triP facilities (there Will be 2 3 commerCial un its). This Will allow each prospective tenant to 
better Integrate the end of triP facilities Into the design of their prospective commercial spaces. 

o Finally. a level 2 (240V) electric veh cle charging station Will be provided In the surface parking lot and 
Will be available to residents. as wei as the pubhc. 

Proposed Covenant Amendments 

In order to help address the growing demand and pressure for attalnably priced rental stock In Saanich and the 
Capitol Region as a whole. the proposed project at 433 Bolesklne has changed from a 60-unlt strata titled 
condominium to a 95-unlt rental apartment bUilding. Unfortunately. the previously agreed upon covenants are 
reflect ive of a project that existed Within a drastlca Iy d ifferent economic framework. In order to provide 95 
attalnably priced rental units Into the Douglas Core Major Centre the covenants on title need to be reassessed. 

Currently the follOWing covenants are registered on the Title: 

1. Construction to a Bu It Green\!! Go d (or eqUivalent) energy and environmental performance standard. 

2. ProvIsion of $60.000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution. 

3. Permit only one commercial unit to be used as retal at any given time. The remaining units would be 
restricted to genera l office use. 

4. Construction of cycling end of triP faCi li t ies for the commercial tenants 

5. Creation of an alternative mobility fund for use by reSidents or commercial unit employees. 

6. The reverting of commercial parking spaces to reSidential VISitor parking after business hours. 

7. The right of first refusal for commerCia tenants to lease vacant parking stalls for residential owners at 
prevailing market lease rates. 

The follOWing IS a sequential rev iew of the proposed changes to each covenant currently registered on T t e: 

1. Construction to a Built Green® Gold (or eqUivalent) energy and environmental performance standard 

The finanCial Implications of proViding a BUilt Green'" Gold bUilding IS In conflict With our goals of provid ing an 
attalnably priced renta l product. Under the new BUilt Green!!> Gold HD gUidelines. In order to achieve Go d status a 
building must perform 45% better than the current MNECB standard or 30% better than ASH RAE 90.1-2007. 
Through the assistance of an energy modelling consultant at MOrrison Hershfleld Abstract has Invested conSiderable 
time and effort In exp orlng the different sustainable bUilding practices Abstract could Implement to achieve the 
required energy performance. Unfortunately. as the attached Memo from MOrrison Hershfleld Indicates every 
combination of practices to mprove building energy effiCiency requires the inclUSion of Heat Recovery Vent ilat ion 
(HRV) systems (Figure 1: Options AchieVing Gold) 

To investigate the cost of prOViding HRV units fo r all 95 units Abstract contacted Essential Air. a oca supplier of 
heating and air conditioning units. As the attached Memo ndlcates the cost of prOViding an HRV unit ranges 
between $4.000 and $5.000 per unit. In tota l. prOVid ing HRV un its for the entire building would create an additiona l 
cost of approXimately $425.000 to the project. a Significant sum that would be unbearable for the project to absorb. 
It IS Important to take nto conSiderat ion that the proposed 95-unlt rental building IS an Increase of 35 units from the 
Originally approved 60-unlt condo building. Whereas the ong lnal project would only need to prOVide 60 HRVs. and 
would be able to recover some of the cost through the nature o f condominium sales. the new proposed project 
would require 35 additional HRV Units. a 63% Increase. With no effective mechanism to recover that cost In the 
proposed rental scenario. 
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o Furthermore. $3.500 per commerCia unit w il be put Into trust for each commerCial unit to bUild cycl ing 
end of triP facilities (there Will be 2 3 commercial un its) . This Will allow each prospective tenant to 
better Integrate the end of triP facilities Into the design of their prospective commercial spaces. 

o Finally. a level 2 (240V) electric veh cle charging station w ill be provided In the surface parking lot and 
Will be avai lable to residents. as wei as the public. 

Proposed Covenant Amendments 

In order to help address the growing demand and pressure for attalnably priced rental stock In Saanich and the 
Capitol Region as a whole. the proposed project at 433 Bolesklne has changed from a 50-unit strata titled 
condominium to a 95-unlt rental apartment building. Unfortunately. the previously agreed upon covenants are 
reflect ive of a project that existed Within a drastica lly d ifferent economic framework. In order to provide 95 
attalnably priced rental units Into the Douglas Core Major Centre the covenants on title need to be reassessed. 

Currently the follOWing covenants are registered on the Title: 

1. Construction to a Bu It Green~ Go d (or eqUivalent) energy and environmental performance standard. 

2. ProvIsion of $50.000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution. 

3. Permit only one commercial unit to be used as retal at any given time. The remaining units would be 
restricted to genera l office use. 

4. Construction of cycling end of triP facil it ies for the commercial tenants 

5. Creation of an alternative mobility fund for use by reSidents or commercial unit employees. 

5. The reverting of commercial parking spaces to reSidentia l VISitor park ing after business hours. 

7. The right of first refusal for commercia tenants to lease vacant parking stalls for reSidential owners at 
prevailing market lease rates. 

The follOWing IS a sequential rev iew of the proposed changes to each covenant currently registered on T t e: 

1. Construction to a BUilt Green~ Gold (or eqUivalent) energy and environmental performance standard 

The finanCial Implications of proViding a BUilt Greenll'> Gold building IS In conflict With our goals of provid ing an 
attalnably priced renta l product. Under the new BUilt Green® Gold HD gUidelines. In order to achieve Go d status a 
building must perform 45% better than the current MNECB standard or 30% better than A5HRAE 90.1-2007. 
Through the assistance of an energy modelling consultant at MOrrison Hershfleld Abstract has Invested considerable 
time and effort In exp orlng the different sustainable building practices Abstract could Implement to achieve the 
required energy performance. Unfortunately. as the attached Memo from MOrrison Hershfleld Indicates every 
combination of practices to mprove building energy effiCiency requires the inclUSion of Heat Recovery Vent ilation 
(HRV) systems (Figure 1: Options AchieVing Gold) 

To investigate the cost of providing HRV units fo r all 95 units Abstract contacted Essential Air. a oca supplier of 
heating and air conditioning units. As the attached Memo ndlcates the cost of providing an HRV unit ranges 
between $4.000 and $5.000 per unit. In tota l. provid ing HRV un its for the entire building would create an additiona l 
cost of approximately $425.000 to the project. a significant sum that would be unbearable for the project to absorb. 
It IS Important to take nto considerat ion that the proposed 95-unlt rental building IS an Increase of 35 units from the 
Originally approved 50-unit condo bUilding. Whereas the ong lnal project would only need to provide 60 HRVs. and 
would be able to recover some of the cost through the nature o f condominium sales. the new proposed project 
would require 35 additional HRV units. a 53% Increase. With no effective mechanism to recover that cost In the 
proposed rental scenario. 
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a Furthermore. 53.500 per commerCia unit WII be put Into trust for each commercoal Unit to bUi d cycling 
end of trip facilities (there will be 2 3 commerc al units). ThIS will allow each prospective tenant to 
better Integrate the end of triP fac!litles ,nto the design of their prospective commerCial spaces. 

o Finally, a level 2 (240V) electnc veh,cle charging station will be provided In the surface parkmg lot and 
will be available to residents, as wei as the publ'c, 

Proposed Covenant Amendments 

In order to l1elp address the growing demand and pressure for attalnably priced rental stock In Saanich and the 
Capitol Region as a whole, the proposed project at 433 BoJesl<me has changed from a 60 4 unlt strata titled 
condominium to a 95-UM rental apartment bUilding Unfortuna!eIY. the previously agreed upon covenants are 
reflect 'Ie 01 a project that eXisted Within a drastlca Iy d fferent economic framework In order to prOVide 95 
attalnably pnced rental Units nto the Douglas Core Major Centre the covenants on mle need to be reassessed. 

CUrrently the following cOllenants are registered on the Title. 

1. Construction to a Bu t Green- Go d (or eqUivalent) enelgy and environmental performance standard. 

2, ProvISion of $60.000 towards an Affordable HOUSing Contribution 

3. Permit only one commerc al Unit to be used as retal at any 91ven time. Tne remaining units would be 
restricted to general office use. 

4 Construction of cycling end of tnp faCilities for the commerCial tenams 

5. Creation of an alternative mobility fund fO! use by reSidents or commerCial unit employees. 

6. The reverting of commercial parking spaces to resldentla VISitor parking after business hours, 

7 The light of first refusal for COf1'1merCla tenants to lease vacant parking stalls for reSidential OWf"lers at 
prevailing market lease rates, 

The follOWing IS a seauentlal rev'ew of tr-e proposed changes to each covenant currently registered on Tte: 

l Construction to a BUilt Gre~ Gold (or eQUivalent) energy and envlfonmental performance standard. 

The finanCial ImplicatIons of prOVIding a BUilt Greene< Gold bUilding IS In conflict With our goals or provld.ng an 
attalnably priced rentai product, Under the new BUilt Gleen- Gold HD gUldeirnes. In order to achieve Go d status a 
bUilding must perform 45% better than the current MNECB standard or 30% better than ASHRAE 90.1 4 2007. 
Through the assistance of an energy modellmg consultant at MOrrison Hershfle!d Abstract has mvested conSiderable 
time and etfort In exp onng the dIfferent sustalnabte bUilding practices Abstract could Implement to achieve the 
reqUired energy performance U!'Ifortur'lately. as the attached Memo frOm MorrISon Hershfleld Indicates every 
combtrtation of prdctlces to mprOlle bUilding energy effiCiency reqUires the InclUSion of Heat Recovery Ventilation 
(HRV) systems (Figure 1: Options AchieVing Gold) 

To Investigate the cost of prOViding HRV IJnlts for all 95 Units Abstract contacted Essentlsl Air, a oca supplier of 
heating and all conditioning units. As the attaChed Memo ndlcates the cost of prOViding an HRV unit ranges 
between $4.000 and $5.000 per un I\. In total, prOViding HRV units for the entlfe building would create an addltlof"lal 
cost of apprOXimately $425.000 to the proJect. a Significant sum that would be unbearable for the project to absorb, 
It IS Important to take mo conSideration that the proposed 95-unlt rental building IS an Increase of 35 units from the 
ollQlnally approved 60-unlt condo bUilding. Whereas the or 9,na prOject would only need to prOVide 60 HRVs. and 
would be able to recover some of the cost through the nature of condomlnlum sales, the new proposed project 
would requ re 35 add!tlonal HRV units. a 63% ncrease. w·th no erfectJve mechanism to recover that cost In the 
proposed rental scenaflo 
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As an alternat ve, Abstract can commit to Implementing all of the energy efficiency strategies that would of 
met Built Green® Gold with the exception of the HRV Units. As the memo from MOrison Hershfleld Indicates 
(Figure 2: Preliminary Design) This would still ach ieve a level of energy performance greater than the 
requirements for Built Green® Silver. As Figure 2 Indicates In add it ion to Insulation requirements, this strategy __ .-~ 
would Include LED lighting, a high efficiency domestic hot water heating system and high efflcie ¥-dGA'lestl(::-'~ , . 

water fixtures. In add ition, Abstract will rough In the necessary systems to allow for the fut ~lnl lemenmtlplS 1\\\ri[~ In'. 
of photovolta lc cells. 0 \S ~0 \..::-, \J \!j-- U \ 1 

2. ProvIsion of $60,000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution. SEP 2 1 2Jn ::.:-; \ 
. f' '\\11 .I~ DEPT 

In order to provide attainable renta units at this location Abstract woud not contribute thexrevloufl'~_agW;ea~''';? -. J\J~ "tr'-\ _..-,.,-.'T" (\t-' tin ,\" , 
upon $60,000 towards an Affordab le Housing Contribution. The recent demand w ith in the owrLtql3'~ cor.e f~_ • ..:_."":"":' _ .......... 
rental has prompted a resurgence of purpose bu ilt rental bUildings due to the location prem l m-renrersaFe-
now willing to be pay to be within of adjacent the downtown core. However, the proposed project fa lls outside 
of the downtown core and IS required to be far more cost efficient In order to be economically vlab e. PaYing 
an additiona l contribution wou d be In contrad ict ion to this projects goal of providing attalnably priced units In 
a currently underservlced (Resident ially) area of Saanich. 

This project IS targeting to Include stud 0 units under $800 per month. The 2016 Rental Affordability Limit for 
the VictOria CMA according to BC Housing IS current ly $850 per month for studio and 1 bedroom units. 
According to BC Hous ng stud ios and 1 bedroom units priced under $850 a month would be considered 
affordable. An Important d istinction is that this lim it IS derived from the annual rental market survey that 
covers renta l bU ild ings of all ages. However, the 2014 CMHC renta l market survey for the VictOria CMA found 
that bUildings bu ilt after 2005 genera ll y have rents 26 32% greater than the rental stock bUilt prior to 2005. 
Based on th is the proposed project wou ld be affordably pnced w thin the predominantly older rental stock 
within the VictOria CMA despite being newly bUi lt construct ion. 

Contributions into an affordable housing fund are designed to help support the creation of more affordable 
housing developments throughout Saan ich. Th is project. wh ile not strictly an affordable housing development, 
will conta in a large number of affordably priced un its that w ill be attainable for low to moderate Income 
earners. To pay an additional affordable housing contr ibution would undermine the affordabillty goals, and 
viability of the project. Finally, to ensure that this project rema ins productive rental stock for the area In 
perpetuity, Abstract IS willing to place a new covenant on tit le stat ing that the project w ll not be converted In 
strata units at any pOint In the future. 

3. Permit only one commercial Unit to be used as retail at any gIVen time. The remaining Units would be restncted to 
general office use. 

The originally approved application Included 1151 m 2 of commerc ial space, whereas the new proposal only Includes 
529 m 2 of commercial space. As the parking analysIs from Watt Consu lt ng has Indicated through the new 
distribution of parking stalls, all of the necessary commerCial park ng for the proposed commercial space can be met 
by the parking supply on site, as long as the commerCial space IS not used for a restaurant. Abstract would like the 
covenant restricting retail removed and replaced by a covenant stating that none of the commercial space may be 
occupied by a restaurant. 

4. Construction of cycling end of triP facilities for the commercial tenants 

As Ind icated in the proposed traffic demand management strategies, Abstract IS proposing to prOVide $3,500 
In trust per commercia unit to build cycling end of triP fac ili ties. Since the potential layout and division of the 
commercial space s not known prior to leasing negotiat ions, It would be a detriment to prebuild cycitng end 
of trip facilities. Provld ng the funding In trust will allow each prospective tenant to better Integrate the end of 
trip facilities Into the design of their prospective commercial spaces. 
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As an alternat ve, Abstract can commit to Implementing all of the energy efficiency strategies that would of 
met BUilt Green® Gold with the exception of the HRV Units. As the memo from MOrison Hershfleld Indicates 
(Figure 2: Preliminary Design) This would still ach ieve a level of energy performance greater than the 
requirements for Built Green® Silver. As Figure 2 Indicates In add it ion to Insulation requirements, this strategy ___ -~ 
would Include LED lighting, a high efficiency domestic hot water heating system and high efflcie ¥-dGA'lestl(::-'~ " 
water fixtures. In add ition, Abstract will rough In the necessary systems to allow for the fut ~lnl lemenmt 1pl5 n"Vi~~ ~\ ~ 
of photovolta lc cells. 0 \S ~0 L01 \J \U-::: U: 1\ 

2. ProvIsion of $60,000 towards an Affordable Housing Contribution. SEP 2 1 L013 

. f' 1\\\1 .\~ DEPT 
In order to provide attainable renta units at this location Abstract woud not contribute thexrevloufl'~ agNea~'::' -. AJ' 'if'-\ 

I - • ..,.._.--,.,-.'T' ("'Ir ~,,~I' .\ upon $60,000 towards an Affordab e Housing Contribution. The recent demand w ith in the owrt.tql!Y~ cor.e ~ __ ..:_. __ . _ .......... 
rental has prompted a resurgence of purpose bu ilt rental bUildings due to the location prem l m-renrersare 
now Willing to be pay to be within of adjacent the downtown core. However, the proposed project fa lls outside 
of the downtown core and IS required to be far more cost effiCient In order to be economically viab le. PaYing 
an additiona l contribution wou d be In contrad ict ion to this projects goal of providing attalnably priced units In 
a currently underserviced (Resident ially) area of Saanich. 

This project IS targeting to inC ude stud 0 units under $800 per month. The 2016 Rental Affordability Limit for 
the Victoria CMA according to BC Housing IS current ly $850 per month for studio and 1 bedroom units. 
According to BC Hous ng stud ios and 1 bedroom units priced under $850 a month would be considered 
affordable. An Important d istinction is that this lim it IS derived from the annual rental market survey that 
covers renta l bU ild ings of all ages. However, the 2014 CMHC renta l market survey for the VictOria CMA found 
that bUildings bu ilt after 2005 genera ll y have rents 26 32% greater than the rental stock built prior to 2005. 
Based on th is the proposed project wou ld be affordably pnced w thin the predominantly older rental stock 
within the VictOria CMA despite being newly bUi lt construct ion. 

Contributions into an affordable housing fund are designed to help support the creation of more affordable 
housing developments throughout Saan ich. Th is project. wh ile not strictly an affordable housing development, 
Will conta in a large number of affordably priced un its that Will be attainable for low to moderate Income 
earners. To pay an additional affordable housing contr ibution would undermine the affordabillty goals, and 
viability of the project. Finally, to ensure that this project rema ins productive rental stock for the area In 
perpetuity, Abstract IS willing to place a new covenant on tit e stat ing that the project w ll not be converted In 
strata units at any pOint In the future. 

3. Permit only one commercial Unit to be used as retail at any gIVen time. The remalnmg Units would be restncted to 
general office use. 

The originally approved application Included 1151 m 2 of commerc ial space, whereas the new proposal only Includes 
529 m 2 of commercial space. As the parking analysIs from Watt Consu lt ng has Indicated through the new 
distribution of parking stalls, all of the necessary commercial park ng for the proposed commercial space can be met 
by the parking supply on site, as long as the commercial space IS not used for a restaurant. Abstract would like the 
covenant restricting retail removed and replaced by a covenant stating that none of the commercial space may be 
occupied by a restaurant. 

4. Construction of cyclmg end of triP facilities for the commercial tenants 

As Ind icated in the proposed traffic demand management strategies, Abstract IS proposing to provide $3,500 
In trust per commercia unit to build cycling end of triP fac ili ties. Since the potential layout and division of the 
commercial space s not known prior to leasing negotiat ions, It would be a detriment to prebuild cycling end 
of trip facilities. Provld ng the funding In trust will allow each prospective tenant to better Integrate the end of 
trip facil ities Into the design of their prospective commercial spaces. 
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As an <llternat ve, Abstract can commit to ImplementIng all of the energy effiCiency strat egies that wOuld of 
met Built Greene Gold with the exception of the HRV Untts. As the memo from Monson Hershfleld Indicates 
(Figure 2: Preltmmary DeSign) This would stili aeh eve a level of energy performance greater than the 
requirements for BUilt Greene Silver. As Figure 2 Indicates n add·t lon to Insulation requirements, thiS strategy 
would Include LED lighting, a high effiCiency domestic hot water heat ing system and high efflel nc~offiestlc-- h;o \-

~t~~~~I~:~~:I~~:I~ttlon. Abstract Will rough In the necessary systems to aHow for the fut ~\QJ'6s~;~ " 'c '~ \I 
2 Provis/O/l of S6QOOO towards an Affordable HOUSing Contribution. U U 
In order to prOVide attainable renta units at thiS location Abstract wou,d not contribute thexrev louSI~l-gW;ll'd,.. _ ~ 
upon $60.000 towards an Affordable Hous,ng Contnbutlon. The recent demand w ithin the oW'$O%11 core ~'_ 
rental has prompted a resurgence of purpose bUilt rental buildings due to the location preml rT'l"Tenti!rs are 
now Willing to be pay to be Within of adjacent the downtown core, However, the proposed prOject fails outs,de 
of the downtown core and IS reqUired to be far more cost ef fiC ient In order to be economically Vlab e PaYing 
an additional controbutlon wou d be ,n contrad ctlon to thiS projects goal of prOViding aUalnably priced units In 

a currently underservlced (Res dent la ~ly) area of Saanich. 

ThiS prOject Is targeting to Inc ude stud 0 Units under $800 per month, The 2016 Rental Affordablhty Limit for 
the VICtoria CMA according to BC HOUSing IS current ly $850 per month for studiO and 1 bedroom units. 
According to BC Hous ng studiOS and 1 bedroom Units priced under $850 a month would be conSidered 
affordable. An Important dlst nctlon IS that thiS j·m t IS denved from the annual rental market survey that 
covers rental bUildings of all ages. However. the 2014 CMHC rental market survey for the Vlctond CMA found 
that bUlldmgs bUilt after 2005 genera lly have rents 26 32% greater than the rental stock built prior to 2005. 
Based on thiS the proposed pro,ect would be affordably pnced WIthin the predominantly older rental stock 
within the VictOria CMA despite being newly bUilt construction. 

Contributions onto an affordable hOUSing fund are deSigned to help support the credbon of mare affordab e 
hOUSing developments throughout Sadn lch. ThiS project. while not stnctly an dffordable hOUSing development. 
Will conta n d large number of affordab,y priced un ts that Will be attainable for low to moderate Income 
earners, To pay an additional affordable hOUSing contribution wou'd undermine the affordablhty goals, and 
Viability of the prOJect. Finally. to ensure that this prOject remains productive rentdl stock for the area In 
perpetuity. Abstrdct IS Willing to place a new covenant on title stating that the project WI:! not be converted 'n 
strata units at any pOint In the future. 

3. Perm!t only one commerCial Unit to be used as retar! at any gIVen time, The rernammg umts would be restricted to 
general office use. 

The Originally approved application Included 1151 m 2 of commerCial space. whereas the new proposal only Includes 
529 m2 of commerCial space, As the parking analySIS from Watt Consu 't ,ng has Indicated through the new 
distribution of Pdr~Mg stalls. all of the necessary commerCial park 'ng for the proposed commerCial spdce can be met 
by the parking supply on site. as long as the commerCial space IS not used for a restaurant. Abstract would I ke the 
covenant restnctmg retail removed and repldced by a cOllenant stating that none of the commerCial space may be 
OCCUPied by a restaurant. 

4. Construction of cyclmg end of top faCilities for the commercIal tenants 

As Ind:cated in the proposed traff iC demand management strategies. Abstract IS propoSing to prOVide $3.500 
,n trust per commerCia Unit to build cycling end of tnp fac H les. Since the potential layout and diVision of the 
commerCial space s not known pnor to leaslflg negOtiations. It would be a detpment to prebulld cycling end 
of tr ip faCilities. Provdng the funding In trust Will a:low each prospective tenant to better Integrdte the end of 
trip faCilIties Into the deSIgn of their prospective commerCial spaces, 

\ 
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5. Creation of an alternatIVe mobility fund for use by residents or commerCial umt employees 

In consu ltat ion with Watt Consulting Group, Abstract explored numerous options at traffiC demand 
management for the project. As the parking management strategy tnd lcates the proposed project will meet 
the projected needs of the reSidential and commercial tenants, the add itional traffiC demand management 
strategies are proposed to help encourage additional alternative modes of transportation. In particular cyc tng 
IS encouraged through the provIsion of 60 additional secure bike parking spots and custom end of trip 
fac i Itles. The prOVISion of car share memberships was also explored however the lack of available MODO cars 
In the area limited any benefits this might have proVided. In addition, the core target market Includes 
unlvers ty students wh ich would already have access to a transit pass, thus lim it ing the benefits of the 
provIsion of trans it passes. The provIsion of transit passes IS more successful In condominium developments 
s nce the long term reSidents are provided a transit and then becomes Invested In continUing to use transit 
past the Init ial free one year pass. In a rental project like the one being proposed, the tenants can turn over 
every couple of years thus only the Initial tenant IS Incentlvlzed to use transit and no benefit IS seen past the 
first couple of years of the prOject. 

Unlike an alternative mobility fund wh ich would on y see short term benefits on a rental prOject with high 
tenant turnover (as IS the norm In buildings w ith high student occupants) the prov slon of addit ional cycl ing 
Infrastructure for both the reSidential and commercial tenants In the form of addit ional parking and end of triP 
facilities will provide a long term tangible benefit. Finally, the alternative mobility fund would be a large 
upfront cost for the project of $49,250 which as prev ously d iscussed IS an addit ional cost to a renta l project 
attempting to maintain attainable renta l rates. 

6 The reverting of commerCial parking spaces to reSidential vIsitor parking after bUSiness hours. 

The updated parking management strategy outlined by Watt Transportation IS responsive to the peak parking 
demands of the different users at d ifferent times and days throughout the week. Under the new scheme the 
commercial vIsitor would revert to commercial vIsitor and reSident ial vIsitor dUring off peak hours and the 
commercial employee parking wou ld revert to commercial employee and reSidentia l VISitor dUring off peak 
hours. The primary difference from the onglnal covenant IS that the parking would no longer revert to 
residential viSitor parking only, It would stili be accessible to the occaslona off-peak commercial employee or 
vIs itor as well. ThiS IS the most successful recommendation for parking management and shared use according 
the Watt Consu t lng Group. 

7. The right of first refusal for commercial tenants to lease vacant parking stalls for reSidential owners at prevailing 
market lease rates. 

As thiS project IS no longer a condomin ium project. th is covenant no longer applies. All parking leaSing w ill be 
managed by Abstract and It is always In the best Interest o f the bU ilding's owner to lease up any unused sta lls to 
create addit iona l revenue. 

Summary 

Convert ng th s previously approved project from a market condom nlum bUilding to an atta lnab y pnced 
renta bUild ing Will help stimulate reSidential development In the Douglas Core Major Centre. Although the area 
has shown rapid success In commercial development. the required additional hOUSing to create a Vibrant 
mixed use hub for Saanich has yet to follow. ThiS project wou ld provide 95 addltlona res dent lal Units nto the 
Immediate area wh ile also helping to address Saanich and Greater Vlctona's historically low renta l vacancies. 
In order to successfu Iy provide thiS product In a ong term economically Viable manner, the onglna l 
agreements pertaining to parking, and covenants need to be properly reexamined to reflect the new 
econom cs and benefits of the proposed project. 
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5. Creation of an alternatIVe mobility fund for use by residents or commerCial umt employees 

In consu ltat ion with Watt Consulting Group, Abstract explored numerous options at traffiC demand 
management for the project. As the parking management strategy ndlcates the proposed project Will meet 
the projected needs of the reSidential and commercial tenants, the additional traffiC demand management 
strategies are proposed to help encourage additional alternative modes of transportation. In particular cyc Ing 
IS encouraged through the provIsion of 60 additional secure bike parking spots and custom end of trip 
fac i Itles. The provslon of car share memberships was also explored however the lack of available MODO cars 
In the area lim ited any benefits this might have proVided. In addition, the core target market Includes 
unlvers ty students wh ich would already have access to a transit pass, thus lim iting the benefits of the 
provIsion of trans it passes. The provIsion of transit passes IS more successful In condominium developments 
s nce the long term reSidents are provided a transit and then becomes Invested In continUing to use transit 
past the Init ial free one year pass. In a rental project like the one being proposed, the tenants can turn over 
every couple of years thus only the Initial tenant IS Incentlvlzed to use transit and no benefit s seen past the 
first couple of years of the project. 

Unlike an alternative mobility fund wh ich would on y see sho rt term benefits on a rental prOject with high 
tenant turnover (as IS the norm In buildings with high student occupants) the prov slon of addit ional cycling 
Infrastructure for both the reSident ial and commercial tenants In the form of addit ional parking and end of triP 
facilities will prOVide a long term tangible benefit. Fina lly, the alternative mobility fund would be a large 
upfront cost for the project of $49,250 which as prev ously d iscussed IS an add lt lona cost to a renta l project 
attempting to maintain attainable renta l rates. 

6 The reverting of commerCial parking spaces to reSidential vIsitor parking after bUSiness hours. 

The updated parking management strategy outlined by Watt Transportation IS responsive to the peak parking 
demands of the different users at different times and days throughout the week. Under the new scheme the 
commercial VIsitor would revert to commerCial VIsitor and reSidential VIsitor dUring off peak hours and the 
commerCial employee parking wou ld revert to commerCial employee and residentia l vIsitor dUring off peak 
hours. The primary difference from the ong lnal covenant IS that the parking would no longer revert to 
residential viSitor parking only, It would still be accessible to the occaslona off-peak commercial employee or 
VIsitor as well. ThiS IS the most successful recommendation for parking management and shared use according 
the Watt Consu t lng Group. 

7. The right of first refusal for commercial tenants to lease vacant parking stalls for reSidential owners at prevailing 
market lease rates. 

As thiS project IS no longer a condominium project. th is covenant no longer applies. All parking leaSing w ill be 
managed by Abstract and It IS always In the best Interest o f the bU 'ldlng's owner to lease up any unused sta lls to 
create additiona l revenue. 

Summary 

Convert ng th s previously approved project from a market condom nlum bUilding to an atta lnab y priced 
renta budd ing Will help stimulate reSidential development In the Douglas Core Major Centre. Although the area 
has shown rapid success In commercial development. the required additional hOUSing to create a Vibrant 
mixed use hub for Saanich has yet to follow. ThiS project wou ld prOVide 95 addltlona res dent lal Units nto the 
Immediate area wh ile also helping to address Saanich and Greater VictOria's historically low rental vacancies. 
In order to successfu 'ly prOVide thiS product In a ong term economically Viable manner, the Origina l 
agreements pertaining to parking, and covenants need to be properly reexamined to reflect the new 
econom cs and benefits of the proposed project. 
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S, Creation of an alternative mobility fund for use by fl1Sldents or commerCial umt employees 

In consultat ion with Watt Consulting Group, Abstract el<plOled numerous opbons at traffiC demand 
management for the proJect. As the parKing management strategy ndlcates the proposed prOject will meet 
the prOjected needs of the reSidential and commerCial tenants, the additional traffiC demand management 
strategies are proposed to help encourage additional alternative modes of transportat ion, In particular eye Ing 
IS encouraged through the prOVISion of 60 addllional secure bike parking spots and custom end of trip 
facllt les. The pro" s'on of cal share memberships was also explored however the lack o f ava,table MODO cars 
In the area limited any benefits thiS might have provided. In addition, the core target market Includes 
un,versty students which would already have access to a tranSit pass, thus hmltlng the benefIts of the 
orOVISlon of transt passes. Tne provIsion of transit passes IS more successful In condominium developments 
s·nce the long term res·dents are prOVided a tranSit and then becomes mvested In continuing to use tranSIt 
past the l!"IIt.al free one year pass. In a rental prOject like the one be·ng proposed. the tenants can turn over 
every couple of years thus only the Initial tenant IS Incentlvlzed to use transit and no benefit .5 seen past the 
first couple of yeats of the prOJect. 

Unlll<e an alternatIVe mObili ty fund wl"!·ch would on·y see short term benefits on a renta prOject With high 
tenant turnover {as IS the norm In bUlld'ngs With high student occupants) the prev sion of add ,t lona cycling 
Infrastructure for both the resldenta l and commercial tenants In the form of add,t :onal carkmg and end of tnp 
faCilit ies will prOVide a long term tangible benefit, Final y, the alternative mobliity fund would be il large 
upfront cost for the project of $49.250 which as preViously discussed 15 an addlt ona cost to a renta ' prOject 
attempting to mal!"\taln attainable rental rates. 

6 The revertmg of commercial tJarkmg spaces to reSidential VISitor parkmg after busmess hours. 

The uodated parking management strategy outlined by Watt Transportation IS responsIVe to the peak parking 
demands of the different users at d .fferent t imes and days throughout the week. Under the new scheme the 
commercial VISitor would revert to commerCial V!Sltor and res!dent lal VISitor dunng off peak hours and the 
commercial employee parking would revert to commerCIal employee and reSidential VISitor durtng off peak 
hours. The primary difference from the onglnal covenant IS that the parking would no longer revert to 
reSidential VISitor parking only, It would Stili be acceSSible to the occaSlOna off-peak commerCial employee or 
VISitor ilS well. ThiS IS the most successful recommendation for parking management and shared use accord.ng 
the Watt Consu tlng Group. 

1. The right of first refusal for commerCia! tenants (0 lease vaCiJnt parking stalls for reSidential owners at previJiling 
market {esse Rltes. 

As thiS project IS no longer a COndominium prOject. this C::lVenant no longer applies. All parking leas ng Will be 
milnaged by Abstract and It s always In the best Interest of the bu Idlng·s owner to lease up any unused sta\!s to 
create add t iona' revenue. 

Summary 

Convert 09 th s preViously approved project from a market condom nlum bUilding to an atta!nab y pnced 
renta bUildIng w!11 help stimulate resldentlill development In the Douglas Core Ma}orCentre. Although the area 
hilS shown rapid success !n commerclill development, the required additional hOUSing to create a Vibrant 
mixed use hub for Saanich has yet to fol low. ThiS prOject would prOVide 95 additional res dentJal urllts Into the 
Immedlilte area wh< e also helping to address Saanich and Greater Victoria's hlstoflcally low rental vacanCies. 
In order to 5uccessfu Iy prOVide thiS product In a ong term economically Viable manner, the anginal 
agreements pertaln,ng to parking. and covenants need to be properly reexamined to reflect the new 
econom cs and benefits of the proposed project 
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If you have any questions or would like to discuss further. please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely. 

Mike 1'1 11 er 
President and Founder 
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Mike 1'1 11 er 
President and Founder 
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Victoria BC 
By email: MMiller@abstractdevelopments.com 

Attention: Mike Miller, President + Founder 

RE: 433 BOLESKINE ROAD PARKING STUDY 
UPDATE TO PARKING MANAGEMENT + TDM STRATEGY 

#201-791 Goldstream Avenue 
Victoria, Be V9B 2X5 

T 250.388.9877 
F 250.388.9879 
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19 August 2016 
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The following is an update to the 433 Boleskine Road Parking Study (dated 15 April 2016) to 

provide further detail on the proposed parking management and transportation demand 
management (TOM) strategies. This update is provided in response to clarifications sought by 

District of Saanich staff. 

PARKING MANAGEMENT 

The Parking Study (April 2016) concluded that the site's peak parking demand will be as 

summarized in the table below. Time-of-day demand characteristics vary between the land uses 

and not all uses will experience peak parking demand at one time. 

PEAK PARKING DEMAND, BY LAND USE / USER GROUP 
- - I - -' - -, -

Land Use I '. 
I .. - . 

Multi-Family 95 units 
Residential (65 bach, 5 1·bed , 29 2-bed) 

529 m2 GFA Commerciai1 
(2 or 3 units) 

Residents 

Visitors 

Employees 

Customers 

Peak Parking 
Demand 

57 vehicles 

10 vehicles 

4 vehicles 

4 vehicles 

A parking management strategy has been developed to demonstrate how the parking demand 

from each user group will be accommodated on-site. See table below. Each of these 

management strategies identified in the table will be protected by a covenant. 

1 The Parking Study, Section 3.3 concludes that peak commercial parking demand will be eight spaces, then clarifies in Appendix B 
that overall commercial demand is expected to be 50% customers and 50% employees 
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The following is an update to the 433 Boleskine Road Parking Study (dated 15 April 2016) to 

provide further detail on the proposed parking management and transportation demand 
management (TOM) strategies. This update is provided in response to clarifications sought by 

District of Saanich staff. 

PARKING MANAGEMENT 

The Parking Study (April 2016) concluded that the site's peak parking demand will be as 

summarized in the table below. Time-of-day demand characteristics vary between the land uses 

and not all uses will experience peak parking demand at one time. 

PEAK PARKING DEMAND, BY LAND USE I USER GROUP 

'J ~ l'J~~-Of.::rJt~'" Peak Parking 
, , ser 
~.:J£ Demand 

Multi-Family 95 units 
Residents 57 vehicles 

Residential (65 bach, 5 1·bed , 29 2-bed) 
Visitors 10 vehicles 

529 m2 GFA 
Employees 4 vehicles 

Commerciai1 
(2 or 3 units) 

Customers 4 vehicles 

A parking management strategy has been developed to demonstrate how the parking demand 

from each user group will be accommodated on-site. See table below. Each of these 

management strategies identified in the table will be protected by a covenant. 

1 The Parking Study, Section 3.3 concludes that peak commercial parking demand will be eight spaces, then clarifies in Appendix B 
that overall commercial demand is expected to be 50% customers and 50% employees 
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By email: MMilier@abstractdevelopments.com 

Attention: Mike Miller, President + Founder 

RE: 433 BOLESKINE ROAD PARKING STUDY 

UPDATE TO PARKING MANAGEMENT + TDM STRATEGY 
Pl .... :~ III 

OJ:::,T I' 1 :.;F 

The following is an update to the 433 Boleskine Road Parking Study (dated 15 Aprll2016) to 

provide further detail on the proposed parking management and transportation demand 

management (TOM) strategies. This update is provided in response to clarifications sought by 

District of Saanich staff. 

PARKING MANAGEMENT 

The Parking Study (Apri l 2016) concluded that the site's peak parking demand will be as 

summarized in the table below. Time-of-day demand characteristics vary between the land uses 

and not all uses will experience peak parking demand at one time. 

PEAK PARKING DEMAND, BY LAND USE I USER GROUP .- ... -_·----·1 . - - .- . - - - Peak Parkin 
land Use User Group D d 9 -. .. eman 

Multi-Family 95 units 
Residents 57 vehicles 

Residential (65 bach, 5 1·bed, 29 2-bed) 
Visitors 10 vehicles 

529 m2 GFA 
Employees 4 vehicles 

Commercial1 
(2 Dr 3 units) 

Customers 4 vehicles 

A parking management strategy has been developed to demonstrate how the parking demand 

from each user group will be accommodated on-site. See table below. Each of these 

management strategies identified in the table will be protected by a covenant. 

The Parking Study. Sec1ion 3.3 concludes thai peak commercial parking demand 'Nill be eight spaces, Ihen clarifies In Appendb( B 
thai overall commercial demand is e~pected to be 50% customers and 50% employees 
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Attention: Mike Miller, President + Founder, Abstract Developments 19 August 2016 
Page 2 RE: Parking Management + TOM, 433 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

PARKING ASSIGNMENT + MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 

Surface 
7 spaces 

Underground 
66 spaces 

1 - , -
Parking Space 

Assignment 

4 spaces 

2 spaces2 

1 space 

57 spaces 
(0,6 / unit) 

9 spaces 

Reserved for commercial customers on weekdays 
Customers, from 9:00am and 5:00pm, Monday to Friday; 

Visitors available to customers and residential visitors during 
all other times 

Visitors 

Loading Zone 

Residents 

Reserved for residential visitors 
at all times 

Reserved for loading at all times 
(commercial + residential) 

Spaces assigned to residents 
on a monthly basis 

Reserved for commercial employees on weekdays 
Employees, from 9:00am and 5:00pm, Monday to Friday; 

Visitors available to employees and residential visitors during 
all other times, r------- ------__ 

o ~~[fq~p~~n~ The parking management strategy will result in no less than five parking spaces I r:nflnI~ '- -) L j -= )' 
unoccupied at all times (based on parking demand projections from the Parking St~d't A - ifP I. f 2G1u -:.J 
2016), Resident (57), loading (1) and visitor (2) spaces will be reserved, the 13 t maining 

spaces (4 surface, 9 underground) will be "flexible" and available for commercia an~~~ l~o/~~I~.9 ::';~~~_" 
k' W kd d yt' d't' 'II' I d kd d ftw "t ( ~ U )'- f IJ\... f ",r ,)r"\,\I,,d par lng, ee ay a Ime con I Ions WI inC U e pea eman 0 0 VISI or s nace ;- ol:lr --- ----.:-.,. __ 

customer (surface), and four employee vehicles (underground), leaving five of the "flexible" 

underground spaces unoccupied, Weekday evening and weekend conditions will include peak 

demand of ten visitor vehicles (6 at surface, four underground), leaving five of the "flexible" 

underground spaces unoccupied and available to businesses with possible evening or weekend 

operating hours, 

The development proposal includes a covenant to prevent a restaurant tenant from occupying 

all or a portion of the commercial space (restaurant parking demand is high), All other possible 

commercial tenants are within the range of parking demand that has been projected through this 

study, 

The on-site Resident Manager will be responsible for casual on-site parking supervision, Where 

parking is being used contrary to the intended function, the Resident Manager would coordinate 

with the offender and/or arrange for the offending vehicle(s) to be towed, 

2 Visitor parking demand is expected to be two vehicles until 5:00pm 
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PARKING ASSIGNMENT + MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 

Surface 
7 spaces 

Underground 
66 spaces 

'-"1 - .-. 
Parkit:lg Space ' 
~.ssignment , 

4 spaces 

2 spaces2 

1 space 

57 spaces 
(0.6 / unit) 

9 spaces 

Reserved for commercial customers on weekdays 
Customers, from 9:00am and 5:00pm, Monday to Friday; 

Visitors available to customers and residential visitors during 
all other times 

Visitors 

Loading Zone 

Residents 

Reserved for residential visitors 
at all times 

Reserved for loading at all times 
(commercial + residential) 

Spaces assigned to residents 
on a monthly basis 

Reserved for commercial employees on weekdays 
Employees, from 9:00am and 5:00pm, Monday to Friday; 

Visitors available to employees and residential visitors during 
all other times. r-----------__ 

The parking management strategy will result in no less than five parking spaces I rmalnmg --. ) - -= n I o l~~~[lWjP~~ 
unoccupied at all times (based on parking demand projections from the Parking St~dJ AlS"ifP ~ 1 2S1u -:;1 
2016). Resident (57), loading (1) and visitor (2) spaces will be reserved , the 13 f maining 

spaces (4 surface, 9 underground) will be "flexible" and available for commercia an~~!. ,~91~!: 1~,g ~-::;~~~ _., 
parking . Weekday daytime conditions will include peak demand of two visitor (s ffa~e)~f61:lr\..· !...~.:::r"\'\ 1.::::2~_~ 
customer (surface) , and four employee vehicles (underground), leaving five of the "flexible" 

underground spaces unoccupied. Weekday evening and weekend conditions will include peak 

demand of ten visitor vehicles (6 at surface, four underground), leaving five of the "flexible" 

underground spaces unoccupied and available to businesses with possible evening or weekend 

operating hours. 

The development proposal includes a covenant to prevent a restaurant tenant from occupying 

all or a portion of the commercial space (restaurant parking demand is high). All other possible 

commercial tenants are within the range of parking demand that has been projected through this 

study. 

The on-site Resident Manager will be responsible for casual on-site parking supervision. Where 

parking is being used contrary to the intended function, the Resident Manager would coordinate 

with the offender and/or arrange for the offending vehicle(s) to be towed. 

2 Visitor parking demand is expected to be two vehicles until 5:00pm 
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PARKING ASSIGNMENT + MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 

Reserved for commercial cuslomers on weekdays 

4 spaces 
Customers, from 9:00am and 5:00pm, Monday 10 Friday; 

Visitors available 10 cuslomers and residential visilors during 
all other times 

Surface 2 spaces2 Visitors 
Reserved for residential visitors 

7 spaces at all times 

1 space Loading Zone 
Reserved for loading at all times 
(commercial + residential) 

57 spaces Residents 
Spaces assigned to residents 

(0.6 / unit) on a monthly basis 
Underg round 
66 spaces Reserved for commercial employees on weekdays 

9 spaces 
Employees, from 9:00am and 5:00pm. Monday 10 Friday; 

Visitors available to employees and residenlial visitors during 
all other times. 

o I~- = - L 15;'~ [1)1 The parking management strategy will result in no less than five parking spaces I mpinmg 

unoccupied at all times (based on parking demand projections from the Parking Sl~dJ Al8'[p £1 
2016) Resident (57) , loading (1) and Visitor (2) spaces will be reserved , the 13 tmainin~ 
spaces (4 surface, 9 underground) will be "flexlbleft and available for commercia anC\ri~hor II '" T 

. ( \~ ... j. parking. Weekday daytime conditions will include peak demand of two viSitor s rface) ;-four 

customer (surface) , and four employee vehicles (underground), leaving five of the "flexible" 

underground spaces unoccupied. Weekday evening and weekend conditions will include peak 

demand of ten visitor vehicles (6 at surface, four underground), leaving five of the "flexiblen 

underground spaces unoccupied and available to businesses with possible evening or weekend 

operating hours. 

The development proposal includes a covenant to prevent a restaurant tenant from occupying 

all or a portion of the commercial space (restaurant parking demand is high). All other possible 

commercial tenants are within the range of parking demand that has been projected through this 

study. 

The on-site Resident Manager will be responsible for casual on-site parking supervision. Where 

parking is being used contrary to the intended function, the Resident Manager would coordinate 

with the offender andlor arrange for the offending vehicle(s) to be towed. 

J Visitor parking demand Is expected to be two vehicles until 5:00pm 
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Attention: Mike Miller, President + Founder, Abstract Developments 
RE: Parking Management + TOM, 433 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

19 August 2016 
Page 3 

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TOM) 

Transportation demand management (TOM) is the application of strategies and policies to 
influence individual travel choice to reduce parking demand and enhance alternative 
transportation options. The following TOM strategies will be pursued. 

1. BIKE PARKING 
60 additional bike spaces (hanging bike spaces) will be provided above the amount required 
by the Zoning Bylaw. All residents and employees will have access to the secure bicycle 
parking area. Bicycle parking spaces will be unassigned (Le., each space available to any 
user). 

2. CYCLING END-POINT PROVISIONS 

$3,500 per commercial unit3 (up to $10,500) will be set aside for the provision of a shower 
stall and storage locker to be included in the washroom space of each commercial unit to 
accommodate employees seeking shower / change facilities after cycling or walking 10 work. . . 

3. ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGE STATION 

A Level 2 (240v) electric vehicle charge station will be provided in the surface parking lot 
and available to the public. 

Please contact the undersigned with any questions or clarifications. 

Sincerely, 
I Watt Consulting Group 

PL,f\~'i'~,j\ CJ I "~.~- T I' 
DI:,TRICT r\~ , f ,:'." .. " 

Daniel Casey, MCIP RPP M.Plan. 

Sr Transportation Planner 

J Commercial floor area will consist of either two or three separate spaces 

'"--- .. -' 

Mairi Bosomworth, BA 

Transportation Planner 
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TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TOM) 

Transportation demand management (TOM) is the application of strategies and policies to 
influence individual travel choice to reduce parking demand and enhance alternative 
transportation options. The following TOM strategies will be pursued. 

1. BIKE PARKING 
60 additional bike spaces (hanging bike spaces) will be provided above the amount required 
by the Zoning Bylaw. All residents and employees will have access to the secure bicycle 
parking area. Bicycle parking spaces will be unassigned (Le., each space available to any 
user). 

2. CYCLING END-POINT PROVISIONS 

$3,500 per commercial unit3 (up to $10,500) will be set aside for the provision of a shower 
stall and storage locker to be included in the washroom space of each commercial unit to 
accommodate employees seeking shower / change facilities after cycling or walking to work. 

I ~ 

3. ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGE STATION 

A Level 2 (240v) electric vehicle charge station will be provided in the surface parking lot 
and available to the public. 

Please contact the undersigned with any questions or clarifications. 

Sincerely, 
l Watt Consulting Group 

PL.,\~II'~,i'G;':::,-T I' 
DI3TRICf r\~ , f ,.'~ .. I' 

Daniel Casey, MCIP RPP M.Plan. 

Sr Transportation Planner 

J Commercial floor area will consist of either two or three separate spaces 

'"-__ .• -i 

Mairi Bosomworth, BA 

Transportation Planner 
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Attention: Mike Miller, President + Founder, Abstract Developments 19 August 2016 
Page 3 RE: Parking Management + TOM, 433 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TOM) 

Transportation demand management (TOM) is the application of strategies and policies to 
influence individual travel choice to reduce parking demand and enhance alternative 

transportation options. The following TOM strategies will be pursued. 

1. BI KE PARKING 
60 additional bike spaces (hanging bike spaces) will be provided above the amount required 

by the Zoning Bylaw. All residents and employees will have access to the secure bicycle 
parking area. Bicycle parking spaces will be unassigned (i.e., each space available to any 
user). 

2. CYCLING END-POINT PROVISIONS 

$3,500 per commercial unitl (up to $10,500) will be set aside for the provision of a shower 
stall and storage locker to be included in the washroom space of each commercial unit to 

accommodate employees seeking shower I change facilities after cycling or walking to work. , . 
3. ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGE STATION 

A Level 2 (240v) electric vehicle charge station will be provided in the surface parking lot 
and available to the public. 

Please contact the undersigned with any questions or clarifications. I OJ [c.c(~ 
Uti SE? £1 Sincerely, 

Watt Consulting Group 

Daniel Casey, MCIP RPP M.Plan. 

Sr Transportation Planner 

, Commercial noor area will consist of ellher two or three sepafale spaces 

Malri Bosomworth, BA 

Transportation Planner 
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Boulevard Transportation, a division of Watt Consulting Group was retained by Abstract 
Developments Inc to undertake a parking study for the proposed development at 435 Boleskine 
Road in the District of Saanich. The purpose of this study is to assess the adequacy of the 
proposed parking supply by considering parking demand at representative multi-family 

residential sites and identify appropriate management approaches. 

This study is an update to a report prepared in December 2013 that addressed a former version 
of the development proposal. As a result, some of the information contained in the current study 

is based on data collection completed in late 2013. 

1.1 LOCATION 

The subject site is located on the southeast corner of the Boleskine Road I Whittier Avenue 
intersection (435 Boleskine Road). See Map 1. The site is at the western-most edge of the 
Uptown Major Centre (per Saanich OCP) and a 3-5 minute walk to the Uptown shopping centre. 

MAP 1. SUBJECT SITE 

435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 
District of Saanich 

1 

o dl\'lslon 01 W;ltt ConsulUng Group 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

• • • • IWATT 
• Consulting Group 

~·"..,,1'l\!3 

Boulevard Transportation, a division of Watt Consulting Group was retained by Abstract 

Developments Inc to undertake a parking study for the proposed development at 435 Boleskine 
Road in the District of Saanich. The purpose of this study is to assess the adequacy of the 
proposed parking supply by considering parking demand at representative multi-family 

residential sites and identify appropriate management approaches. 

This study is an update to a report prepared in December 2013 that addressed a former version 
of the development proposal. As a result, some of the information contained in the current study 

is based on data collection completed in late 2013. 

1.1 LOCATION 

The subject site is located on the southeast corner of the Boleskine Road I Whittier Avenue 
intersection (435 Boleskine Road). See Map 1. The site is at the western-most edge of the 

Uptown Major Centre (per Saanich OCP) and a 3-5 minute walk to the Uptown shopping centre. 

MAP 1. SUBJECT SITE 

435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 
District of Saanich 

1 

74

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

• • • • IWATT 
.Co~ .. III ",G'."P 

~ ... ~1'I\I3 

Boulevard Transportation, a division of Watt Consulting Group was retained by Abstract 
Developments Inc to undertake a parking study for the proposed development at 435 Boleskine 

Road in the District of Saanich. The purpose of this study is to assess the adequacy of the 
proposed parking supply by considering parking demand at representative multi-family 

residential sites and identify appropriate management approaches. 

This study is an update to a report prepared in December 2013 that addressed a former version 

of the development proposal. As a result, some of the information contained in the current study 

is based on data collection completed in [ate 2013. 

1.1 LOCATION 

The subject site is located on the southeast corner of the Boleskine Road I Whittier Avenue 
intersection (435 Boleskine Road) . See Map 1. The site is at the western-most edge of the 

Uptown Major Centre (per Saanich OCP) and a 3-5 minute walk to the Uptown shopping centre. 

MAP 1. SUBJECT SITE 

435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 
District of Saanich 

1 



~I·a~ • •• IWATT 
'Tk':"·"."...,lII::r .. t1jN 

~ division of W~tt Consultlng Group 

1.2 CURRENT LAND USE 

The site contains four single-family homes on separate properties. All are zoned RS-6, Single 
Family Dwelling. 

1.3 PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

A Comprehensive Development Zone is proposed that would allow for a six-storey building 

consisting of 529 m2 of ground-floor commercial and 95 multi-family residential units. Residential 

units will be market rental consisting of approximately 60% bachelor suites ranging from 33.3m2 

(358 sqft) to 39.2m2 (422 sqft) and 40% two-bedroom suites ranging from 48.4m2 (521 sqft) to 

74.0m2 (797 sqft). Ground floor commercial will consist of three units that will be restricted 
through covenant to include no more than one "retail" occupant and the others will be "general 
office". 

1.3.1 Proposed Parking Supply 

The proposal includes a total of 71 off-street parking spaces. Seven spaces will be available to 
commercial employees and customers in a surface parking lot at the front of the building 

(accessed from Boleskine Road), and may be used by residential visitors outside business 
hours. Residential vehicles will be accommodated in a two-storey underground facility 

consisting of 64 spaces that is accessed from Whittier Avenue. Commercial tenants will have 
the right of first refusal on any available underground parking spaces. The proposal also 

includes four on-street parking spaces on the Whittier Avenue frontage in addition to the off­

street parking supply. 

The proposal also includes 110 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces (12 more than required). 
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A Comprehensive Development Zone is proposed that would allow for a six-storey building 

consisting of 529 m2 of ground-floor commercial and 95 multi-family residential units. Residential 

units will be market rental consisting of approximately 60% bachelor suites ranging from 33.3m2 

(358 sqft) to 392m2 (422 sqft) and 40% two-bedroom suites ranging from 48Am2 (521 sqft) to 

74.0m2 (797 sqft). Ground floor commercial will consist of three units that will be restricted 

through covenant to include no more than one ~ retajl " occupant and the others will be Mgeneral 

office~. 

1.3.1 Proposed Parking Supply 

The proposal includes a total of 71 off-street parking spaces. Seven spaces will be available to 

commercial employees and customers in a surface parking lot at the front of the building 

(accessed from Boleskine Road), and may be used by residential visitors outside business 

hours. Residential vehicles will be accommodated in a two-storey underground facility 

consisting of 64 spaces that is accessed from Whittier Avenue. Commercial tenants will have 

the right of first refusal on any available underground parking spaces. The proposal also 
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street parking supply. 

The proposal also includes 110 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces (12 more than required) . 

435 Bolesklne Road Parking Study 
District of Saanich 2 



~t~ • • • • IWATT 
~'r"" ,",un.w 

" division 01 W~II Consuillng Group 

2.0 PARKING REQUIREMENT 

The District of Saanich's Zoning Bylaw requires that commercial land uses provide one parking 

space per 25m2 GFA and multi-family residential provide 1.5 spaces per unit. Accordingly, the 
parking requirement for the site is 164 spaces, 21 spaces for the commercial land use and 143 
spaces for the residential uses. See Table 1. 

TABLE 1. OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENT 

Bylaw 
Classification 

Required 
Supply Rate 

Required 
Supply 

Residential 95 units 

General Office 
\7a..-\a..1 \ 

Apartments 

1/25 m2 GFA 
1/14- M" c,.r6. 

1.5 1 dwelling unit 

Total 

143 

The District also requires one long-term bicycle parking space per multi-family residential unit 
and a six-space rack at each entrance, and one long-term space per 250m2 GFA for commercial 

uses. This results in a total of 99 bicycle parking spaces (which the proposal exceeds). 

3.0 EXPECTED PARKING DEMAND 

Expected parking demand is a measure of the number of vehicles anticipated to seek parking at 
the subject site based on the land uses as proposed. Expected parking demand is considered in 

the following section based on vehicle ownership from comparable sites, observations, 
research, and results from previous studies. 

3.1 RESIDENTIAL PARKING DEMAND 

3.1.1 Vehicle Ownership 

Vehicle ownership data was obtained from ICBC for ten strata ownership multi-family residential 

sites as part of the original 2013 study. See Table 2. ICBC data suggested an average vehicle 

ownership rate of 0.95 vehicles per unit. 

Multi-family strata ownership units are known to exhibit higher parking demand rates as 
compared to rental apartment units. Comprehensive stUdies from Metro Vancouver1 and the 

1 Metro Vancouver, Metro Vancouver Apartment Parking Study, September 2012, Page 44, Table 21; available online at: 
http://public.metrovancouver.ora/planning/developmenVstrategy/RGSDocs/Apartment Parking Study TechnicalReport.pdf 
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Total ...... '''1 
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uses. This results in a total of 99 bicycle parking spaces (which the proposal exceeds). 
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compared to rental apartment units. Comprehensive studies from Metro Vancouver 1 and the 
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City of Toronto2 conclude that parking demand is 33% to 41 % lower among market rental than 

strata ownership condominium units. When the average vehicle ownership rate among the 
strata ownership condominium sites (0.95 vehicles per unit) is reduced by 35% to reflect the 
reduced rate among rental apartments, the expected demand rate is 0.62 vehicles per unit. 

TABLE 2. VEHICLE OWNERSHIP AT STRATA OWNERSHIP SITES, 

FACTORED TO REFLECT RENTAL APARTMENT RATES 

Strata Ownership Condominium Rental Apartment 

• Consulting Group 

5;".~1~3 

Site Units 
--- +~-

Insured Parking Demand 
Vehicles 3 (vehicles I unit) 

--~--
Parking Demand d 
Reduction Factor 

3258 Alder Street 25 21 0.84 0.55 

3263 Alder Street 16 19 1.19 0.77 

400 Dupplin Road 36 33 0.92 0.60 

3225 Eldon Place 95 83 0.87 0.57 

3255 Glasgow Avenue 88 77 0.88 0.57 

3277 Glasgow Avenue 47 47 1.00 - 35% 0.65 

1025 Inverness Road 103 89 0.86 0.56 

3170 Irma Street 16 10 0.63 0.41 

3215 Rutledge Street 16 16 1.00 0.65 

1068 Tolmie Avenue 20 27 1.35 0.88 

Average 0.95 0.62 

Vehicle ownership data was obtained from ICBC for seven rental apartment multi-family 

residential sites for a recent parking study in the North Park neighbourhood in the City of 
Victoria. See Table 3. Vehicle ownership data suggested an average vehicle ownership rate of 

0.51 vehicles per unit. These sites are generally in a more urban location than the subject site, 
suggesting that the average ownership rate should be increased to be representative. 

2 City of Toronto, Parking Standards Review - Phase Two Apartment Building / Multi-Unit Blocks Developments Component. New 
Zoning By-Law Project. February 2007, Page 16. Figure 3.1; available online at: 
www1.toronto.ca/city of torontolcity planninglzoning environmenVfiles/odf/cansult final apart stdS.Ddf 

3 Vehicle ownership infonnation obtained from Insurance Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC). 
Infonnalion is current as of November 30 2013. 
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Vehicle ownership data was obtained from ICSC for seven rental apartment multi·family 

residential sites for a recent parking study in the North Park neighbourhood in the City of 
Victoria . See Table 3. Vehicle ownership data suggested an average vehicle ownership rate of 

0.51 vehicles per unit. These sites are generally in a more urban location than the subject site, 
suggesting that the average ownership rate should be increased to be representative. 

2 City ofToronto. Parking Standards Revlew - Phase Two Apartment Bu/lcJing / Multi·Unit Biocks DeYelopments Componant. New 
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l Vehicle owne~hlp infonnaUon obtained from Insurance Corporation of BrlIlsh Columbia (ICBC). 
Information Is current as of November 30 2013. 
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TABLE 3. VEHICLE OWNERSHIP AT RENTAL APARTMENT SITES, NORTH PARK AREA 

Insured 
Units V h' I 4 e Ie es 

1635 Cook Street 72 30 

1035 North Park Street 79 21 

1130 Pandora Avenue 45 24 

1020 Pembroke Street 109 75 

2310 Quadra Street 19 14 

1017 Queens Avenue 27 11 

1110 Queens Avenue 17 9 

Average 

3.1.2 Study Site: Tillicum I Burnside (3185 Tillicum Rd) 

Parking Demand 
(vehicles / unit) 

0.42 

0.27 

0.53 

0.69 

0.74 

0.41 

0.53 

0.51 

A similar parking study was completed in 2010 for the rental apartment development on the 

southeast corner of Tillicum Road / Burnside Road (3185 Tillicum Road). Eight market rental 

apartment sites were surveyed and found average parking demand to be 0.68 vehicles per unit. 
The site was ultimately approved and constructed with a parking supply rate of 0.59 vehicles per 

unit (61 resident spaces, 104 units)5. 

Vehicle ownership was recently obtained for the 3185 Tillicum Road site and determined vehicle 

ownership rates to be 0.58 vehicles per unit6
. This confirms the approved parking supply rate as 

appropriate for the Tillicum/Burnside site and is recommended as the most appropriate measure 
of parking demand for the Bo/eskine Road site. Accordingly, resident parking demand is 

expected to be for 57 vehicles. 

3.2 VISITOR PARKING DEMAND 

Vehicle ownership information is the basis for the resident parking demand calculations above 

(Section 3.1) and do not account for visitor parking. Visitor parking demand rates have been 

demonstrated in the range of 0.05 to 0.07 vehicles per unit for multi-family residential 7. Using a 

4 Vehicle ownership information obtained from Insurance Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC). 
Information is current as of November 30 2013. 

5 Parking supply rate includes only parking spaces intended for reSident, reserved visitor parking excluded. 

6 Vehicle ownership rate based on the number of vehicles registered to this address. Infonnation is provided by Insurance 
Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC) and current as of November 30, 2015. 

7 Based on observations of visitor parking conducted in 2015 for two studies of multi-family residential sites (one adjacent downtown 
Victoria, the other in Langford) and findings from the 2012 Metro Vancouver Apartment Parking Study (Table 31 , pg50) available 
at: http://public.metrovancouver.orglplanningldevelopmenVstrategy/RGSDocs/Apartment Parking Study TechnicalReport.pdf 
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southeast corner of Tillicum Road / Burnside Road (3185 Tillicum Road). Eight market rental 

apartment sites were surveyed and found average parking demand to be 0.68 vehicles per unit. 

The site was ultimately approved and constructed with a parking supply rate of 0.59 vehicles per 

unit (61 resident spaces, 104 units)5. 

Vehicle ownership was recently obtained for the 3185 Tillicum Road site and determined vehicle 

ownership rates to be 0.58 vehicles per unit6
. This confirms the approved parking supply rate as 

appropriate for the Tillicum/Burnside site and is recommended as the most appropriate measure 
of parking demand for the Bo/eskine Road site. Accordingly, resident parking demand is 

expected to be for 57 vehicles. 

3.2 VISITOR PARKING DEMAND 

Vehicle ownership information is the basis for the resident parking demand calculations above 
(Section 3.1) and do not account for visitor parking. Visitor parking demand rates have been 

demonstrated in the range of 0.05 to 0.07 vehicles per unit for multi-family residential 7. Using a 

4 Vehicle ownership infonnation obtained from Insurance Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC). 
Infonnation is current as of November 30 2013. 

5 Parking supply rate includes only parking spaces intended for reSident, reserved visitor parking excluded. 

6 Vehicle ownership rate based on the number of vehicles registered to this address. Information is provided by Insurance 
Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC) and current as of November 30,2015. 
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A similar parking study was completed in 2010 for the rental apartment development on the 
southeast corner of Tillicum Road' Burnside Road (3185 Tillicum Road) . Eight market rental 

apartment sites were surveyed and found average parking demand to be 0.68 vehicles per unit. 
The site was ultimately approved and constructed with a parking supply rate of 0.59 vehicles per 

unit (61 resident spaces, 104 units)f>, 

Vehicle ownership was recently obtained for the 3185 Tillicum Road site and determined vehicle 
ownership rates to be 0.58 vehicles per unitS. This confirms the approved par1<ing supply rate as 

appropriate for the Tillicum/Burnside site and is recommended as the most appropriate measure 
of parking demand for the Boleskine Road site. Accordingly, resident parking demand is 

expected to be for 57 vehicles. 

3.2 VISITOR PARKING DEMAND 

Vehicle ownership information is the basis for the resident parking demand calculations above 

(Section 3.1) and do not account for visitor parking. Visitor parking demand rates have been 
demonstrated in the range of 0.05 to 0.07 vehicles per unit for multi-family residentlal1. Using a 

• Vehlde ownership Information obtained from Insurance Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC). 
Infonnation Is currenl as of November 30 2013. 

5 Parking supply rate includes only parking spaces Intended for resident, reserved visitor parking eKCiuded. 

I Vehicle ownership rate based on the number of vehicles registered to this address, Information Is provided by Insurance 
Corporation of British Columbia (ICBC) and current as of November 30, 2015. 

1 Based on observations of visitor parking conducted in 2015 for two studies of mul ti-family residential sites (one adjacent downtown 
VictOria, the other In Langford) and findings from the 2012 Melro Vancouver Apartment Parking Study (Table 31 , pg50) avaJlable 
at: hUo:l!oubrc.me\royancouver,orgfolaoo'ng/develogmenVstralegyJRGSDocs/Apartment Parking Study IechnicalReoort.pdf 
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3.3 COMMERCIAL PARKING DEMAND 
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Observations were conducted at eight sites consisting of light industrial, retail, and office land 
uses, and situated north of downtown Victoria. Each site was observed once on a weekday mid­
day and twice on a mid-day Saturday. Results are summarized in Appendix A . 

Peak demand was observed during the mid-day weekday observation period from 1 :30-2:30 
pm, which yielded a peak demand rate of one vehicle per 68m2. See Table 4. Applying this 

demand rate to the proposed commercial floor area results in peak demand of 8 vehicles. 

TABLE 4. PEAK PARKING DEMAND AT REPRESENTATIVE COMMERCIAL SITES 

Site Approximate 
Floor Area (m2) 

Wednesday, December 042013 
1 :30-2:30 pm 

- ------.--- -----
Observed Demand 
Vehicles , Rate 

470 Ardesier Road 256 5 1/51m2 

477 Boleskine Road 1,575 12 1/131m2 

601 Boleskine Road 3,500 36 1 197m2 

612 Boleskine Road 322 7 1 146m2 

2610 Douglas Street 660 25 1 126m2 

2326-2330 Government Street 2,850 42 1 168m2 

2504 Government Street 1,176 12 1 198m2 

3375-3385 Tennyson Avenue 1,104 37 1 130m2 

Average 1/68rn' 

The expected commercial parking demand figures are based on an assumed office or retail 

occupant. Demand rates for office or retail uses are similar, although a higher proportion of 
employee-to-customer vehicles among office uses. A light industrial use would result in a 

significant decrease in parking demand (less than half), where a restaurant use would result in a 
significant increase in parking demand (two- to three-times). 

3.4 SUMMARY OF EXPECTED PARKING DEMAND 

The combined peak parking demand is expected to be 75 vehicles - 57 resident vehicles, 10 

visitor, and 8 commercial vehicles. 

435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 
District of Saanich 6 

• • • • IWATT 

a division 0' Watt Consulting G.oup 

conservative estimate of 0.1 vehicles per unit, peak visitor parking demand is expected to be 

10 vehicles. 

3.3 COMMERCIAL PARKING DEMAND 

• Consulting G.ou!' 
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Observations were conducted at eight sites consisting of light industrial, retail, and office land 
uses, and situated north of downtown Victoria. Each site was observed once on a weekday mid­
day and twice on a mid-day Saturday. Results are summarized in Appendix A. 

Peak demand was observed during the mid-day weekday observation period from 1 :30-2:30 
pm, which yielded a peak demand rate of one vehicle per 68m2. See Table 4. Applying this 

demand rate to the proposed commercial floor area results in peak demand of 8 vehicles. 

TABLE 4. PEAK PARKING DEMAND AT REPRESENTATIVE COMMERCIAL SITES 

Wednesday, December 042013 
1 :30-2:30 pm 

-------.--- ._---
Observed Demand 
Vehicles , Rate 

470 Ardesier Road 256 5 1/51m2 

477 Boleskine Road 1,575 12 1/131m2 

601 Boleskine Road 3,500 36 1 197m2 

612 Boleskine Road 322 7 1 146m2 

2610 Douglas Street 660 25 1 126m2 

2326-2330 Government Street 2,850 42 1 168m2 

2504 Government Street 1,176 12 1 198m2 

3375-3385 Tennyson Avenue 1,104 37 1 130m2 

Average 1/68m' 

The expected commercial parking demand figures are based on an assumed office or retail 

occupant. Demand rates for office or retail uses are similar, although a higher proportion of 
employee-to-customer vehicles among office uses. A light industrial use would result in a 

significant decrease in parking demand (less than half), where a restaurant use would result in a 
significant increase in parking demand (two- to three-times). 

3.4 SUMMARY OF EXPECTED PARKING DEMAND 

The combined peak parking demand is expected to be 75 vehicles - 57 resident vehicles, 10 

visitor, and 8 commercial vehicles. 
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conservative estimate of 0.1 vehicles per unit, peak visitor parking demand is expected to be 

10 vehicles. 

3.3 COMMERCIAL PARKING DEMAND 
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Observations were conducted at eight sites consisting of light industrial, retail, and office land 
uses, and situated north of downtown Victoria. Each site was observed once on a weekday mid­

day and twice on a mid-day Saturday. Results are summarized in Appendix A. 

Peak demand was observed during the mid-day weekday observation period from 1:30-2:30 
pm, which yielded a peak demand rate of one vehicle per 68m2. See Table 4. Applying this 

demand rate to the proposed commercial floor area results in peak demand of 8 vehicles. 

TABLE 4. PEAK PARKING DEMAND AT REPRESENTATIVE COMMERCIAL SITES 

Wadnesday, December 04 2013 
Approximate I 1.30·2'30 pm 

Sl~ ~-- - -
Floor Area (Ill') I Observed Demand 

Vehicles Rate 

470 Ardesier Road 256 5 1/51m~ 

477 Boleskine Road 1,575 12 1/131m2 

601 Boleskine Road 3,500 36 1197m2 

612 Bolesklne Road 322 7 1/46m2 

2610 Douglas Street 660 25 1126m2 

2326·2330 Government Street 2,850 42 1168m' 

2504 Government Street 1,176 12 119&n' 

3375-3385 Tennyson Avenue 1,104 37 1130m2 

Average 1/68m' 

The expected commercial parking demand figures are based on an assumed office or retail 

occupant. Demand rates for office or retail uses are similar, although a higher proportion of 

employee-ta-customer vehicles among office uses. A light industrial use would result in a 
significant decrease in parking demand (less than half) , where a restaurant use would result in a 

significant increase in parking demand (two- to three-times). 

3.4 SUMMARY OF EXPECTED PARKING DEMAND 

The combined peak parking demand is expected to be 75 vehicles - 57 resident vehicles, 10 
visitor, and 8 commercial vehicles. 
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4.0 Parking Demand by Time of Day 

The proposal includes parking spaces in the underground parking facility for site residents. 

Residents are expected to generate demand for 57 vehicles, as clarified in Section 3.1.2. These 
vehicles would be accommodated in assigned spaces in the underground parking facility and 

account for 57 of 64 underground spaces. It is expected that the seven remaining spaces will 

not be used by residents and may be made available to other site users. 

Parking demand was assessed by time-of-day for the site's "shared" (Le., unassigned) parking 
supplies, which includes residential visitors and commercial employees and customers. Time of 

day factors are based on the Urban Land Institute (ULJ) Shared Parking manual and adjusted to 
reflect local context. See Appendix B. Results suggest that combined peak demand among 

visitors and commercial uses will be experienced at 7:00pm on weekdays when combined 

demand will be 12 vehicles. It is expected that peak demand will be comprised of approximately 
ten visitors vehicles and two vehicles related to commercial uses. Similar demand 

characteristics are expected on weekend daytime (dependent on the nature and operating 
hours of commercial businesses). 

Parking should be managed to ensure efficient utilization during the peak and off-peak periods, 

as follows: 

• Surface: Surface parking (7 spaces) should be restricted to commercial users during 
business hours (Le., 9:00am to 5:00pm). Surface parking should be made available to 

commercial customers, employees and residential visitors outside weekday business 
hours. Residents should not be permitted to park in the surface parking area at any time. 

• Underground: Two visitor parking spaces should be assigned in the underground 
parking area and remain available to residential visitors at all times. Consideration may 

also be given to assigning up to four underground parking spaces to site employees 
during weekday business hours if the surface parking area experiences high utilization. 

Further, the proponent has committed to making any unused resident parking spaces 

available to commercial tenants. 

• On-Street On-street parking on Whittier Avenue immediately adjacent the site (4 
spaces) should be limited to 2 hours from 8:00am to 6:00pm from Monday to Friday. It is 

expected that customers will utilize this parking supply. 
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4.0 Parking Demand by Time of Day 

The proposal includes parking spaces in the underground parking facility for site residents. 

Residents are expected to generate demand for 57 vehicles, as clarified in Section 3.1.2. These 
vehicles would be accommodated in assigned spaces in the underground parking facility and 
account for 57 of 64 underground spaces. It is expected that the seven remaining spaces will 

not be used by residents and may be made available to other site users. 

Parking demand was assessed by time-of-day for the site's "shared" (Le., unassigned) parking 
supplies, which includes residential visitors and commercial employees and customers. Time of 

day factors are based on the Urban Land Institute (ULI) Shared Parking manual and adjusted to 
reflect local context. See Appendix B. Results suggest that combined peak demand among 

visitors and commercial uses will be experienced at 7:00pm on weekdays when combined 

demand will be 12 vehicles. It is expected that peak demand will be comprised of approximately 
ten visitors vehicles and two vehicles related to commercial uses. Similar demand 

characteristics are expected on weekend daytime (dependent on the nature and operating 
hours of commercial businesses). 

Parking should be managed to ensure efficient utilization during the peak and off-peak periods, 

as follows: 

• Surface: Surface parking (7 spaces) should be restricted to commercial users during 
business hours (Le., 9:00am to 5:00pm). Surface parking should be made available to 

commercial customers, employees and residential visitors outside weekday business 
hours. Residents should not be permitted to park in the surface parking area at any time. 

• Underground: Two visitor parking spaces should be assigned in the underground 
parking area and remain available to residential visitors at all times. Consideration may 

also be given to assigning up to four underground parking spaces to site employees 
during weekday business hours if the surface parking area experiences high utilization. 

Further, the proponent has committed to making any unused resident parking spaces 

available to commercial tenants. 

• On-Street: On-street parking on Whittier Avenue immediately adjacent the site (4 
spaces) should be limited to 2 hours from 8:00am to 6:00pm from Monday to Friday. It is 

expected that customers will utilize this parking supply. 
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The proposal includes parking spaces in the underground parking facility for site residents, 

Residents are expected to generate demand for 57 vehicles, as clarified in Section 3,1,2. These 

vehicles would be accommodated in assigned spaces in the underground parking facility and 
account for 57 of 64 underground spaces. It is expected that the seven remaining spaces will 
not be used by residents and may be made available to other site users. 

Parking demand was assessed by time-of-day for the site's "shared" (i.e" unassigned) parking 
supplies, which includes residential visitors and commercial employees and customers. Time of 
day factors are based on the Urban Land Institute (UU) Shared Parking manual and adjusted to 

reflect local context. See Appendix B. Results suggest that combined peak demand among 

visitors and commercial uses will be experienced at 7:00pm on weekdays when combined 

demand will be 12 vehicles. It is expected that peak demand will be comprised of approximately 
ten visitors vehicles and two vehicles related to commercial uses. Similar demand 

characteristics are expected on weekend daytime (dependent on the nature and operating 

hours of commercial businesses). 

Parking should be managed to ensure efficient utilization during the peak and off-peak periods, 

as follows: 

- Surface: Surface parking (7 spaces) should be restricted to commercial users during 
business hours (i.e., 9:00am to 5:00pm). Surface parking should be made available to 

commercial customers, employees and residential visitors outside weekday business 

hours. Residents should not be permitted to park in the surface parking area at any time. 

- Underground: Two visitor parking spaces should be assigned in the underground 

parking area and remain available to residential visitors at all times. Consideration may 

also be given to assigning up to four underground parking spaces to site employees 
during weekday business hours if the surface parking area experiences high utilization. 

Further, the proponent has committed to making any unused resident parking spaces 

available to commercial tenants. 

# On-Street: On-street parking on Whittier Avenue immediately adjacent the site (4 

spaces) should be limited to 2 hours from 8:00am to 6:00pm from Monday to Friday. It is 

expected that customers will utilize this parking supply. 

435 Bolesklne Road Parking Study 
District of Saanich 7 



• • • • IWATT 

" division 01 Willi ConsulUng Group 

5.0 Neighbourhood Parking Conditions 

On-street parking conditions were assessed surrounding the site, including the area bound by 
Culduthel Road to the north, Tennyson Avenue to the east, Ardersier Road to the south and 

Whittier Avenue to the west. Four observations were conducted in December 2013 as part of 
the initial study and another two observations completed in March/April 2016 to ensure the 2013 

observations are reflective of current conditions. 

Results suggest that on-street parking occupancy is highest during the weekday daytime period, 
a result of primarily commercial and industrial land uses in the area. Refer to Appendix C. The 

peak observation was 82% overall with approximately 15 spaces unoccupied, observed on 
Wednesday, March 30 2016 at 2:45pm. 

Parking on the block of Whittier Avenue immediately adjacent the site was found to be well 
utilized during all observations, with anywhere from two to six parking spaces unoccupied. 

There is little excess on-street parking capacity to accommodate spillover from the subject site 
during weekday business hours. 

It should be noted that the proposal includes four new on-street parking spaces on the Whittier 

Avenue frontage that currently do not exist. It is recommended that these spaces are limited to 
2-hour parking and are expected to appeal to site customers. 

6.0 Summary 

The proposed development is a mixed use building with 529 m2 commercial land use and 95 

multi-family residential units (market rental) consisting of 60% bachelor and 40% two-bedroom 

units. The proposed parking supply is a total of 71 parking spaces (7 surface, 64 underground), 
which is 113 spaces fewer than required in the District's Zoning. 

Expected parking demand among residents was calculated to be 57 vehicles (0.60 vehicles per 
unit) based on vehicle ownership at representative sites and comparison the recent Tillicum / 
Burnside apartment development. Peak residential visitor parking demand is expected to be an 

additional 10 vehicles (0.1 vehicles per unit). Peak commercial parking demand is expected to 

be 8 vehicles (one vehicle per 68 m2) based on observations at representative mixed retail and 
office sites. 

Residents seeking parking will have access to assigned parking spaces, assumed to be 57 

spaces (see above). The remaining user groups (employees, customers, visitors) may share 
parking supplies. An assessment of site-wide parking demand among shared uses by time-of-
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On-street parking conditions were assessed surrounding the site, including the area bound by 
Culduthel Road to the north, Tennyson Avenue to the east, Ardersier Road to the south and 

Whittier Avenue to the west. Four observations were conducted in December 2013 as part of 
the initial study and another two observations completed in March/April 2016 to ensure the 2013 

observations are reflective of current conditions. 

Results suggest that on-street parking occupancy is highest during the weekday daytime period, 
a result of primarily commercial and industrial land uses in the area. Refer to Appendix C. The 

peak observation was 82% overall with approximately 15 spaces unoccupied, observed on 
Wednesday, March 30 2016 at 2:45pm. 

Parking on the block of Whittier Avenue immediately adjacent the site was found to be well 
utilized during all observations, with anywhere from two to six parking spaces unoccupied. 

There is little excess on-street parking capacity to accommodate spillover from the subject site 
during weekday business hours. 

It should be noted that the proposal includes four new on-street parking spaces on the Whittier 

Avenue frontage that currently do not exist. It is recommended that these spaces are limited to 
2-hour parking and are expected to appeal to site customers. 

6.0 Summary 

The proposed development is a mixed use building with 529 m2 commercial land use and 95 

multi-family residential units (market rental) consisting of 60% bachelor and 40% two-bedroom 

units. The proposed parking supply is a total of 71 parking spaces (7 surface, 64 underground), 
which is 113 spaces fewer than required in the District's Zoning. 

Expected parking demand among residents was calculated to be 57 vehicles (0.60 vehicles per 
unit) based on vehicle ownership at representative sites and comparison the recent Tillicum / 
Burnside apartment development. Peak residential visitor parking demand is expected to be an 

additional 10 vehicles (0.1 vehicles per unit). Peak commercial parking demand is expected to 

be 8 vehicles (one vehicle per 68 m2) based on observations at representative mixed retail and 
office sites. 

Residents seeking parking will have access to assigned parking spaces, assumed to be 57 

spaces (see above). The remaining user groups (employees, customers, visitors) may share 
parking supplies. An assessment of site-wide parking demand among shared uses by time-of-
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On-street parking conditions were assessed surrounding the site, including the area bound by 
Culduthel Road to the north, Tennyson Avenue to the east, Ardersier Road to the south and 

Whittier Avenue to the west. Four observations were conducted in December 2013 as part of 

the initial study and another two observations completed in March/April2016 to ensure the 2013 
observations are reflective of current conditions. 

Results suggest that on-street parking occupancy is highest during the weekday daytime period, 
a result of primarily commercial and industrial land uses in the area, Refer to Appendix C, The 

peak observation was 82% overall with approximately 15 spaces unoccupied, observed on 
Wednesday, March 30 2016 at 2:45pm. 

Parking on the block of Whittier Avenue immediately adjacent the site was found to be well 
utilized during all observations. with anywhere from two to six parking spaces unoccupied. 

There is little excess on-street parking capacity to accommodate spillover from the subject site 

during weekday business hours. 

It should be noted that the proposal includes four new on-street parking spaces on the Whittier 

Avenue frontage that currently do not exist. It is recommended that these spaces are limited to 

2-hour parking and are expected to appeal to site customers. 

6.0 Summary 

The proposed development is a mixed use building with 529 m2 commercial land use and 95 
multi-family residential units (market rental) consisting of 60% bachelor and 40% two-bedroom 

units. The proposed parking supply is a total of 71 parking spaces (7 surface, 64 underground). 
which is 113 spaces fewer than required in the District's Zoning. 

Expected parking demand among residents was calculated to be 57 vehicles (0.60 vehicles per 

unit) based on vehicle ownership at representative sites and comparison the recent Tillicum I 
Burnside apartment development. Peak residential visitor parking demand is expected to be an 
additional 10 vehicles (0.1 vehicles per unit). Peak commercial parking demand is expected to 

be 8 vehicles (one vehicle per 68 m2) based on observations at representative mixed retail and 

office sites. 

Residents seeking parking will have access to assigned parking spaces. assumed to be 57 

spaces (see above). The remaining user groups (employees, customers , visitors) may share 

parking supplies. An assessment of site-wide parking demand among shared uses by tirne-of-
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Surface parking (7 spaces) should be restricted to commercial users during business hours and 

available to customers, employees and visitors outside weekday business hours. The majority 
of the underground parking (57 spaces) will be assigned to residents at all time. Two spaces in 
the underground area should be reserved for visitors (at all times) and up to four spaces may be 

assigned to employees during weekday business hours if needed to address spillover from the 
surface parking area. Four new parking spaces will be created on Whittier Avenue along the site 

frontage that will be used by customers and should be restricted to two hours maximum. On­
street parking on Whittier Avenue is otherwise well-utilized and cannot be relied on to 
accommodate spillover. 

6.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. The proposed parking supply is expected to meet parking demand if site parking is 
managed consistent with this report; and 

B. A strategy I approach should be developed to ensure site parking continues to be 
managed appropriately in future. 
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Surface parking (7 spaces) should be restricted to commercial users during business hours and 
available to customers, employees and visitors outside weekday business hours. The majority 
of the underground parking (57 spaces) will be assigned to residents at all time. Two spaces in 
the underground area should be reserved for visitors (at all times) and up to four spaces may be 
assigned to employees during weekday business hours if needed to address spillover from the 
surface parking area. Four new parking spaces will be created on Whittier Avenue along the site 
frontage that will be used by customers and should be restricted to two hours maximum. On­
street parking on Whittier Avenue is otherwise well-utilized and cannot be relied on to 
accommodate spillover. 

6.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. The proposed parking supply is expected to meet parking demand if site parking is 
managed consistent with this report; and 

B. A strategy I approach should be developed to ensure site parking continues to be 
managed appropriately in future. 
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Surface parking (7 spaces) should be restricted to commercial users during business hours and 

available to customers, employees and visitors outside weekday business hours. The majority 

of the underground parking (57 spaces) will be assigned to residents at all time. Two spaces in 
the underground area should be reserved for visitors (at all times) and up to four spaces may be 
assigned to employees during weekday business hours if needed to address spillover from the 
surface parking area. Four new parking spaces will be created on Whittier Avenue along the site 
frontage that will be used by customers and should be restricted to two hours maximum. On­

street parking on WhiUier Avenue is othelWise well-utilized and cannot be relied on to 

accommodate spillover. 

6.1 RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. The proposed parking supply is expected to meet parking demand if site parking is 

managed consistent with this report and 

B. A strategy I approach should be developed to ensure site parking continues to be 
managed appropriately in future. 
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Location 

470 Ardesier Road 256 

477 Boleskine Road 1,575 

601 Boleskine Road 3,500 

612 Boleskine Road 322 

2610 Douglas Street 660 

2326-2330 Government Street 2,850 

2504 Government Street 1,176 

3385-3375 Tennyson Avenue 1,104 

Average 

Parking Observations at Commercial Sites 
435 Bo/eskine Road Parking Study 

Wednesday Dec 04, 2013, 

2 :00-3 :00 pm 

5 51 

12 131 

36 97 

7 46 

25 26 

42 68 

12 98 

37 30 

1/68.5m" 

Saturday Dec 07, 2013, 

2:00-3 :00 pm 

7 37 

8 197 

25 140 

10 32 

22 30 

30 95 

10 118 

33 33 

1/85.2m" 

Saturday Dec 14, 2013, 

1 :30-2:30 pm 

6 43 

9 175 

19 184 

8 40 

21 31 

32 89 

11 107 

31 36 

1/88m" 

Location 

470 Ardesier Road 256 

477 Boleskine Road 1.575 

601 Boleskine Road 3,500 

612 Boleskine Road 322 

2610 Douglas Street 660 

2326-2330 Government Street 2.850 

2504 Government Street 1.176 

3385-3375 Tennyson Avenue 1.104 

Average 

Parking Observations at Commercial Sites 
435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

Wednesday Dec 04, 2013, 

2:00-3 :00 pm 

5 51 

12 131 

36 97 

7 46 

25 26 

42 68 

12 98 

37 30 

1/68.5m· 

Saturday Dec 07, 2013, 

2:00-3:00 pm 

7 37 

8 197 

25 140 

10 32 

22 30 

30 95 

10 118 

33 33 

1/85.2m· 

Saturday Dec 14, 2013, 

1 :30-2:30 pm 

6 43 

9 175 

19 184 

8 40 

21 31 

32 89 

11 107 

31 36 

1 188m' 
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LocatIOn 

470 Ardesier Road 256 

477 Bolesklne Ro9d 1,515 

601 Boleskine ROlld 3.500 

612 BOleskine Road 322 

251 0 Douglas Street 660 

2326-2330 Government Sireel 2.850 

2504 Government Street 1.176 

3385-3315 Tennyson Avenue 1.104 

Avellige 

Parking Observations at Commercial Sites 
435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

Wednesday Dec 04, 2013, 
200·3.00 pm 

5 51 

12 131 

36 87 

7 46 

25 26 

42 6B 

12 9B 

J7 JO 

1168.5m' 

Saturday Oec 07, 2013, 
2.00·3.00 pm 

7 J7 

, 197 

25 '" 
10 " 
22 JO 

JO 95 

10 '" 
JJ JJ 

1185.2m' 

Saturday Oec 14, 2013, 
1 30·2:30 pm 

6 43 

, 175 

19 18. , 
" 

" " 
" " 
" 107 

" 36 
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435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

SHARED PARKING ASSESSMENT 

Land Use 

Multi-Family Resident 0 100% 90% 85% 80% 70% 60% 65% 80% 60% 60% 65% 85% 90% 97% 98% 99% 100% 100% 

Residential Visitor 10 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 40% 60% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 

Commercial' 
Employee 4 10% 10% 50% 60% 75% 90% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 50% 25% 25% 15% 5% 5% 

Customer 4 0% 0% 10% 25% 50% 90% 90% 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 50% 25% 10% 10% 0% 0% 

TOTAL (combined perking demand with sharing) 4 7 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 12 11 11 10 

~: 

~ , Peak demand factors (%) based on recommended time.of-day factors from Urban land Institute, Shomd Parking. 2nd Edition (Page 16/17. Table 2-5) and adjusted to reflect knolNnlocal cornitions O!~~t~ r. . 
2 Commercial parking demand is assumed to be 50% employee and 50% customer (distribution is typically 80%120% among Office uses and 200.4-80% among Retail uses) 
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435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

SHARED PARKING ASSESSMENT 
Time of Day r 

Land Use 

Multi-Family Resident 0 100% 90% 85% 80% 70% 60% 65% 80% 60% 60% 65% 85% 90% 97% 98% 99% 100% 100 .... 

Residential Visitor 10 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 20% 40% 60% 100% 100% 100% 100% 80% 

Commercial' 
Employee 4 10% 10% 50% 60% 75% 90% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 50% 25% 25% 15% 5% 5% 

Customer 4 0% 0% 10% 25% 50% 90% 90% 100% 100% 100% 100% 75% 50% 25% 10% 10% 0% 0% 

TOTAL (combined perking demand with sharing) 4 7 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 12 11 11 10 

~: 

~ , Peak demand factors (%) based on recommended time.of-day factors from Urban land Institute, Shored Parking. 2nd Edition (Page 16/17. Table 2-5) and adjusted to reflect knolNnlocal cornitions O!~,'~t~ .. . 
2 Commercial parking demand is assumed to be 50% employee and 50% customer (distribution is typically 80%120% among Office uses and 200.4-80% among Retail uses) 
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435 BoIeskine Road Parlclng Stuctv 

SHARED PARKING ASSESSMENT 

Use, Peak P.'k l ~9 
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435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

NEIGHBOURHOOD ON-STREET PARKING CONDITIONS 

Location Notes, Restrictions 

Boleskine Road, 
N 

Harriet 10 Tennyson 
0 

S 

Whittier Avenue, 
E 0 

Boleskine 10 Ardersier 
W 18 

Whittier Avenue, 
E 5 

Culdulhel 10 Boleskine Residenl 
W 7 

Parking Only 

E 22 
No Parking, 

Davidson Avenue, 10pm-7am 
Culdulhel to Bolesklne 

W 7 

Culduthel Road, 
N 6 

Whittier to Tennyson 
S 0 

Tennyson Avenue, 
E 0 

Boleskine to Ardesler 1 hour max, 
W 12 

8am-6pm, Mon-Fri 

N 3 
1 hour max, 

Ardesler Road, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri 

Tennyson to mid-block WhIttier 
S 3 

1 hour max, 
8am-6pm, Mon-Fri 

Total 83 

Thurs Dec OS, 2013 
100 pm 

15 83% 

5 100% 

5 71% 

20 91% 

5 71% 

17% 

12 100% 

2 67% 

2 67% 

67 81% 

Sat Dec 07, 2013 
100 pm 

16 89% 

4 80% 

7 100% 

11 50% 

6 86% 

3 50% 

11 92% 

2 67% 

33% 

61 73% 

Tues Dec 10, 2013 
5:30 pm 

No Parking 

No Parking 

12 67% 

3 60% 

6 86% 

10 45% 

5 71% 

4 67% 

No Parking 

No Parking 

10 83% 

3 100% 

33% 

54 65'1'. 

Sat Dec 14, 2013 
1-30 pm 

14 76% 

3 60% 

5 71% 

9 41% 

6 86% 

4 67% 

9 75% 

3 100% 

2 67% 

55 66·/0 

Wed Mar 30,2016 
2-45 pm 

15 83% 

5 100% 

5 71% 

20 91% 

6 86% 

17% 

10 83% 

3 100% 

3 100% 

68 82'10 

~ 

Bolileva~a 
r_J,Jo7Cfr.I>nno, 

13 72% 

4 80% 

5 71% 

19 86% 

6 86% 

4 67% 

7 58% 

2 67% 

3 100% 

63 76'10 

~ 
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435 Boleskine Road Parking Study 

NEIGHBOURHOOD ON-STREET PARKING CONDITIONS 

Location Notes , Restrictions 

Boleskine Road, 
N 

Harriet to Tennyson 
0 

S 

Whittier Avenue, 
E 0 

Boleskine to Ardersier 
W 18 

Whittier Avenue, 
E 5 

Culduthel to Boleskine Resident 
W 7 

Parking Only 

E 22 
No Parking, 

Davidson Avenue, 10pm-7am 
Culduthel to Boleskine 

W 7 

Culduthel Road, 
N 6 

Whittier to Tennyson 
S 0 

Tennyson Avenue, 
E 0 

Boleskine to Ardesler 1 hour max, 
W 12 

8am-6pm, Mon-Fri 

N 3 
1 hour max, 

Ardesler Road, 8am-6pm, Mon-Fri 

Tennyson to mid-block Whittier 
S 3 

1 hour max, 
8am-6pm, Mon-Fri 

Total 83 

Thurs Dec OS, 2013 
100 pm 

15 83% 

5 100% 

5 71% 

20 91% 

5 71% 

17% 

12 100% 

2 67% 

2 67% 

67 81% 

Sat Dec 07, 2013 
1.00 pm 

16 89% 

4 80% 

7 100% 

11 50% 

6 86% 

3 50% 

11 92% 

2 67% 

33% 

61 73% 

Tues Dec 10, 2013 
5:30 pm 

No Parking 

No Parking 

12 67% 

3 60% 

6 86% 

10 45% 

5 71% 

4 67% 

No Parking 

No Parking 

10 83% 

3 100% 

33% 

54 65'1'. 

Sat Dec 14, 2013 
1:30 pm 

14 76% 

3 60% 

5 71% 

9 41% 

6 86% 

4 67% 

9 75% 

3 100% 

2 67% 

55 66·/0 

Wed Mar 30,2016 
2'45 pm 

Tues Apr 05,2016 
3'15 pm 

15 83% 13 72% 

5 100% 4 60% 

5 71% 5 71% 

20 91% 19 86% 

6 86% 6 86% 

17% 4 67% 

10 63% 7 58% 

3 100% 2 67% 

3 100% 3 100% 

68 82% 63 76% 

~ 

~ Boulevard 
r.)U~,.,..,.. 
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435 Boleskine Road Pa l1< ing Study 

NEIGHBOURHOOD ON-STREET PARKING CONDITIONS 

801esklrle Road, 
, 

Haoi&11O Tl!II!TySOl'i 
D 

S 

Wllitllef Avenue, 
E D 

8oieskin8 to ~sier 
W " 

Whitller AWIlUe, 
E , 

CuIIkrtheIlo BoIIIskioe Re5i<let11 
W , p-""" 
E " 

~ Parking, 
08YkI500 AWIIlItI, IOpm . lam 
CuidulMellO 8oIest)ne 

W , 
Culduthel Road, 

, , 
Wh~llef 10 Tl!II!Tyson 

S D 

Tennyson AYeIIlIe, 
E D 

BoIeVJne 10 AtdBsI ... 1 h<:IU' max, 
W " 8afn.69m, Mon+Ffi 

N , l l100r max, 
Anlesler Road, 8a~m, Moo-Ffi 
Tennyson 10 mIO-bIack Whilllef 

S , 1 haurmax, 
aam.6pm, McJn..Ffi 

Total " 

TilursDP005201J 

'oc pm 
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MEMORANDUM 11"''; MORRISON HERSHFIELD 

TO: Korbin DaSilva, Abstract Developments ACTION BY: n/a 

FROM: Morrison Hershfield FOR INFO OF: Boleskine Design Team 

PLEASE RESPOND BY: n/a PROJECT No. : 5151210 

RE: Boleskine Development DATE: September 12, 2016 
IIVIC01FPlDATA1ISHAREDIPROJI51512101B. EVALUATION+13. REPORTS+180 LESKINE - HRV MEMO DRAFT R2.DOCX 

Morrison Hershfield has created a preliminary energy model for the Boleskine Development project in 
Victoria, BC. The intent of this memo is to outline the preliminary results of the energy analysis, 
predominantly as they relate to the relative performance compared to the BuiltGreen High Density 2016 
Reference Building following the NECB 2011 compliance path. 

The project is approximately 5,970 m2 , plus 2,881 m2 of partially-below-grade parking. The building 
consists primarily of residential suites, corridors and retail space. Other spaces include utility rooms, the 
lobby and storage rooms. 

Due to complex interactions between options, we have used our interactive data visualization tool that 
allows the team to assess the relative impacts of glazing, wall, and roof performance with several other 
options such as heat recovery ventilators and domestic water efficiency. The results of the analysis 
indicate that all examined options achieving Gold include in-suite HRVs, as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Options Achieving Gold 

According to the preliminary design, the energy savings are currently estimated to achieve BuiltGreen 
Silver status. This is shown in Figure 2, along with the difference in adding only in-suite HRVs to 
achieve Gold status. 
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MEMORANDUM m· MORRISON HERSHFIELD 

TO: Korbin DaSilva, Abstract Developments ACTION BY: n/a 

FROM: Morrison Hershfield FOR INFO OF: Boleskine Design Team 

PLEASE RESPOND BY: n/a PROJECT No. : 5151210 

RE: Boleskine Development DATE: September 12, 2016 
IIVIC01FPlDATA1ISHAREDIPROJI5151210\B. EVALUATION+13. REPORTS+180LESKINE - HRV MEMO DRAFT R2.DOCX 

Morrison Hershfield has created a preliminary energy model for the Boleskine Development project in 
Victoria, BC. The intent of this memo is to outline the preliminary results of the energy analysis, 
predominantly as they relate to the relative performance compared to the BuiltGreen High Density 2016 
Reference Building following the NECB 2011 compliance path. 

The project is approximately 5,970 m2 , plus 2,881 m2 of partially-below-grade parking. The building 
consists primarily of residential suites, corridors and retail space. Other spaces include utility rooms, the 
lobby and storage rooms. 

Due to complex interactions between options, we have used our interactive data visualization tool that 
allows the team to assess the relative impacts of glazing, wall, and roof performance with several other 
options such as heat recovery ventilators and domestic water efficiency. The results of the analysis 
indicate that all examined options achieving Gold include in-suite HRVs, as shown in Figure 1. 
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According to the preliminary design, the energy savings are currently estimated to achieve BuiltGreen 
Silver status. This is shown in Figure 2, along with the difference in adding only in-suite HRVs to 
achieve Gold status. 
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MEMORANDUM W'; MORRISON HERSHFIELD 

TO: Korbin DaSilva, Abstract Developments ACTION BY: nfa 

FROM: Morrison Hershfield FOR INFO OF: Boleskine Design Team 

PLEASE RESPOND BY: nla PROJECT No.: 5151210 

RE: DATE: 

Morrison Hershfield has created a preliminary energy model for the Boleskine Development project in 
Victoria , Be. The intent of this memo is to outline the preliminary results of the energy analysis, 
predominantly as they relate to the relative performance compared to the BuiltGreen High Density 2016 
Reference Building following the NECB 2011 compliance path. 

The project is approximately 5,970 m2 , plus 2,881 m2 of partially-below-grade parking. The building 
consists primarily of residential suites, corridors and retail space. Other spaces include utility rooms, the 
lobby and storage rooms. 

Due to complex interactions between options, we have used our interactive data visualization tool that 
allows the team to assess the relative impacts of glazing, wa ll , and roof performance with several other 
options such as heat recovery ventilators and domestic water efficiency. The results of the analysis 
indicate that all examined options achieving Gold include inMsuite HRVs, as shown in Figure 1 . 

Building Energy Performance Map . , ..... -_. - - _. --.... M,-. fNIvo lGl) ~--
" 

J.'. -.. '.-.- • - ,~ 

,. , '.-
'.- ~ ,. 
,~ ,. '.- - I '" 
,~ 

'" 
,. 

" .l _ .......... ... 
" -• ,. ,., --. - '* ,. ,- •• 1 • ,-

~,. 

Figure 1: Options Achieving Gold 

According to the preliminary design, the energy savings are currently estimated to achieve BuiltGreen 
Silver status. This is shown in Figure 2, along with the difference in adding only in-suite HRVs to 
achieve Gold status. 
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Figure 2: Preliminary Design 

We would be happy to meet with you to discuss these results and potential options. If you have any 
questions or comments regarding the above information , please feel free to contact the undersigned. 

Regards, 

/d . .li-
! "'OV V

\ 

Matt Doiron, M.A.Sc., P.Eng. 
Building Energy Engineer 

Christian Cianfrone, M.A.Sc., P.Eng., LEED AP BD+C 
Principal, Building Energy Practice Lead 
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We would be happy to meet with you to discuss these results and potential options. If you have any 
questions or comments regarding the above information , please feel free to contact the undersigned. 

Regards, 

i) -
A 
j~ 

Matt Doiron, M.A.Sc., P.Eng. 
Building Energy Engineer 

Christian Cianfrone, M.A.Sc., P.Eng., LEED AP BD+C 
Principal, Building Energy Practice Lead 
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Figure 2: Preliminary Design 

We would be happy to meet with you to discuss these results and potential options. If you have any 
questions or comments regarding the above information, please feel free to contact the undersigned. 

Regards, 

Matt Doiron, M.A.Sc. , P.Eng. 
Building Energy Engineer 

Christian Cianfrone, M.A.Sc., P.Eng., LEED AP BD+C 
Principal, Building Energy Practice Lead 
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2016 RENT AFFORDABILITY LIMITS 
For Landlords and Tenants Applications 

• To be considered affordable rental and eligible under the Home Adaptations for Independence 
(HAFI) program, the tenant's rent must not exceed the Rent Affordability Limit for your area, as 
specified in the table below. 

• A copy of a lease, tenancy agreement, or rent receipt showing current rent amount is required 
for each eligible tenant or household member. 

Baehelor or 1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3+ Bedroom 
Abbotsford-Mission 719 850 974 
Campbell River 653 775 850 
Chilliwack 650 780 750 
Courtenay 665 775 750 
Cranbrook 650 750 850 
Dawson Creek 886 1,099 1,225 
Duncan 640 750 900 
Fort St John 900 1,050 1,195 
Kamloops 760 900 1,170 
Kelowna 790 965 965 
Nanaimo 725 830 1,020 
Nelson CY 675 745 1,250 
Parksville 710 773 865 
Penticton 700 845 895 
Port Albern i 575 700 725 
Powell River 615 700 750 
Prince George 675 800 875 
Prince Rupert 650 750 663 
Quesnel 575 650 800 
Salmon Arm 675 800 ** 
Squamish 950 932 ** 
Summerland DM ** 775 ** 
Terrace 700 900 994 
Vancouver 1,010 1,238 1,350 

Vernon 680 825 900 
Victoria 850 1,095 1,350 
Williams Lake 650 725 800 

The Rent Affordability Limits are the median rent levels for each area, as determined by CMHC from their 
annual rental market survey. 
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2016 RENT AFFORDABILITY LIMITS 
For Landlords and Tenants Applications 

• To be considered affordable rental and eligible under the Home Adaptations for Independence 
(HAFI) program, the tenant's rent must not exceed the Rent Affordability Limit for your area, as 
specified in the table below. 

• A copy of a lease, tenancy agreement, or rent receipt showing current rent amount is required 
for each eligible tenant or household member. 

Baehelor or 1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3+ Bedroom 
Abbotsford-Mission 719 850 974 
Campbell River 653 775 850 
Chilliwack 650 780 750 
Courtenay 665 775 750 
Cranbrook 650 750 850 
Dawson Creek 886 1,099 1,225 
Duncan 640 750 900 
Fort St John 900 1,050 1,195 
Kamloops 760 900 1,170 
Kelowna 790 965 965 
Nanaimo 725 830 1,020 
Nelson CY 675 745 1,250 
Parksville 710 773 865 
Penticton 700 845 895 
Port Albern i 575 700 725 
Powell River 615 700 750 
Prince George 675 800 875 
Prince Rupert 650 750 663 
Quesnel 575 650 800 
Sa lmon Arm 675 800 ** 
Squamish 950 932 ** 
Summerland DM ** 775 ** 
Terrace 700 900 994 
Vancouver 1,010 1,238 1,350 

Vernon 680 825 900 
Victoria 850 1,095 1,350 
Williams Lake 650 725 800 

The Rent Affordability Limits are the median rent levels for each area, as determined by CMHC from their 
annual rental market survey. 
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2016 RENT AFFORDABILITY LIMITS 
For l andlords and Tenants Applications 

• To be considered affordable rental and eligible under the Home Adaptations for Independence 
(HAFI) program, the tenant's rent must not exceed the Ren t Affordability Limit for your area, as 
specified in the table below. 

• A copy of a lease, tenancy agreement, or rent receipt showing current rent amount is required 
for each eligible tenant or household member. 

2 1 '1+ 

-ffi- 850_ 974 
I Rim 775 850 

III 650 780 750 
665 775 750 
650 750 850 

C"ek -¥.5- ¥If U25 
Duo"o 900 
Fort 5tJoho 900 1,050 ,195 

~ 
900 1,170 

I 965 965 
725 830 1,020 

Nel.oo CY 675 745 1,250 
I 710 773 865 

~ -Ws-
845 

-* 700 
Powell RI,., 615 700 750 
, 675 -m- 875 

P"oce R'pert 650 663 
575 650 800 

'Mm 675 800 •• 
, 950 932 •• 

I OM •• 175 •• 
700 900 994 

1, liD .,238 1,350 
Vemoo 680 

~ ~ I 850 

" 
650 725 800 

The Rent Affordobility Limits are the median rent levels for each orea, as determined by CMHC from their 
annual rental market survey. 
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Rental Rates by Year of Construction - Victoria CMA 
• 

Average Rents Higher in Newer Buildings 

1.200 
- 20 13 1$1195 
- 2014 

~ 
1.1 00 

.r 
c 
ell 

'" ell 1.000 r 
'" ell 

~ 
900 

800 
Pre 1960 1960-1974 1975-1989 1990-2004 2005+ 

Age of structure (completion year) 

Source: GIllie Rental Market Survey (20Il) 

~
--~~~~ .-.---'-', 

~
l 

,---... \ __ ,I ! 
_I ----'J ..!.. , , ' 

\ 

rLfi n I- ~.;:, j 

l3 ~ Q 0- ..... :1' I r_ ~ .. - i " 

--...: - " .... .,..._?! .... :::> f"',j 
L.---"- C-......! -l lJj i 
c:-::: _ C) U- \' 

I II~ -;;' ~j i:"J ::: 0 : 
' ) I:' " £. 1-\ L») L.>- Z 0 , ............. LLJ <: ... -: 

nrrt U'> ..) cL! 
I:::::.J Q.. I- I 

~~ 

Rental Rates by Year of Construction - Victoria CMA 

Average Rents Higher in Newer Buildings 
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August 5, 2016 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 

District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, BC 
vax 2W7 

Attn: Jagtar Bains 

Dear Sir: 

2970-02 

Westbrook Consulting Ltd. has been engaged to provide civil engineering services for the 
proposed development of 435 Boleskine. 

Introduction 

The following letter is provided in response to the request to determine the approximate sanitary 
flow for the proposed development and ensure there is sufficient capacity in the existing sanitary 
sewer network. 

The proposed development is to comprise of a six storey building with commercial space on the 
main floor and 95 residential units. 

The subject site will discharge to the 150mm diameter municipal main that runs along Whittier 
Avenue. 

Design Criteria 

The following design criteria was used in the determination of the sanitary flows for the proposed 
development. 

#115 - 866 Goldstream Ave., Victoria, Be V9B OJ3 ~ Phone: (250) 391-8592 ~ Fax: (250) 391-8593 ~ www.wbrook.ca 

August 5, 2016 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 
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435 Boleskine - Preliminary Sanitary Flow Ca culations----~~--·-

Dear Sir: 

Westbrook Consulting Ltd. has been engaged to provide civil engineering services for the 
proposed development of 435 Boleskine. 

Introduction 

The following letter is provided in response to the request to determine the approximate sanitary 
flow for the proposed development and ensure there is sufficient capacity in the existing sanitary 
sewer network. 

The proposed development is to comprise of a six storey building with commercial space on the 
main floor and 95 residential units. 

The subject site will discharge to the 150mm diameter municipal main that runs along Whittier 
Avenue. 

Design Criteria 

The following design criteria was used in the determination of the sanitary flows for the proposed 
development. 
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435 Boleskine· Preliminary Sanitary Flow Calculations - - -

Dear Sir: 

Westbrook Consulting Ltd. has been engaged to provide civil engineering services for the 
proposed development of 435 Boleskins. 

Introduction 

The following letter is provided in response to the request to determine the approximate sanitary 
flow for the proposed development and ensure there is sufficient capacity in the existing sanitary 
sewer network. 

The proposed development is to comprise of a six storey building with commercial space on the 
main floor and 95 residential units. 

The subject site will discharge to the 150mm diameter municipal main that runs along Whittier 
Avenue. 

Design Criteria 

The following design criteria was used in the determination of the sanitary flows for the proposed 
development. 

#115 - 866 Goldstream Ava., Victoria, Be V9B OJ3 ~ Phone: (250) 391-8592 ~ Fax: (250) 391-8593 ~ www.wbrook.ca 



Jagtar Bains 
District of Saanich 
August 5. 2016 

For residential flows: 

Page 2 

~ District of Saanich Engineering Specifications, Schedule H to Bylaw 7452 

o Residential Average Daily Dry Weather Flow = 360 litres per capita per day 
o Population = 2.75 per unit (single family residential) 

2.25 per unit (multi family residential) 
1.3 per unit (nursing home as per Sewage Disposal Regulation) 

o Peaking Factor Harmon Equation (PF = 1+141(4+pO·5)) 
• P = Population in thousands 

o Infiltration = 0.13 IIs/ha 

For commercial flows: 

>- MMCD Design Guideline Manual - 2005 
o Average Daily Dry Weather Flow = 300 litres per capita per day 
o Commerical Population = 120 people per hectare I~"::-~':-~ ~ [1\\ f:;:-;-;···-~ 
o Commerical Peaking Factor = 6.75*P-O·11 IW~'" ) lli:~Cs"7l[~ d d ~ ~ 1\ ') \ 

• P = Population <, I I . 
o Infiltration = O.171/s/ha ' S~p ~ ,~ . :,01: .. _:0 I 

PL/\I'INI!\\..·., 1.; :':. '- I. ! 

Calculatl'ons 01.-····'·,· · ... -\ ,-,;:: .-. /1, "1\il.""H I 
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Based on the above design criteria and proposed development the total sanitary flow and the 
related calculations are outlined in the table below. 

Proposed Development Site 

Average Daily Dry Weather Flow ADWF 

Population 

Units (Area for Commercial) 

Site Area 

Total Population 

Total ADWF 

Total ADWF 

Infiltration 

Infiltration 

Peaking Factor (PF) 

Design Flow (PF * ADWF + Infiltration) 

Residential Commercial 

360 LIpid 360 LIpid 

2.25 p/unit 120 p/ha 

95 0.053 ha 

0.18 ha 

214 p 7p 

77040 LId 2100 LId 

0.89 LIs 0.02 LIs 

0.13 Lls/ha 

0.02 LIs 

4.14 

3.81 Us 

5.45 

WESTBROOK 
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For residential flows: 
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~ District of Saanich Engineering Specifications, Schedule H to Bylaw 7452 

o Residential Average Daily Dry Weather Flow = 360 litres per capita per day 
o Population = 2.75 per unit (single family residential) 

2.25 per unit (multi family residential) 
1.3 per unit (nursing home as per Sewage Disposal Regulation) 

o Peaking Factor Harmon Equation (PF = 1+141(4+pO·5)) 
• P = Population in thousands 

o Infiltration = 0.13 IIs/ha 

For commercial flows: 

~ MMCD Design Guideline Manual - 2005 
o Average Daily Dry Weather Flow = 300 litres per capita per day 
o Commerical Population = 120 people per hectare I'"r-=--==:--:-~ ~ n~-;;-::='-;'--~ 

• P = Population <, I II 
o Commerical Peaki~g Factor = 6.75*P-O·11 i

W
r

, ) ~ ~ l[~ d Vi L ~ II \ \ 
a Infiltration = 0.17 Ilslha ' S~p 2 ,: . :~:: . _.'J I 

p U\I ·.lI ~l!\,-·.! I.x. i- l . ~ 
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Based on the above design criteria and proposed development the total sanitary flow and the 
related calculations are outlined in the table below. 

Proposed Development Site 

Average Daily Dry Weather Flow ADWF 

Population 

Units (Area for Commercial) 

Site Area 

Total Population 

Total ADWF 

Total ADWF 

Infiltration 

Infiltration 

Peaking Factor (PF) 

Design Flow (PF • ADWF + Infiltration) 

Residential Commercial 

360 LIpId 360 LIpid 

2.25 p/unit 120 p/ha 

95 0.053 ha 

0.18 ha 

214 p 7p 

77040 LId 2100 LId 

0.89 LIs 0.02 LIs 

0.13 Us/ha 

0.02 Us 

4.14 

3.81 Us 

5.45 

WESTBROOK 
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For residential flows: 

Page 2 

;. District of Saanich Engineering Specifications, Schedule H to Bylaw 7452 

o Residential Average Daily Dry Weather Flow = 360 litres per capita per day 
a Population = 2.75 per unit (single family residential) 

2.25 per unit (multi family residential) 
1.3 per unit (nursing home as per Sewage Disposal Regulation) 

o Peaking Factor Harmon Equation (PF = 1+141(4+P"s)) 
• P = Population in thousands 

o Infiltration = 0.13 I/s/ha 

For commercial flows: 

;. MMCD Design Guideline Manual - 2005 
o Average Daily Dry Weather Flow = 300 litres per capita per day 
o Commerical Popula tion = 120 people per hectare - - --- -:"\ 
o Commerical Peaking Factor = 6.75·P·" r L." ') ~/~:; r=: fl'W II! I 

• P = Population In" i ) 
o Infiltration = O.17l/s/ha U U SEP 21 ,,10 

L 'l! ' I 
Calculations 

- " t \ 

Based on the above design criteria and proposed development the total sanitary flow and the 
related calculations are outlined in the table below. 

Proposed Development Site 

Average Daily Ory Weather Flow ADWF 

Population 

Units (Area for Commercial) 

Site Area 

Total Population 

Total ADWF 

Total ADWF 

Infiltration 

Infiltration 

Peaking Factor (PF) 

Design Flow (PF .. ADWF + Infiltration) 

Residential Commercial 

360 Up/d 360 Up/d 

2.25 p/unit 120 p/ha 

95 0.053 ha 

0.18 ha 

214 p 7p 

77040 Ud 2100 Ud 

0.89 Us 0.02 Us 

0.13 Us/ha 

0.02 Us 

4.14 I 
3.Bl Us 

5.45 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 
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Summary 

Page 3 

Based on the design criteria and the proposed land use . the total peak design flows are 
estimated to be 3.68 Ips for the residential portion of the development and 0.11 Ips for the 
commercial space and 0.02 Ips infiltration, totaling 3.81 Ips for the development. 

We trust the above meets the requirements of your request. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

WESTBROOK CONSULTING LTD. 

~V~ 
Nicole Vagle, EIT 
Project Engineer 
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Summary 
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Based on the design criteria and the proposed land use . the total peak design flows are 
estimated to be 3.68 Ips for the residential portion of the development and 0.11 Ips for the 
commercial space and 0.02 Ips infiltration, totaling 3.81 Ips for the development. 

We trust the above meets the requirements of your request. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

WESTBROOK CONSULTING LTD. 

~V~ 
Nicole Vagle, EIT 
Project Engineer 
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Summary 

Page 3 

Based on the design criteria and the proposed land use . the total peak design flows are 
estimated to be 3.68 Ips for the residential portion of the development and 0.11 Ips for the 
commercial space and 0.02 Ips infiltration, totaling 3.81 Ips for the development. 

We trust the above meets the requirements of your request. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

WESTBROOK CONSULTING LTD. 

~v~ 
Nicole Vag Ie, EIT 
Project Engineer 
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August 5, 2016 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 

District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, BC 
vax 2W7 

Attn: Jagtar Bains 

2970-02 

435 Boleskine Road - Fire Flow Requirements 

Dear Sir: 

Westbrook Consulting Ltd. has been engaged to provide civil engineering services for the 
proposed development of 435 Boleskine Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

The following letter is provided in response to the request to determine the residual pressure 
at the existing hydrant fronting 455 Boleskine Road and 3375 Whittier Avenue during fire flow 
conditions. 

The proposed 6 storey building will have 95 residential units and commercial space. 

DESIGN CRITERIA 

The following design criteria was used in the determination of the fire flows required for the 
proposed development. 

>- Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS), Water Supply for Public Fire Protection 1999 
• Fire Flow required is estimated by the equation, F = 220C..,[A 

Where, 
-+ F = Fire Flow, Ljmin 
-+ C = Construction Type 
-+ A = Floor Area, m2 

ir~~©~U~~lf\ll 
lfU SEP 2 1 ZG16 J!J I 

PLAi'-·IN!NG DEi:JT .J 
D1STi~!CT OF SAANiCH 

L--_~ ____ ~. ____ - -

~ District of Saanich requirements 
• 20 psi residual pressure under fire flow conditions 
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Consulting Ltd. 
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770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, BC 
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Attn: Jagtar Bains 

2970-02 

435 Boleskine Road - Fire Flow Requirements 

Dear Sir: 

Westbrook Consulting Ltd. has been engaged to provide civil engineering services for the 
proposed development of 435 Boleskine Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

The following letter is provided in response to the request to determine the residual pressure 
at the existing hydrant fronting 455 Boleskine Road and 3375 Whittier Avenue during fire flow 
conditions. 

The proposed 6 storey building will have 95 residential units and commercial space. 

DESIGN CRITERIA 

The following design criteria was used in the determination of the fire flows required for the 
proposed development. 

>- Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS), Water Supply for Public Fire Protection 1999 
• Fire Flow required is estimated by the equation, F = 220C..,[A 

Where, 
-+ F = Fire Flow, Ljmin 
-+ C = Construction Type 
-+ A = Floor Area, m2 

~ District of Saanich requirements 
• 20 psi residual pressure under fire flow conditions 

ilo~~©-~ow~lnll 
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District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, Be 
vax 2W7 

Attn: Jagtar Bains 

Dear Sir: 

435 Boleskine Road - Fire Flow Requirements 

2970-02 

Westbrook Consulting Ltd. has been engaged to provide civil engineering services for the 
proposed development of 435 Boleskine Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

The following letter is provided in response to the request to determine the residual pressure 
at the existing hydrant fronting 455 Boleskine Road and 3375 Whittier Avenue during fire flow 
conditions. 

The proposed 6 storey building will have 95 residential units and commercial space. 

DESIGN CRITERIA 

The following design criteria was used in the determination of the fire flows required for the 
proposed development. 

~ Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS). Water Supply for Public Fire Protection 1999 
• Fire Flow required is estimaled by the equation. F = 220C../A 

~7::'Fire Flow,L/min r:m=O::-J,-~-(-(-:,,-~-.'-1 11-,rr-'-=I:::::-l) \ 
..... C = ConstructIOn Type - ~ l!= -''is' \v.; ~ 
~ A = Floor Area, m' II SEP l I iG'S _ 

., District of Saanich requirements [ t:.ol II I \ T J 
• 20 psi residual pressure under fire flow conditions O.~"' - ~LT ( F ~,A.i' lr:~ 
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Jagtar Bains 
District of Saanich 
August5,2016 

FIRE FLOW CALCULATIONS 

Page 2 

Based on the FUS design criteria and proposed development, the total required fire flows and 
the related calculations are summarized in the table below. 

I ~ Value 

Floor Area, A 6,000 m2 

Type of Construction, C (Wood Frame Construction 
1.25 

with Hardy Plank Siding) 
1. Fire Flow, F 21301 Llmin 

2. Fire Hazard, Limited Combustible -15% 

3. Sprinklers, Automated and Monitored Sprinkler -50% 
System 

North +5% 
East +25% 

4. Proximity South +10% 
West +10% 
Total +50% 

TOTAL FIRE FLOW 
18106 Llmin 

(302 LIs) 

SUMMARY 

Based on the hydrant tested contucted by the District of Saanich we understand that the 
residual pressure at 302 LIs is 60 psi. 

It is our opinion that there is adequate flow and pressure in the existing water system to 
provide 18106 Llmin (302 LIs) fire flow with residual pressure in excess of 20 psi. The 
proposed building will be serviced from a hydrant adjacent to 455 Boleskine Road and 3375 
Whittier Avenue. 

We trust the above meets the requirements of your request. If you have any questions or 
comments, please contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

WESTBROOK CONSULTING LTD. 

4kV~ 
Nicole Vagle, EIT 
Project Engineer 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 
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FIRE FLOW CALCULATIONS 
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Based on the FUS design criteria and proposed development. the total required fire flows and 
the related calculations are summarized in the table below. 

~ Value 

Floor Area, A 6.000 m2 

Type of Construction, C (Wood Frame Construction 
1.25 with Hardy Plank Siding) 

1. Fire Flow, F 21301 Llmin 

2. Fire Hazard, Limited Combustible -15% 

3. Sprinklers, Automated and Monitored Sprinkler -50% 
System 

North +5% 
East +25% 

4. Proximity South +10% 
West +10% 
Total +50% 

TOTAL FIRE FLOW 
18106 L1min 

(302 LIs) 

SUMMARY 

Based on the hydrant tested contucted by the District of Saanich we understand that the 
residual pressure at 302 LIs is 60 psi. 

It is our opinion that there is adequate flow and pressure in the existing water system to 
provide 18106 Llmin (302 LIs) fire flow with residual pressure in excess of 20 psi. The 
proposed building will be serviced from a hydrant adjacent to 455 Boleskine Road and 3375 
Whittier Avenue. 

We trust the above meets the requirements of your request. If you have any questions or 
comments. please contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

WESTBROOK CONSULTING LTD. 

MV'~ 
Nicole Vagle, EIT 
Project Engineer 
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FIRE FLOW CALCULATIONS 

Page 2 

Based on the FUS design criteria and proposed development, the total required fire flows and 
the related calculations are summarized in the table below. 

Value 

Floor Area, A 6,000 m' 

Type of Construction, C (Wood Frame Construction 
with Hardy Plank Siding) 1.25 

1, Fire Flow, F 21301 Umin 

2. Fire Hazard. Limited Combustible -15% 

3. Sprinklers, Automated and Monitored Sprinkler 
-50% Syslem 

North +5% 
East +25% 

4. Proximity South +10% 
West +10% 
Total +50% 

TOTAL FIRE FLOW 
18106 Llmin 

(302 Us) 

SUMMARY 

Based on the hydrant tested contucted by the District of Saanich we understand that the 
residual pressure at 302 LIs is 60 psi. 

It is our opinion that there is adequate flow and pressure in the existing water system to 
provide 18106 Llmin (302 LIs) fire flow with residual pressure in excess of 20 psi. The 
proposed building will be serviced from a hydrant adjacent to 455 Boleskine Road and 3375 
Whittier Avenue. 

We trust the above meets the requirements of your request. If you have any questions or 
comments. please contact the undersigned. 

Yours truly, 

WESTBROOK 
Consulting Ltd. 



000 0 0 000 0 
00 r-... l.O \.I') ~ ("(') N ~ 

(w) aJnssaJd 

o 
o 
l.O 

o 
o 
\.I') 

o 
o 
~ 

..-
V1 

J o _ 

~ $ 

o 

o 
LL. 

000 0 0 000 0 
00 r-... l.O \.I') ~ ("(') N ~ 

(w) aJnssaJd 

o 
o 
l.O 

o 
o 
\.I') 

o 
o 
~ 

..-
V1 

J o _ 

~ $ 

o 

o 
LL. 

98

M 
r"'­
oo 
...... 
c 
CU .... 

."0 
> :r: 

a a a a a 0 0 0 0 
00 r--.. t.O LI) o:::t ("'I"') N ~ 

(W) clJnSSaJd 

o 
o 
lD 

o 
o 
LIl 

o 
o 
<:t 

o 
o 
'" 

o 
o 
N 

o 

-V1 

::. 
~ 
o 

u.. 

--



Saanich Waterworks 
HYDRANT FLOW TEST / MAIN CAPACITY TEST 

LOCATION: _______________ 4_3_5_B_ol_es_k_in_e_R_d_. _H~y_dr_a_nt_8_7_3 ____________ __ 

DATE: 10-Nov-15 TIME: 10:30 AM 

FLOW HYDRANT NO.: 2070 GUAGE HYDRANT NO.: 873 
----~---

GUAGE HYDRANT STATIC PRESSURE: 99 PSI 
------~~------

GUAGE HYDRANT RESIDUAL PRESSURE: 91 PSI 
------~--------

FLOW @ 20 PSI: 5851 REQUIRED FIRE FLOW: PSI ----------
FLOW 

NOZZLE SIZE 
REMOTE HYDRANT 

FLOW IGPM 
HYDRANT # READER PSI COEFF. 

2070 4.5" 38 1699 

COMMENTS: Used 4.5" Hose Monster to perform flow test. Flow duration was for four minutes. Test 
Hydrant 873 initially dropped to 83 psi, then recovered to 91 psi. 

Hose Monster Remote Reader PSI = Flow (IGPM): 4.5" ORIFICE 

PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM 

5 616 16 1102 27 1432 38 1699 49 1930 60 2136 

6 675 17 1136 28 1459 39 1722 50 1949 61 2153 

7 729 18 1170 29 1475 40 1743 51 1969 62 2171 

8 779 19 1201 30 1510 41 1765 52 1988 63 2188 

9 827 20 1233 31 1534 42 1787 53 2007 64 2206 

10 872 21 1263 32 1559 43 1808 54 2026 65 2222 

11 914 22 1293 33 1584 44 1828 55 2045 66 2240 

12 955 23 1322 34 1608 45 1849 56 2063 67 2256 

13 994 24 1350 35 1631 46 1870 57 2082 68 2273 

14 1032 25 1379 36 1654 47 1890 58 2100 

15 1067 26 1405 37 1677 48 1910 59 2117 

Flow @ 20 PSI formula 

Qr = Q1 ((Ps - Prj / (Ps - PI))O.54 

Io) rg©~O\ff'Tm I Where: Qr = Flow @ 20 Psi 
Qt = Flow from hydrant during test (igpm) I I . ..~ I 
Ps = Static Pressure (Psi) Lf J scp 2 1 ·~r~" L0! I 
Pr = Desired Residual Pressure (20 psi) 

I:. LlI .J J t 

I 
Pt = Residual Pressure During Test (Psi) PL/,!\i \\'c 1 ~ 

I 

. t;~.F' J 
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Saanich Waterworks 
HYDRANT FLOW TEST / MAIN CAPACITY TEST 

LOCAT�ON: _______________ 4~35~B~ol~es~k~in~e~R~d~. ~H~yd~r~a~nt~8~7~3 ____________ __ 

DATE: 10-Nov-15 TIME: 10:30 AM 

FLOW HYDRANT NO.: 2070 GUAGE HYDRANT NO.: __ ..;;..87~3~_ 

GUAGE HYDRANT STATIC PRESSURE: _ ___ ~9~9 _______ PSI 

GUAGE HYDRANT RESIDUAL PRESSURE: _ ____ ----::;9....:...1 _______ PSI 

FLOW @ 20 PSI : 5851 REQUIRED FIRE FLOW: _____ PSI 

FLOW 
NOZZLE SIZE 

REMOTE HYDRANT 
FLOW IGPM 

HYDRANT # READER PSI COEFF. 

2070 4.5" 38 1699 

COMMENTS: Used 4.5" Hose Monster to perform flow test. Flow duration was for four minutes. Test 
Hydrant 873 initially dropped to 83 psi, then recovered to 91 psi. 

Hose Monster Remote Reader PSI = Flow (IGPM): 4.5" ORIFICE 

PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM 

5 616 16 1102 27 1432 38 1699 49 1930 60 2136 

6 675 17 1136 28 1459 39 1722 50 1949 61 2153 

7 729 18 1170 29 1475 40 1743 51 1969 62 2171 

8 779 19 1201 30 1510 41 1765 52 1988 63 2188 

9 827 20 1233 31 1534 42 1787 53 2007 64 2206 

10 872 21 1263 32 1559 43 1808 54 2026 65 2222 

11 914 22 1293 33 1584 44 1828 55 2045 66 2240 

12 955 23 1322 34 1608 45 1849 56 2063 67 2256 

13 994 24 1350 35 1631 46 1870 57 2082 68 2273 

14 1032 25 1379 36 1654 47 1890 58 2100 

15 1067 26 1405 37 1677 48 1910 59 2117 

Flow @ 20 PSI formula 

Qr = Qt ((Ps - Prj / (Ps - pt))O.54 

~ ~(C;~O\f[2 r(l) I Where: Qr = Flow @ 20 Psi 
Qt = Flow from hydrant during test (igpm) 
Ps = Static Pressure (Psi) Lf 1.1 SEP 2 1 r~~ ill!! 
Pr = Desired Residual Pressure (20 psi) 

_ lI.J J , 
I 

Pt = Residual Pressure During Test (Psi) PL/~\j\J ~.: ~ r ' ~ 
t 

1);.1- T -

G:\Public Works\Waterworks\Tech-Ops\Flows\Hydrant Flow Tests\Hydrant 873 435 Boleskine Nov 10 2015.xls 
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Saanich Waterworks 
HYDRANT FLOW TEST I MAIN CAPACITY TEST 

LOCATION: ______________ ~43~5~B~o~le~s~ki~ne~R~d~. ~H~~~r~a~nt~8~7~3 ____________ __ 

DATE: IO·Nov· 15 TIME: 10:30 AM 

FLOW HYDRANT NO.: 2070 GUAGE HYDRANT NO.: ___ ",87",3,-_ 

GUAG E HYDRANT STATIC PRESSURE: _ __ -'9"'9 _ _ _ PSI 

GUAGE HYDRANT RESIDUAL PRESSURE: _ __ -'9C!.1 ___ PSI 

FLOW @ 20 PSt: 5851 REQUIRED FIRE FLOW: _______ PSI 

FLOW NOZZLE SIZE REMOTE HYDRANT FLOW IGPM HYDRANT # READER PSI COEFF. 

2070 4.5" 38 1699 

COMMENTS: Used 4S Hose Monsler 10 perform flow test . Flow duration was for four minutes. Test 
Hydrant 873 initially dropped to 83 psi, then recovered to 91 psi. 

Hose Monster Remote Reader PSI"" Flow (lGPM): 4.5" ORIFICE II 
PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM PSI IGPM 
5 616 16 1102 27 1432 38 1699 49 1930 60 2136 
6 675 17 1136 28 1459 39 1722 50 1949 61 2153 
7 729 18 11 70 29 1475 40 1743 51 1969 62 2171 
8 779 19 1201 30 1510 41 1765 52 1988 63 2188 
9 827 20 1233 31 1534 42 1787 53 2007 64 2206 
10 872 21 1263 32 1559 43 1808 54 2026 65 2222 

11 914 22 1293 33 1584 44 1828 55 2045 66 2240 
12 955 23 1322 34 1608 45 1849 56 2063 67 2256 
13 994 24 1350 35 1631 46 1870 57 2082 68 2273 
14 1032 25 1379 36 1654 47 1890 58 2100 
15 1067 26 1405 37 1677 48 1910 59 211 7 

Flow @ 20 PSI formula 

Or" a t ((Ps - Prj I (PI _ ptno.54 

fF1~© fFnV'" ;@! W here: Or = Flow@ 20 Psi 
at .. Flow from hydrant during test (igpm) 
Ps :: Slatic Pressure (Psi) 1 SEP Z 1 C', , I 
Pr ::: Desired Residual Pressure (20 psi) 
PI - Residual Pressure During Test (Psi) PLA I' . I . [ , r .r --

G:\Pub!ic Works\Waterworks\Tech-Ops\Flows\Hydrant Flow Tesls\Hydrant 873 435 Boleskine Nov 10 2015.xls 
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June 12,2016 

Mr. Neil Findlow 
Senior Planner 
District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, BC, V8X 2W7 

Dear Mr. Bell, 

tc~RGETI LLICUM 
Community Association 

P.o. Box 44152 
Victoria B.C, V9A 7K1 

NWW gorgetdlicllJn ca 

ENTERED 
IN CASE 

IlRi~~~30~~ill) 
PLANNING DEPT, 

DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: 433 and 437 Boleskine Rd.; 3385 and 3389 Whittier Ave. (Amend DPR00542 to DPA00874) 

The Gorge Tillicum Community Association (GTCA) is in receipt of your request for comments on the 
proposed amendments to the re-zoning of 433 and 437Boleskine Rd.; 3385 and 3389 Whittier Ave. The 
original zoning was for the construction of a new 60 unit residential strata and commercial space with parking 
primarily underground to replace the current four single family residential buildings. These properties are 
actually outside the boundary of the Gorge Tillicum neighbourhood; however, protocol suggests that we 
would have an interest in how this property is redeveloped. ' 

Late in 2012, we were contacted by Mr. Mike Miller of Abstract Development Inc. and met with him and his 
team twice. On both occasions the general feeling was that this site was suitable for such an improvement. 
Our letter dated March 28, 2013 was in response to the original application for this property. 

On May 5, 2016 we met with the Abstract team along with members of the Mount View Colquitz Community 
Association to discuss the proposed changes to the development permit that was previously issued. As we 
understand, the changes are significant as the number of residential units has increased to 90 from 60 and the 
units will now be held by the developer as rental units instead of being sold as part of a strata. In addition 
there are a few cosmetic changes, improved exterior finishing and enclosing the stairway on the Whittier side 
of the building. We also understand because of the change in the nature of building from strata units to rental 
residential along with a reduction of the commerciallretail space, the previous amenity package is no longer 
available. 

The "Community Contribution" amenity was an interesting way to support some affordability for new 
entrants to the housing market. With the shift to rentals, that formula no longer applies. With the shift in 
building economics, other community benefits should be considered. 

As we have noted in previous applications for re-zoning and development permits in our community, 
environmental considerations need to be of the latest and highest standards. The last built green 
residential project achieved the highest rating of built green platinum over 3 years ago. Today we would 
expect no less for any new project. Besides things like power efficient appliances and LED lighting we 
can see no reason why solar power should not be included with wiring to feed back to the grid and to 
each and every parking spot. 

www gorgetiliicllm.ca info@gorgetillicum ca www.facebook.com/GorgeTilhcum l\vittcr.coI11/GorgcTi llicul11 
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PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: 433 and 437 Boleskine Rd.; 3385 and 3389 Whittier Ave. (Amend DPR00542 to DPA00874) 
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proposed amendments to the re-zoning of 433 and 437Boleskine Rd,; 3385 and 3389 Whittier Ave. The 
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would have an interest in how this property is redeveloped. . 

Late in 2012, we were contacted by Mr. Mike Miller of Abstract Development Inc, and met with him and his 
team twice. On both occasions the general feeling was that this site was suitable for such an improvement. 
Our letter dated March 28, 2013 was in response to the original application for this property. 

On May 5, 2016 we met with the Abstract team along with members of the Mount View Colquitz Community 
Association to discuss the proposed changes to the development permit that was previously issued. As we 
understand, the changes are significant as the number of residential units has increased to 90 from 60 and the 
units will now be held by the developer as rental units instead of being sold as part of a strata, In addition 
there are a few cosmetic changes, improved exterior finishing and enclosing the stairway on the Whittier side 
of the building. We also understand because of the change in the nature of building from strata units to rental 
residential along with a reduction of the commerciallretail space, the previous amenity package is no longer 
available. 

The "Community Contribution" amenity was an interesting way to support some affordability for new 
entrants to the housing market. With the shift to rentals, that formula no longer applies, With the shift in 
building economics, other community benefits should be considered. 

As we have noted in previous applications for re-zoning and development permits in our community, 
environmental considerations need to be of the latest and highest standards. The last built green 
residential project achieved the highest rating of built green platinum over 3 years ago. Today we would 
expect no less for any new project. Besides things like power efficient appliances and LED lighting we 
can see no reason why solar power should not be included with wiring to feed back to the grid and to 
each and every parking spot. 
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June 12, 2016 

Mr. Neil Findlow 
Senior PlaJUler 
District of Saanich 
770 Vernon Avenue 
Victoria, Be, V8X 2W7 

Dear Mr. Bell, 

tc~RGETILLICUM 
Community Association 

P.O SoxildlS2 
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PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

Re: 433 and 437 Bole'kine Rd.; 3385 and 3389 Whittier Ave. (Amend DPR00542 to DPA00874) 

The Gorge Tillicum Community Association (OTCA) is in receipt of your request for comments on the 
proposed amendments to the fe-zoning of 433 and 437Boleskine Rd.; 3385 and 3389 Whittier Ave. The 
original zoning was for the construction of a new 60 unit residential strata and commercial space with parking 
primarily underground to replace the cunent four single family residential buildings. These properties are 
actually outside the boundary of the Gorge Tillicum neighbourhood; however, protocol suggests that we 
would have an interest in how this property is redeveloped. 

Late in 2012, we were contacted by Mr. Mike Miller of Abstract Development Inc. and met with him and his 
team twice. On both occasions the general feeling was that this site was suitable for such an improvement. 
Our letter dated March 28, 2013 was in response to the original application for this property. 

On May 5, 2016 we met with the Abstract team along with members of the Mount View Colquitz Community 
Association to discuss the proposed changes to the development pennit that was previously issued. As we 
understand, the changes are significant as the number of residential units has increased to 90 from 60 and the 
units will now be held by the developer as rental units instead of being sold as part ofa strata. In addition 
there are a few cosmetic changes, improved exterior finishing and enclosing the stairway on the Whittier side 
of the building. We also understand because of the change in the nature of building from strata units to rental 
residential along with a reduction of the commercial/retail space, the previous amenity package is no longer 
available. 

The "Community Contribution" amenity was an interesting way to support some affordability for new 
entrants to the housing market. With the shift to rentals, that fonnula no longer applies. With the shift in 
building economics, other community benefits should be considered. 

As we have noted in previous applications for re-zoning and development permits in our community, 
environmental considerations need to be of the latest and highest standards. The last built green 
residential project achieved the highest rating of built green platinum over 3 years ago. Today we would 
expect no less for any new project. Besides things like power efficient appliances and LED lighting we 
can see no reason why solar power should not be included with wiring to feed back to the grid and to 
each and every parking spot. 
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Part of built green measurements is to include parking ratio considerations. Not including a parking spot in 
the rental of the units sends an appropriate price signal to tenants. However, a reduction in parking 
requirements deserves careful considerations. We know that research actually shows the impacts of parking 
on affordability 

http://I.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fbit.ly%2FlTomPvl&h=qAOEBBbA3&s=1 

The location of this property is ideal for significant transportation demand management including provision 
for a variety of electric vehicles and bicycles. Further, incorporating transit passes within the rental 
agreements should be encouraged. Consideration of ride and/or car sharing must be part of the long tenn plan 
for this project because the location suits this option. As the developer is proposing to continue to own and 
operate this development there are some very clear opportunities in the near future. Assuming a reduction in 
parking requirements suggests the market for tenants will be aimed at those who use alternatives to the single 
occupancy vehicle. 

A concern raised by neighbours on Whittier across on the other side of Boleskine spoke of the demand for 
public on street parking from the comer of Whittier going north and we are well aware of day time parking on 
south part of Whittier. We have heard similar concerns when the last townhouse development was proposed 
on Whittier. A clearer picture of where this parking demand is coming from should be developed. We 
understand some is from commuters seeking ways around parking costs in downtown Victoria. It might also 
be the lack of supply in Victoria. Some may be coming from employees of the nearby businesses. On street 
parking is becoming a significant issue throughout the community and the impacts 'for any increase in density 
must be considered. A question that should be considered, "is the price of public parking in Saanich too 
low?" Should Saanich consider developing park and ride facilities? 

As mentioned in our previous letter, the GTCA would like to see any redevelopment in our community 
consider the fact that new investments will likely be around for the next 50 to 100 years at least and that such 
developments should be prepared to make the investments today that will reduce and minimize the ecological 
footprint of the infrastructure and of on-going future operations. Would it be possible to tum these units into 
strata ownership? 

The GTCA appreciates the mixed use for this development and would hope that this can be the beginning of a 
trend spreading across the boundary to Burnside Road. With careful consideration, this project could be an 
example for others. 

Finally, for any redevelopment ofthis site we would recommend that de-construction of the current buildings 
take place with an eye to re-using and recycling as much material as possible. It appears that the current 
owners would like to build a superior building, and this would be demonstrated by a high standard for de­
construction and site preparation as well as a construction process that is sensitive to our environment. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Wickson 
President 
Gorge Tillicum Community Association 

www.gorgetillicum.ca info@gorgetillicum.ca www.facebook.com/GorgeTillicum lwitter.com/GorgeTillicu1l1 
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BOLESKINE RD. & WHITTIER AVE. DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

MVCCA does not support the redesign of this project due to the extent of the parking variances 
requested. 

This section of Boleskine Road contains a residential area to the north and the light industrial area to 
the south. Rudd Park to the west makes it an ideal area for densification. This section of Whittier Ave. 
contains a number of businesses that depend on street parking for their customers. MVCCA supports 
densification that does not drive out the businesses in this light industrial area of Saanich. 

This is the first re-development on Boleskine Road and it will set the standard for future developers' 
expectations. We acknowledge that there is a great need for rental accommodations in all of the Saanich 
Core. Our comments reflect the majority of our members opinions. Our submission will focus on the 
impact of this project on the already difficult parking situation for the immediate neighbours. A summary of 
our understanding of the project is listed below as well at the comments of a neighbour to the project. 

In some respects this project looks similar to the rental units building at the corner of Tillicum and 
Burnside. The parking ratio request is similar. However, the Tillicum and Burnside building is right across 
the street from the mostly empty Tillicum maillot where I am sure that guests and customers to that 
building will park. 

First some general comments on the project itself: 
1 Major change - no community contribution offer is being made 
2 Low environmental goals, the energy efficiency building goal is only "Built Green - SILVER" 
3 To the best of my knowledge the developer has not initiated communication with the neighbours nor 
have they presented this new plan at a MVCCA meeting 

Residents parking 

The original permit called for 60 units and 63 secure parking stalls. The new design calls for 95 units 
and secure parking of 66 stalls. This is an overall increase of 32 units without additional parking. 
Residents will pay a monthly fee to have a parking stall. The developer has proposed a sharing of parking 
between residents and staff who work in the building. Shared parking assumes that a resident will always 
remove their car by 8:30 am, even on Saturday. It seems unworkable. Shared parking assumes that staff 
will be willing to pay for parking when there is free street parking. 
This plan assumes that every car owner living there, will pay for a parking stall. This plan assumes that 
33% of the units will be rented to people who do not own a car and that none of the 29 two bedroom 
renters will own two vehicles. 

Commercial parking 

There will be seven parking spots in front of the building for the customers of the three businesses 
(2000 sq. ft. each). Employees will be encouraged not to park there and as we have seen with "The 
Heights" campus of care facility, staff do not like to pay for parking, if free street parking is available. The 
developers hope to mitigate the problem by only renting to 'low staff businesses. What prevents owners 
from renting the commercial units, without asking the number of employees that will be on site?, What if 
the renter hires more staff? 

Guest parking 

There are no full-time guest parking stalls provided. The commercial stalls may be empty at night time, 
that is assuming the businesses there will not be open in the evening. There will be daytime guests, there 
will be family and friends on the weekends. Interestingly, the location of guest parking effects its use. The 
parking problems that the residents of Huxley St. and Rowland Ave. are having, occur while the guest 
parking lot, for Uptown Place, is not full. 
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Summary 

Some amount of parking variance is the norm on projects in Saanich. The old parking standards need to 
be updated but this generous parking variance would set a precedent for the area. One of our members is 
a owner at a condo on Short Street, where a generous parking variance was allowed. The time-limited 
parking restrictions put into place on Short St., have not provided a solution to their parking problems. 
The cumulative effect of each new variance will harm both the residential area and the existing 
businesses throughout the Saanich Core. 

If council does permit this variance we have no guarantee that it will proceed as envisioned. The property 
could be sold, the commercial renters can have as many employees as they like and we could all be 
wrong about how many renters will own cars. We hope the future will contain fewer cars but for now that 
is not the case. Many types of area businesses can not tolerate a lack of parking. They will have to move 
somewhere else. 

MVCCA understands the project characteristics to be as follows: 

Little change to the overall appearance or height of the original design 
Original exterior staircases now will be interior. 
White roof finish with elevator shaft equipment not visible from the street 
Two separate underground parkades, each with quiet doors that roll down 
Secure bike parking in top parkade, surface covered bike parking but it is not near to main door 
Some electric car charging stations. 
Air circulation equipment fans in parkade. We request that all HRV systems have noise reduction 
systems as well 
Built Green - SILVER application 

Total residential units are 95 of these 57 studio units, 9 one bedroom units 29 two bedroom units 
The units range in size from 407 sq. ft. to 750 sq. ft. 
Each unit will have in-suite laundry, electric baseboard heating, and full sized appliances 
The studio units will all have built-in wall beds 
Parking spaces will cost extra (approx. 50.00 per month) 

The company intends to retain ownership of the building and commits to rental of commercial space for 
low staff businesses not office space which tends to have a large number of employees on site. 
Commercial space 6000 sq. ft. 

The plan calls for 3 units (each 2000 sq. ft.) Two of these will access at front of the building (where the 
seven commercial parking spots are) and one with access at side of the building. They have 12 ft. 
ceilings 

The developers is not offering to contribute to any community amenities. 
Total parking 

o full time guest parking 
7 commercial/staff parking 
66 secure parking ( top parkade 34 car spots, bottom parkade 32 car spots) 
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Summary 

Some amount of parking variance is the norm on projects in Saanich. The old parking standards need to 
be updated but this generous parking variance would set a precedent for the area. One of our members is 
a owner at a condo on Short Street, where a generous parking variance was allowed. The time-limited 
parking restrictions put into place on Short St., have not provided a solution to their parking problems. 
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Summary 

Some amount of parking variance is the norm on projects in Saanich. The old parking standards need to 
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If council does permit this variance we have no guarantee that it will proceed as envisioned. The property 
could be sold, the commercial renters can have as many employees as they like and we could all be 
wrong about how many renters will own cars. We hope the future will contain fewer cars but for now that 
is not the case. Many types of area businesses can not tolerate a lack of parking, They wit( have 10 move 
somewhere else. 

MVCCA understands the project characteristics to be as follows: 

Little change to the overall appearance or height of the original design 
Original exterior staircases now will be interior. 
White roof finish with elevator shaft equipment nol visible from the street 
Two separate underground parkades, each with quiet doors that roll down 
Secure bike parking in top parkade, surface covered bike parking but it is not near to main door 
Some electric car charging stations, 
Air circulation equipment fans in parkade. We request that all HRV systems have noise reduction 
systems as well 
Built Green - SILVER application 

Total residential units are 95 of these 57 studio units, 9 one bedroom units 29 two bedroom units 
The units range in size from 407 sq, ft. to 750 sq. ft. 
Each unil will have in-suite laundry, electric baseboard heating. and fuU sized appliances 
The studio units wIll aU have built-in wall beds 
Parking spaces will cost extra (approx. 50.00 per month) 

The company intends to retain ownership of the building and commits to rental of commercial space for 
low staff businesses not office space which tends to have a large number of employees on site. 
Commercial space 6000 sq. ft. 
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BOLESKINE RD. & WHITTIER AVE. DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

To whom it may concern , 

We are neighbours that live directly across from this purposed development on Boleskine Rd 
and Whittier Ave. While there are aspects to this development we really like, we have to oppose 
the current plan because of the variances requested on parking. 

There is already a large issue for parking in this neighbourhood, and this plan would make living 
in this community very difficult. 

The request to increase the number of units from 60 to 95 with no extra parking will have a huge 
negative impact on the area. We ask that the council please keep reasonable restrictions on all 
developers to provide adequate parking. There should be a strong line that there needs to be at 
least one parking space per unit. 

We realize some people don't not have a car, but the reality is in this area that is rare. Also, 
many units will have more then one car, and this will counteract those that do not. 
The developer mentions that they will try to share parking with residents at night and staff during 
the day. This may help slightly, but again is not realistic. As no one will be forced to have a car 
removed at a specific time, and so will end up causing more demands on the already full street 
parking. 

There is also no guest parking. For a building with 95 units, that alone will create a large 
demand on the street parking. 

If the council looks back at the original proposal, even at the parking ratio they grant then, many 
in this community were upset because of the parking issues it would have caused. And now, the 
developer is asking that they can add 35 extra units and provide no extra parking. Please 
enforce a reasonable ratio of at least one parking spot to unit. 

When we moved to this area we spoke with the Saanich planning department and they told us 
this area was planned for development. Which we definitely are in support of. But please do so 
in a way that improves the community and gives quality of life that encourages people to stay. 

Thank you for your time. 

Matthew & Delana Bourne 
_ Boleskine Rd 

submitted on behalf of Mt View Colquitz Community Assoc. 
Carol Ham 

20 May 2016 
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Report 
To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 15, 2017 

Request for Removal from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
(EDPA) 
File: 2860-25 • 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road; 4141, 4157, 4181 & 
4185 Glendenning Road; 4173 Lynnfield Crescent 

PROJECT DETAILS 

Project Proposal: 

Addresses: 

Legal Descriptions: 

Owners: 

[RS~©~~w~[Q) 

FEB 22 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAM'JlCH 

The applicants are requesting that their subject properties be 
removed from one Environmentally Significant Area of the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). The properties 
were originially included in the EDPA to provide enhanced 
protection to the Woodland ecosystem. 

The request is based on the submissions by Ted Lea which 
indicate that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
properties. 

If Council supports this request the EDPA Atlas would need to be 
amended. 

1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road 
4141,4157,4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road 
4173 Lynnfield Crescent 

Lot 8, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 9479 
Lot 9, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 9479 
Lot 1, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 5307 
Lot B, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 11360 
Lots A and B, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 32211 
Lot A, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 38609 

Janet and Grant Stark 
Timothy and Cynthia Pilkington 
Alexander and Lindsey Hoole 
Martin and Arlene Winstanley 
Joan Johns 
Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 
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Joan Johns 
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Report 
To: 

From: 

D.le: 

Subiecl: 

The Corporation of the District of Saanich 

Mayor and Council 

Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning 

February 15, 2017 

Request for Removal from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
(EDPA) 
File: 2860-25.1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road; 4141 , 4157, 4181 & 
4185 Glendenning Roadj 4173 Lynnfield Crescent 

PROJECT DETAILS 

Project Proposal: 

Addresses: 

Legal Descriptions: 

Owners: 

[Rl~©~D'(§~[Q) 

FEB 22 2017 
LEGISLATIVE DIVISION 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 

The applicants are requesting that their subject properties be 
removed from one Environmentally Significant Area of the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). The properties 
were originiaUy included in the EOPA to provide enhanced 
protection to the Woodland ecosystem. 

The request is based on the submissions by Ted Lea which 
indicate that there ,s no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
properties. 

If Council supports this request the EDPA Atlas would need to be 
amended. 

1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road 
4141,4157, 4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road 
4173 Lynnfield Crescent 

Lot 8, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 9479 
Lot 9. Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 9479 
Lot 1, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 5307 
Lot S, Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 11 360 
Lots A and B, Section 54. Victoria District, Plan 3221 1 
Lot At Section 54, Victoria District, Plan 38609 

Janet and Grant Stark 
Timo1hy and Cynthia Pilkington 
Alexander and lindsey Hoole 
Martin and Arlene Winstanley 
Joan Johns 
Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 
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2860-25 -2-

Applicants: Janet and Grant Stark 
Timothy and Cynthia Pilkington 
Martin and Arlene Winstanley 
Henry Kamphof 
Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 
Bruce Johns 

February 15, 2017 

Application Received: June 30, August 22, November 14 and 28, December 5, 2016 

Parcel Sizes: 1607 m2 to 4035 m2 

Existing Use of Parcels: Single Family Dwelling 

Existing Use of See figure 1 
Adjacent Parcels: 

Current Zoning: RS -10 for 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Rd and 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent 
RS-18 for 4141,4157,4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road 

Minimum Lot Size: N/A 

Proposed Zoning: No change proposed 

Proposed Minimum 
Lot Size: NI A 

Local Area Plan: Gordon Head 

LAP Designation: Residential 

PROPOSAL 

The applicants are requesting that their subject properties be removed from one 
Environmentally Significant Area of the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA). The 
properties were originially included in the EDPA to provide enhanced protection to the 
Woodland ecosystem. 

The request is based on the submissions by Ted Lea which indicate that there is no Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties. 
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Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties. 
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2860-25 -3- February 15,2017 

PLANNING POLICY 

Official Community Plan (2008) 
4.1.2.1 "Continue to use and update the "Saanich Environmentally Significant Areas Atlas" and 

other relevant documents to inform land use decisions." 

4.1.2.3 "Continue to protect and restore habitats that support native species of plants, animals 
and address threats to biodiversity such as invasive species." 

4.1.2.4 "Protect and restore rare and endangered species habitat and ecosystems, particularly 
those associated with Garry Oak ecosystems." 

4.1.2.5 "Preserve "micro-ecosystems" as part of proposed development applications, where 
possible." 

4.1.2.7 "Link environmentally sensitive areas and green spaces, where appropriate, using 
"greenways", and design them to maintain biodiversity and reduce wildlife conflicts." 

Gordon Head Local Area Plan (2003) 
4.1 "Protect indigenous vegetation, wildlife habitats, and landscapes when conSidering 

applications for change in land use." 

4.4 "Seek opportunities to vegetate areas with appropriate native species that will support 
indigenous wildlife." 

General Development Permit Area Guidelines (1995) 
1. "Major or significant wooded areas and native vegetation should be retained wherever 

possible." 

Environmental Development Permit Area Guidelines (2012) 
1.b.i) and iv) "Development within the ESA shall not proceed except for the following: 

Proposals that protect the environmental values of the ESA including: 
• the habitat of rare and endangered plants, animals and sensitive ecosystems" 

2. "In order to minimize negative impacts on the ESA, development within the buffer of the 
ESA shall be designed to: 
• Avoid the removal/modification of native vegetation; 
• Avoid the introduction of non-native invasive vegetation; 
• Avoid impacts to the protected root zones of trees within the ESA; 
• Avoid disturbance to wildlife and habitat; 
• Minimize the use of fill; 
• Minimize soil disturbance; 
• Minimize blasting; 
• Minimize changes in hydrology; and 
• Avoid run-off of sediments and construction-related contaminants." 
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• Avoid run-off of sediments and construction-related contaminants." 
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3. "No alteration of the ESA will be permitted unless demonstrated through professional 
environmental studies that it would not adversely affect the natural environment. Prior to 
the issuance of a development permit, the following information may be required: 
• A sediment and erosion control plan; 
• An arborist report according to the "Requirements For Plan Submission and Review 

Of Development or Building Related Permits" (Saanich Parks); 
• A biologist report; 
• A surveyed plan; and/or 
• A bond." 

4. "The following measures may be required to prevent and mitigate any damage to the 
ESA: . 

• Temporary or permanent fencing; 
• Environmental monitoring during construction; 
• Demarcation of wildlife corridors, wildlife trees, and significant trees; 
• Restricting development activities during sensitive life-cycle times; and 
• Registration of a natural state covenant." 

5. "Revegetation and restoration may be required as mitigation or compensation regardless 
of when the damage or degradation occurred." 
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• Restricting development activities during sensitive life-cycle times; and 
• Registration of a natural state covenant." 

5. "Revegetation and restoration may be required as mitigation or compensation regardless 
of when the damage or degradation occurred." 
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The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the EDPA Bylaw is the EDPA Atlas which illustrates the location of five Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) inventories and associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the 

2860-25 

--_. .---.-

---
---- -.--~.-- .. 

Figure 1: Context Map 

BACKGROUND 

Environmental Development Permit Area 

-5-

i 

\ 
RS-10 
I 

! I 
4116

1' " -,-

, ~ 4117 I 

1..._/ 

I 
\ 

~ 

v)' 

"0 

February 15, 2017 

® 

.... 
~ 
~ 

I 
I , 

i 
r 

-! ---
, 

4194 

4190 

\~\ ~t' 112"': S , 4113 

1176.. A\\1 

J ~ f 
'Ill ' _4J_08 1, ~ ~109 

I I 

41~ 14105 _ "4iool 41 Cf1-

4j1} 

.... 
0.. 

4108 Ili 41Q~ o -

41~ ; 4105 

50 

Meters 

The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the EDPA Bylaw is the EDPA Atlas which illustrates the location of five Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) inventories and associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the 

110

2860-25 

"" 
A-1 

SUBJECT 
PROPERTIES 

Figure 1: Context Map 

BACKGROUND 

I 
~ RS·12 

Environmental Development Permit Area 

-5- February 15, 2017 

® 

The Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) was adopted by Council in 2012. Part of 
the EOPA Bylaw is the EOPA Atlas which illustrates the location of five Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) inventories and associated buffers on properties in Saanich. As with the 



2860-25 -6- February 15, 2017 

Streamside Development Permit Area (SDPA), it is acknowledged that the EDPA Atlas will 
always need to be maintained and updated over time. 

There are four ways mapping inaccuracies can be approached according to the EDPA 
Guidelines: 

1. Exemption #14 allows for a professional to refine boundaries of an Environmentally 
Significant Area and potentially proceed without an Environmental Development Permit if a 
development proposal is shown to be outside of the ESA. This exemption was designed to 
avoid undue process or delays for applicants where mapping could be improved. 

2. Exemption #15 allows for intrusions into the EDPA where covenants are used to secure 
comparable natural features which were not previously mapped. 

3. As with the SDPA, staff collate proposed EDPA mapping changes as property owners note 
inaccuracies (which are documented by staff) or biologists hired during the development 
application process do a more detailed assessment. These changes are brought forward in 
batches to Council as recommended amendments. 

4. Where a proposed mapping amendment is outside of the scope of these provisions, Council 
approval is required. 

In the case of this application, the property owners are seeking Council approval (option 4, 
above). Staff are of the opinion that the request goes beyond delegated authority in that a 
change of mapping is requested outside of the development process. As such, this report has 
been prepared for Council's review and consideration. If Council believes the removal request 
has merit, a Public Hearing on the matter would need to be called. 

Council adopted a motion on May 9, 2016 to endorse Terms of Reference for the hiring of a 
consultant to develop potential solutions in relation to the application of the/an EDPA in 
Saanich. The draft Terms of Reference include a public consultation component as part of the 
development of potential solutions. It is possible that the outcomes of the review may impact 
the EDPA on this property. 

The Environment and Natural Areas Committee has not considered this request. 

Existing EDPA Mapping 

The EDPA on the subject property is in reference to one Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA): Woodland. 

The Woodland ecosystem is part of the Provincial/Federal Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory (SEI). 
The Ministry of Environment states that SEI areas are often ecosystem remnants and have 
many values because they: 

• Provide critical habitat for species at risk and include ecosystems at risk, 
• Are biologically diverse; 
• Provide wildlife corridors and linkages; 
• Bring nature into communities; 
• Provide recreational opportunities; 
• Support learning environments; 
• Create economic benefits, and 
• Are a legacy for future generations. 
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Specifically, Woodland (Garry Oak) is described as: 

• Open deciduous forests; 
• Favouring shrub, grass and forb species; 
• Competitive with coniferous ecosystems where disturbance or soil conditions allow; 
• Threatened by invasive species; 
• Containing the highest number of species of conservation concern in the SEI; 
• Highly vulnerable to development; 
• Attracting insects, reptiles, and birds; and 
• Found in only 0.6% of the land base within the Capital Region. 

The EDPA includes a 10m buffer for the Woodland ESA. Property owners can apply for a 
permit to develop within the buffer area. 

As part of the ESA Mapping Initiative in 2013, the Woodland mapping in this area was assessed 
by the project biologist who determined that the Woodland was a medium conservation priority 
and recommended that the mapping area be increased in size (see Figure 3). 

Staff visited both Cedarglen properties and determined that there is Garry Oak canopy but no 
native understorey was noted at the time. The main contribution of these properties to the 
Woodland is through the canopy connection to other, more natural remnants within the same 
mapped area. Staff also visited 4141, 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road and feel the mapping 
is accurate but could be revisited at the appropriate time of year (early spring). 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent is located only in the buffer. Staff were not given access to 4157 Glendenning Road. 

Since the time the EDPA was adopted, development has been approved at 1516 Mount 
Douglas Cross Road. Based on a report from Aqua-tex Scientific Consulting (with Ted Lea as 
the terrestrial ecologist), the ESA was shown to be only on adjacent properties which allowed 
for an exemption from the EDPA process with the exception of a small area of buffer. 
Development of this property will remove the continuous oak canopy and ecosystem remnants 
and replace it with narrow strips of tree covenant. Of the 158 trees that were inventoried in 
2014, only 45 trees will be retained. While replacement trees are proposed, the integrity of the 
oak canopy will be lost (see Figure 2). 
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Figure 2 shows the current EDPA mapping along with existing 'no build' and tree covenants, 
plus proposed tree covenant areas. 
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Figure 3 shows proposed additions to the Woodland polygon by Ted Lea in 2013 (see attached) 
and as part of the ESA Mapping Initiative, also in 2013. It should be noted that no additions to 
the mapping are being considered at this time. Any proposed additions to the EDPA Atlas 
would need separate public engagement. The purpose of providing this figure is to show that 
biologists have identified the mapping as SEI and have proposed expanding it. One of the 
reasons that SEI mapping can differ between biologists, as recently explained by Provincial 
biologists, is that the application of the SEI methodology can be subjective when it comes to 
determining what is 'relatively natural'. 
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Figure 4 shows what staff biologists support in recognition of the impacts of upcoming 
development and the protection offered by covenanted areas. This would result in the 
Woodland mapping removed from 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road, leaving just the buffers from 
adjacent properities. All Glendenning Road properties would remain in the EDPA. 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent would no longer be in the EDPA. There is potential for further refinement of 
these boundaries if staff is given access to the properties in the spring. 
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The owners have requested that the Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem "designation" be removed 
from their property. In support of the request, the owners have submitted letter reports from 
biologist, Ted Lea. For purposes of transparency, Saanich legal counsel has advised that 
Council and all parties interested in this application should be made aware that Mr. Lea owns 
property within the mapped area. Mr. Lea has previously identified this issue himself as part of 
a separate EDPA application. The report describes the properties as having Garry Oak 
overstorey, lawns and gardens. In addition, the Glendenning properties have invasive grasses 
and shrubs as well as native grasses, Camas, and shrubs. As a neighbour, Mr. Lea has 
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observed the Garry Oak meadow at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning being dominated by invasive 
species. 

Mr. Lea states that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties because of the 
lack of native understorey and/or the need for restoration. 

Further, Mr. Lea states that the entire Woodland map unit does not meet Sensitive Ecosystem 
Standards based on visiting or viewing most of the properties. This contradicts an assessment 
and map produced by Mr. Lea in 2013 which showed 4151 Glendenning as having a native 
plant association, plus several properties located from 4157 Glendenning north as being 
dominant SEI. The mapping proposes adding several more properties to the current mapped 
area. In 2013, a subsequent report, based on the work of Ted Lea, stated that 4151 
Glendenning had a confirmed SEI Garry Oak ecosystem present. 

Figure 5 illustrates the EDPA mapping if Council were to remove the Woodland ecosystem from 
the subject properties. 
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observed the Garry Oak meadow at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning being dominated by invasive 
species. 

Mr. Lea states that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the properties because of the 
lack of native understorey and/or the need for restoration. 

Further, Mr. Lea states that the entire Woodland map unit does not meet Sensitive Ecosystem 
Standards based on visiting or viewing most of the properties. This contradicts an assessment 
and map produced by Mr. Lea in 2013 which showed 4151 Glendenning as having a native 
plant association, plus several properties located from 4157 Glendenning north as being 
dominant SEI. The mapping proposes adding several more properties to the current mapped 
area. In 2013, a subsequent report, based on the work of Ted Lea, stated that 4151 
Glendenning had a confirmed SEI Garry Oak ecosystem present. 

Figure 5 illustrates the EDPA mapping if Council were to remove the Woodland ecosystem from 
the subject properties. 
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OPTIONS 

1) Do not support the request to remove the four subject properties from the Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem mapping of the EDPA Atlas based on the findings of the ESA 
Mapping Initiative findings and earlier findings by Ted Lea. 

2) Support the request to remove the Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem mapping from the 
EDPA Atlas based on the findings of recent letter report prepared by Mr. Ted Lea and 
illustrated in figure 5. 

3) Adopt new mapping of the entire Woodland polygon based on upcoming developments 
and tree covenant areas as illustrated in figure 4. 

4) Postpone a decision on this application pending the outcome of the final phase of the 
EDPA "check-in" which would be undertaken by the independent consultant. 

Staff recommend Option 3, namely that the entire Woodland unit be remapped with respect to 
upcoming developments and tree covenant areas, for the following reasons: 

• Saanich Official Community Plan policies support the protection and restoration of rare and 
endangered ecosystems in this area; 

• Previous work by Ted Lea shows that several properties meet SEI criteria and the mapping 
could be expanded; 

• Previous work by the ESA Mapping Initiative shows that the Woodland has medium 
conservation value and should be expanded in size; and 

• Recognition of upcoming development which will reduce the contiguous canopy joining 
remnant ecosystem areas. 

SUMMARY 

The owners of 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road; 4141, 4157, 4181 & 4185 Glendenning Road; and 
4173 Lynnfield Crescent have requested removal of the Woodland EDPA mapping from their 
properties based on letter reports by Ted Lea stating that there is no Woodland Sensitive 
Ecosystem located on the properties. 

Staff biologists support updating the mapping in consideration of the impact of upcoming 
developments and in keeping with previous biologist reports. This would result in the Woodland 
mapping removed from 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road, leaving just the buffers from adjacent 
properities. All of the subject Glendenning Road properties would remain in the EDPA. 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent would no longer be in the EDPA. There is potential for further refinment of 
the mapping boundaries. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

That Council support Option 3. 

Note: If Council supports Option 3, a Public Hearing would still be required. If Council wishes 
to support the removal request at this time, the motion would be as follows: 

a) That staff be requested to prepare an amendment to Plate 28 of Schedule 3 to Appendix 
N of the Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, No. 8940 for the removal of the 
Woodland at 1515 & 1517 Cedarglen Road, 4141, 4157, 4181 & 4185 Glendenning 
Road, and 4173 Lynnfield Crescent from the Environmental Development Permit Area 
Atlas, and that a Public Hearing be called to consider the amendment. 

Report prepared by: 

AP/jp 
H:\TEMPEST\LAND\106543\Report_EDPA RemovaL Feb 2017.docx 

Attachments 

cc: P. Thorkelsson, CAO 

CAO'S COMMENTS: 

I endorse the recommendation of the Director of Planning 

~J~ 
Paul ThorkelssJ,~ 
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Figure 4, Site assessment of the understory camas community within the SEI polygon. This assessment, based upon site visits, reveals 
a small camas plots on the property, while the dominant SEI understory plant community lies off-site, to the northwest comer of the 
polygon. This work was conducted initially by Mr. Ted Lea, and reconfirmed during the April 14th, 2013 site visit. The realigned SEI 
Polygon should be limited to the large green shaded zone, in the northwest corner of the Polygon. Legend - Green: Woodland­
camas; Blue: oceanspray - snowberry association; Yellow: potential addition; Red: lawn & garden; Grey: all invasives, awaiting 
development. 

1516 Mt. Douglas Cross Road - EDPA and SEI 9/27 

SEI Woodland (WO) 

i 

! 
i 
i 
! 

_ .UMCII'AL~ 

S11II!ETI -------...... t~ 
WAtt:JIIIOQIU ..... ...., -'AAI<S 

o '00 300 m. I !I:I. -- 1.3.503 -.- ... D' ~,5" N, 123" 20' 31.5" W '--"W'--____ _ 

Figure 4. Site assessment of the understory camas community within the SEI polygon. This assessment, based upon site visits, reveals 
a small camas plots on the property. while the dominant SEI understory plant community lies off-site, to the northwest comer of the 
polygon. This work was conducted initially by Mr. Ted Lea, and reconfinned during the April 14th, 2013 site visit. The realigned SEI 
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Figure 4. Site assessment of the understory camas commWlity within the SEI polygon. This assessment, based upon site visits, reveals 
a small camas plots on the property, while the dominant SEI understory plant community lies off~site. to the northwest comer of the 
polygon. This work was conducted initially by Mr. Ted Lea, and reconfirmed during the Apri1141h, 2013 site visit. The realigned SEI 
Polygon should be limited to the large green shaded zone, in the northwest comer of the Polygon. Legend - Green: Woodland­
camas; Blue: oceanspray - snowberry association; Yellow: potential addition; Red: lawn & garden; Grey: all invasives, awaiting 
development. 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA - 1515 Cedarglen Road -
Property of Janet and Grant Stark 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. I 
have also seen the property at various seasons in the past 20 years. I have 
confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that there 
was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. This property is not known to have 
any native understory species, except those that have been planted by the 
landowners. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers over half of the property, 
however, the understory of the property is predominantly lawn and garden, with a 
few out buildings. 

In assessing the property to the south from this property at 1516 Mount Douglas 
Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray -
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1515 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1515 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required from this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the former Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a 
shrub fringe, not as a viable Garry oak - shrub ecosystem:;:~.:~ ... =~r:~~':;'~-:\Il~[_-""--~-~" I 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EOPA - 1515 Cedarglen Road -
Property of Janet and Grant Stark 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 
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Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1515 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required from this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the former Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a 
shrub fringe, not as a viable Garry oak - shrub ecosystem :;:-·.:~ ·i-:::--:;;~--;:~f/~[--"'--~~·l 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA - 1515 Cedarglen Road­
Property of Janet and Grant Stark 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. I 
have also seen the property at various seasons in the past 20 years. I have 
confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that there 
was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping . 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. This property is not known to have 
any native understory species, except those that have been planted by the 
landowners. There is a Garry oak averstory that covers over half of the property, 
however, the understory of the property is predominantly lawn and garden, with a 
few out buildings . 

In assessing the property to the south from this property at 1516 Mount Douglas 
Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray -
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1515 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1515 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required from this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres, It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the former Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a 
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There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and therefore, 
no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems. Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
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There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and therefore, 
no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems. Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
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There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English ivy over a few 
years time. This property will not return to a natural plant community unless 
significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Invenlory Polygons In the Environmental 
Developmenl Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI pofygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there Is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and therefore, 
no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provi ncially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 
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According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem deSignation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Janet and Grant Stark 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
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ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
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Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
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Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Janet and Grant Stark 
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According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryans) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers , native grasses, Insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had. and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property, The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EOPA requirement. 

Ted Lea , R.P.Bio. 

cc Janet and Grant Stark 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 
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Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA -1517 Cedarg11EJ1DT'IRT:oR~IIf...:.T~O::..F~S~'A~AN~ic:::H~ 
Property of Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. I 
have also seen the property at various seasons in the past 20 years. I have 
confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that there 
was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. This property is not known to have 
any native understory species. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers over 
half of the property, however, the understory of the property is predominantly 
lawn and garden, with a few outbuildings. 

In assessing the property to the south from this property at 1516 Mount Douglas 
Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray -
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1517 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen, this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1517 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required due to this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a shrub 
fringe, not as a viable Garry oak - shrub ecosystem. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on 1517 
Cedarglen Road. If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will 

To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

June 19, 2016 
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Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EOPA -1517 Cedarg11EJ1DrIRToR~IEf...:.T~O::.F~S~"A~AN!.:ic~H~ 
Property of Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. I 
have also seen the property at various seasons in the past 20 years. I have 
confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that there 
was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. This property is not known to have 
any native understory species. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers over 
half of the property, however, the understory of the property is predominantly 
lawn and garden, with a few outbuildings_ 

In assessing the property to the south from this property at 1516 Mount Douglas 
Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray -
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1517 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wildrye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what I have now seen, this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1517 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required due to this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a shrub 
fringe, not as a viable Garry oak - shrub ecosystem. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on 1517 
Cedarglen Road. If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will 
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Re: Report· Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA -1517 cedarOteiD;r'~TR .. I~.l.T.::O~F:":S~AA~Nl!.Cic:!:f!.i J 
Property of Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2015 and walked the whole property. I 
have also seen the property at various seasons in the past 20 years. I have 
confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that there 
was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. This property is not known to have 
any native understory species. There is a Garry oak overstory that covers over 
half of the property, however, the understory of the property is predominantly 
lawn and garden, with a few outbuildings. 

In assessing the property to the south from this property at 1516 Mount Douglas 
Cross Road, I originally thought there was a viable Garry oak - oceanspray­
common snowberry association to the west of that property on 4151 Glendenning 
Road, which could have also created the need for a buffer at 1517 Cedarglen 
Road. My assumption was that the property to the west at 4157 Glendenning had 
a Garry oak - common camas - blue wild rye association and there would have 
been continuous natural vegetation, however, from what 1 have now seen, this 
property has become dominated by invasive species and now no longer fits the 
Sensitive Ecosystem definition. I have also recently done assessments at 4181 
and 4185 Glendenning. These properties no longer fit the definition of Sensitive 
Ecosystem, as they are dominated by invasive species. Almost all of the map 
unit in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem definition, following the 
Federal and Provincial standards. As well, the oak - shrub area, when looked at 
from 1517 Cedarglen, is quickly being overrun by English ivy and Himalayan 
blackberry, which will eventually take over the whole area. The occurrence of the 
shrub area is too small to be a viable occurrence and as such does not fit the 
definition of an ecosystem at risk and therefore a Sensitive Ecosystem. No buffer 
should be required due to this occurrence. I have attached a map of the 
occurrence - it measures about 5 metres by 15 metres. It is surrounded by lawn, 
dense invasive species and the Alberg Family Property. It is acting as a shrub 
fringe, not as a viab le Garry oak· shrub ecosystem. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on 1517 
Cedarglen Road. If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will 



develop a dense understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English 
ivy over a few years time. This property will not return to a natural plant 
community unless significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 
1.0 

..------_ .. _- -.'-

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

....,. t .. : . 
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ivy over a few years time. This property will not return to a natural plant 
community unless significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 
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develop a dense understory of Scotch broom, Himalayan blackberry and English 
ivy over a few years time. This property will not return to a natural plant 
community unless significant restoration efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condilion and Restoralion Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 
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An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
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According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensillve 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
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According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

-
~ I 

;;-. :" I 
"I :r 
(. 1 ,-" 

~" zo' 
Z t- I 

~01 
::'0: 
(l,>-

(fJ 

is 



"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on the subject property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea. R.P .Bio. 

cc Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 
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"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on the subject property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 
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''The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on the subject property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, ciause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P .Bio. 

cc Tim and Cynthia Pilkington 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 15, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA - 4141 Glendenning Road­
Property of AJex and Lindsey Hoole 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2016 and walked the whole property. I 
have confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that 
there was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There Is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak overstory, with 
some Douglas-fir and arbutus, that covers almost half of the property, however, 
the understory of the property within the map unit is predominantly lawn, and has 
dense invasive shrub areas surrounding the lawn area on the northern, south em 
and eastern edges of the property. The shrubby areas are dominated by dense 
Himalayan blackberry and English ivy, with significant cover of orchard grass, 
and bedstraw, along with English holly, and a large patch of periwinkle. Native 
species that occur include some snowberry, Indian-plum and black hawthorn. A 
small rocky outcrop occurs that is dominated by invasive orchard grass and 
dense annual brome grass species. A few individuals of native blue wildrye and 
California brome occur here. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sensitive 
Ecosystem definition, following the Federal and Provincial standards. I have 
viewed most of the properties on the ground or from neighbouring properties. 
The south western portion of this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak 
and Douglas-fir trees, with dense shrub fringes that are Significantly covered by 
invasive species such as Himalayan blackberry and English ivy. The eastern 
portion that goes through the former Alberg Family property towards Lynnfield 
Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that have not had natural 
vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with invasive species. I 
have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 metre high 
invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non-native 
species completely covering the property. No Sensitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded 
over the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it 
was a Garry oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few 
invasive species present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grass species, 
mainly invasive annual brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain, 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 15, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EDPA - 4141 Glendenning Road­
Property of AJex and Lindsey Hoole 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field forms 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I have visited the above property in June, 2016 and walked the whole property. I 
have confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the BC Conservation Data Center that 
there was no field inspection of the original SEI mapping. 

There Is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak overstory, with 
some Douglas-fir and arbutus, that covers almost half of the property, however, 
the understory of the property within the map unit is predominantly lawn, and has 
dense invasive shrub areas surrounding the lawn area on the northern, south em 
and eastern edges of the property. The shrubby areas are dominated by dense 
Himalayan blackberry and English ivy, with significant cover of orchard grass, 
and bedstraw, along with English holly, and a large patch of periwinkle. Native 
species that occur include some snowberry, Indian-plum and black hawthorn. A 
small rocky outcrop occurs that is dominated by invasive orchard grass and 
dense annual brome grass species. A few individuals of native blue wildrye and 
California brome occur here. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sensitive 
Ecosystem definition, following the Federal and Provincial standards. I have 
viewed most of the properties on the ground or from neighbouring properties. 
The south western portion of this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak 
and Douglas-fir trees, with dense shrub fringes that are Significantly covered by 
invasive species such as Himalayan blackberry and English ivy. The eastern 
portion that goes through the former Alberg Family property towards Lynnfield 
Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that have not had natural 
vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with invasive species. I 
have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 metre high 
invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non-native 
species completely covering the property. No Sensitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded 
over the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it 
was a Garry oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few 
invasive species present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grass species, 
mainly invasive annual brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain, 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 15, 2016 

Re: Report - Sensitive Ecosystem and EOPA - 4141 Glendenning Road­
Property of Alex and Lindsay Hoole 

Please accept this as a letter report for the above noted property. Field fonns 
and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and field 
notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

I haye vls~ed the above property in June, 2016 and walked the whole property. I 
have confirmed with Jo-Anne Stacey of the Be Conservation Data Center that 
there was no field inspection of the Original SE I mapping. 

There Is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. There is also no viable 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak Qverstory. with 
some Douglas-fir and arbutus. that covers almost half of the property, however, 
the understory of the property within the map unit Is predominantly lawn, and has 
dense Invasive shrub areas surrounding the lawn area on the northern, southern 
and eastern edges of the property. The shrubby areas are dominated by dense 
Himalayan blackberry and English ivy, with significant cover of orchard grass, 
and bedstraw, along with English holly, and a large patch of periwinkle. NatiYe 
species that occur include some snowberry, Indlan-plum and black hawthorn. A 
small rocky outcrop occurs that Is dominated by invasive orchard grass and 
dense annual brome grass species. A few individuals of native blue wildrye and 
California brome occur here. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sensitive 
Ecosystem definition, following the Federal and Provincial standards, I have 
viewed most of the properties on the ground or from neighbouring properties. 
The south western portion of this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak 
and Douglas-fir trees, with dense shrub fringes that are signtficanUy covered by 
invasive species such as Himalayan blackberry and English ivy. The eastern 
portion that goes through the former Alberg Family property towards Lynnfield 
Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that have not had natural 
vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with Invasive speCies. I 
have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 metre high 
invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non-native 
species completely covering the property. No SenSitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded 
over the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it 
was a Garry oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few 
invasive species present, such as Scotch broom. It now Is dominated by Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grass species, 
mainly invasive annual brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain, 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT OF SAANICH 



but these are often suppressed by the invasive grasses. A few patches of the 
native blue wildrye and Califomia brome occur. It no longer meets the Sensitive 
Ecosystems standard. All of these properties are quite large and restoration of 
these properties would take significant resources and time. Many of the owners 
have indicated that they used to remove invasive species such as blackberry and 
Scotch broom, but are no longer able to do this activity. There is a tree corridor to 
the north to Mount Douglas Park, with a few gaps, however, there is no natural 
understory through all of this area, as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly lawn and gardens under the trees. There is no tree corridor to the south, 
into the Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is 
surrounded by residential development. Not one property meets the definition of 
a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

There is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Himalayan blackberry, and English ivy over a few years time. This 
property will not retum to a natural plant community unless significant restoration 
efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1 : "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 

but these are often suppressed by the invasive grasses. A few patches of the 
native blue wildrye and Califomia brome occur. It no longer meets the Sensitive 
Ecosystems standard. All of these properties are quite large and restoration of 
these properties would take significant resources and time. Many of the owners 
have indicated that they used to remove invasive species such as blackberry and 
Scotch broom, but are no longer able to do this activity. There is a tree corridor to 
the north to Mount Douglas Park, with a few gaps, however, there is no natural 
understory through all of this area, as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly lawn and gardens under the trees. There is no tree corridor to the south, 
into the Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is 
surrounded by residential development. Not one property meets the definition of 
a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

There Is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense 
understory of Himalayan blackberry, and English ivy over a few years time. This 
property will not retum to a natural plant community unless significant restoration 
efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29r recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine a practical, long-term 
conservation value for Saanich." Since there is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, it cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1 : "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
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but these are often suppressed by the invasive grasses, A few patches of the 
native blue wildrye and California brome occur, It no longer meets the Sensitive 
Ecosystems standard. All of these properties are quite large and restoration of 
these properties would take significant resources and time. Many of the owners 
have indicated that they used to remove invasive species such as blackberry and 
Scotch broom, but are no longer able to do this activity. There is a tree corridor to 
the north to Mount Douglas Park, with a few gaps, however, there Is no natural 
understory through all of this area, as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly la\Nl1 and gardens under the trees. There is no tree corridor to the south, 
into the Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is 
surrounded by residential development. Not one property meets the definition of 
a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

There Is no remnant Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 
If any area is required to be protected on this property, it wtll develop a dense 
understory of Himalayan blackberry, and English ivy over a few years time. This 
property will not return to a natural plant community unless significant restoration 
efforts take place. 

Secondary Assessment 

The District of Saanich document: "Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29)" recommends a secondary Conservation Value 
Assessment of Landscape Context, Condition and Restoration Potential. 
However, the document indicates that: "If an area is considered an SEI polygon, 
a secondary assessment is needed to determine 8 practical, longpterm 
cons9Nation value for Saanich." Since there Is no Sensitive Ecosystem 
remaining on this property, It cannot be considered an SEI polygon and 
therefore, no secondary assessment is needed and was not done. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 
Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment. Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993~1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. SensitIve 



Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it Is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus ganyana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement. n 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, In some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the Original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EOPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EOPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EOPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Alex and Lindsey Hoole 

Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it Is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus ganyana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement. n 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, In some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the Original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EDPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Alex and Lindsey Hoole 
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Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before It Is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
consBlVation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus gsrryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"Tho Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Toam (GOERT) dofines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus 
garryana) and some semblance of the ecological processes and 
communities that prevailed before European settlement. ~ 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees Is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a vIable ecosystem. For example, an urban Garry 
Oak tree that is now surrounded by lawn grasses and daffodils does not have the 
same plant communities and ecological processes as the original GOE would 
have had, and is therefore not considered to be a viable GOE." 

Nothing on this property fits any of these conditions as there is no natural 
ecosystem on the property. 

In following the EDPA bylaw, clause # 14: there should be no EOPA required on 
this property. As well, there should be no need for an EDPA buffer from any 
adjacent property. The District of Saanich should remove the Sensitive 
Ecosystem designation from this property and remove the EDPA requirement. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 

cc Alex and lindsey Hoole 



To Adriane Pollard July 15, 2016 
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Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 
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DISTRICT OF SAANicH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA 
Mapping at 4157 Glendenning Road - Properties of Arlene Winstanley 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this property once in early June, 2016 and have viewed it from 
surrounding properties. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. The western portion of the map unit 
on this property is dominated by lawn and gardens. The next portion to the east of this 
area, near the cottage, was tiered gardens in the 1950s and is now dominated by 
orchard grass, invasive annual brome species, and weeds. The eastern portion 
bordering Cedarglen properties is dominated by invasive grasses, including annual 
bromes and orchard grass. These now dominate the herb layers on all open parts of the 
property within the Woodland SEI map unit. The owners have removed significant 
Scotch broom plants for many years. There is a good cover of common camas and 
small patches of snowberry, Indian-plum and California brome. The area to the south, 
along the fence line, is dominated by dense blackberry, non-native hawthorn, with some 
Indian-plum. 

There is no Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. If any area is 
required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense shrub cover of Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry, and other invasive species over a few years time. This 
property will not return to a natural plant community unless significant restoration efforts 
take place. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem 
definition, following the Federal and Provincial standards. I have viewed most of the 
properties on the ground or from neighbouring properties. The south western portion of 
this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak and Douglas-fir trees, with dense 
shrub fringes that are significantly covered by invasive species such as Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. The eastern portion that goes through the former Alberg 
Family property towards Lynnfield Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that 
have not had natural vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with 
invasive species. I have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 
metre high invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non­
native species completely covering the property. No Sensitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded over 
the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it was a Garry 
oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few invasive species 
present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch broom, Himalayan 
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To Adriane Pollard July 15, 2016 
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Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

PLANNING DEPT 
DISTRICT OF SAANicH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA 
Mapping at 4157 Glendenning Road - Properties of Arlene Winstanley 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this property once in early June, 2016 and have viewed it from 
surrounding properties. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. The western portion of the map unit 
on this property is dominated by lawn and gardens. The next portion to the east of this 
area, near the cottage, was tiered gardens in the 1950s and is now dominated by 
orchard grass, invasive annual brome species. and weeds. The eastern portion 
bordering Cedarglen properties is dominated by invasive grasses. including annual 
bromes and orchard grass. These now dominate the herb layers on all open parts of the 
property within the Woodland SEI map unit. The owners have removed significant 
Scotch broom plants for many years. There is a good cover of common camas and 
small patches of snowberry. Indian-plum and California brome. The area to the south. 
along the fence line, is dominated by dense blackberry. non-native hawthorn, with some 
Indian-plum. 

There is no Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. If any area is 
required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense shrub cover of Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry, and other invasive species over a few years time. This 
property will not return to a natural plant community unless significant restoration efforts 
take place. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sensitive Ecosystem 
definition. following the Federal and Provincial standards. I have viewed most of the 
properties on the ground or from neighbouring properties. The south western portion of 
this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak and Douglas-fir trees. with dense 
shrub fringes that are significantly covered by invasive species such as Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. The eastern portion that goes through the former Alberg 
Family property towards Lynnfield Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that 
have not had natural vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with 
invasive species. I have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 
metre high invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non­
native species completely covering the property. No Sensitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded over 
the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it was a Garry 
oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, with only a few invasive species 
present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch broom, Himalayan 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 15, 2016 

fD)@:©@:DW@:f[jI 
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PLANNING OEPT 
OISTRICT Of SAANicH 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA 
Mapping at 4157 Glendenning Road - Properties of Arlene Winstanley 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. 

I have visited this property once in early June, 2016 and have viewed it from 
surrounding properties. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. The western portion of the map unit 
on this property is dominated by lawn and gardens. The next portion to the east of this 
area, near the cottage, was tiered gardens in the 1950s and is now dominated by 
orchard grass, invasive annual brome species, and weeds. The eastem portion 
bordering Cedarglen properties is dominated by invasive grasses, including annual 
bromes and orchard grass. These now dominate the herb layers on all open parts of the 
property within the Woodland SEI map unit. The owners have removed significant 
Scotch broom plants for many years. There is a good cover of common camas and 
small patches of snowberry, Indian-plum and California brome. The area to the south, 
along the fence line, is dominated by dense blackberry, non-native hawthorn, with some 
Indian-plum. 

There is no Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property. If any area is 
required to be protected on this property, it will develop a dense shrub cover of Scotch 
broom, Himalayan blackberry, and other invasive species over a few years time. This 
property will not return to a natural plant community unless Significant restoration efforts 
take place. 

All of the entire polygon (map unit) in this area would not fit the Sens~ive Ecosystem 
definition, following the Federal and Provincial standards. I have viewed most of the 
properties on the 9round or from neighbouring properties. The south western portion of 
this map unit is mostly lawn and garden under oak and Douglas-fir trees, with dense 
shrub fringes that are significantly covered by invasive species such as Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. The eastern portion that goes through the former Alberg 
Family property towards Lynnfield Crescent and Mercer Place are old farm areas that 
have not had natural vegetation for many decades and are presently covered with 
invasive species. I have recently done an assessment on Lynnfield Crescent that had 3 
metre high invasive species removed a year ago and it has returned with many non­
native species completely covering the property. No Sensitive Ecosystem remains on 
any of this area. The north western portion of the map unit has become degraded over 
the last thirty years that we have lived in this neighbourhood. Originally it was a Garry 
oak ecosystem with significant native plant cover, wtth only a few invasive species 
present, such as Scotch broom. It now is dominated by Scotch broom, Himalayan 



blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grasses species. mainly invasive annual 
brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain. but these are often suppressed 
by the invasive grasses. A few patches of the native blue wild rye and California brome 
occur. It no longer meets the Sensitive Ecosystems standard. All of these properties 
are quite large and restoration of these properties would take significant resources and 
time. Many of the owners have indicated that they used to remove invasive species 
such as blackberry and Scotch broom. but are no longer able to do this activity. There is 
a tree corridor to the north to Mount Douglas Park. with a few gaps. however. there is 
no natural understory through all of this area. as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly lawn and gardens under the trees. There is no tree corridor to the south. into the 
Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is surrounded by 
residential development. Not one property meets the definition of a Sensitive 
Ecosystem. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem. following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems. BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006). nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed. as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29). and the recent Guidance document it is 
clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: uEvaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to. if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and 
the recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment. Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an o~currence of that particular plant 
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blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grasses species. mainly invasive annual 
brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain. but these are often suppressed 
by the invasive grasses. A few patches of the native blue wild rye and California brome 
occur. It no longer meets the Sensitive Ecosystems standard. All of these properties 
are quite large and restoration of these properties would take significant resources and 
time. Many of the owners have indicated that they used to remove invasive species 
such as blackberry and Scotch broom. but are no longer able to do this activity. There is 
a tree corridor to the north to Mount Douglas Park. with a few gaps. however. there is 
no natural understory through all of this area. as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly lawn and gardens under the trees. There is no tree corridor to the south. into the 
Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is surrounded by 
residential development. Not one property meets the definition of a Sensitive 
Ecosystem. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem. following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems. BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006). nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). If the methods from these 
reports are followed. as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29). and the recent Guidance document it is 
clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: uEvaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to. if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and 
the recent Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment. Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before it is considered an o~currence of that particular plant 
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blackberry and a dense cover of invasive grasses species, mainly invasive annual 
brome species. Scattered patches of camas still remain, but these are often suppressed 
by the invasive grasses. A few patches of the native blue wild rye and California brome 
occur. It no longer meets the Sensitive Ecosystems standard . All of these properties 
are quite large and restoration of these properties would take significant resources and 
time. Many of the owners have indicated that they used to remove invasive species 
such as blackberry and Scotch broom, but are no longer able to do this activ~y . There is 
a tree corridor to the north to Mount Douglas Park, with a few gaps, however, there is 
no natural understory through all of this area. as the properties north of this map unit are 
mostly lawn and gardens under the trees, There is no tree corridor to the south, into the 
Livingstone and Malton Avenues area. Much of the map unit is surrounded by 
residential development. Not one property meets the definition of a Sensitive 
Ecosystem. 

This property does not support a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard 
for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach to Mapping 
Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information 
Standards Committee (December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive 
Ecosystem standard for Vancouver Island (see below). lithe methods from these 
reports are followed, as recommended by the District of Saanich document: Guidelines 
for Verifying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the 
Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), and the recent Guidance document it is 
clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitiv~y and at-risk status and determine which class and 
subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

i have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and 
the recent Interim Guidance document: 

1} Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An 
Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment. Resources Information 
Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 1.0 

2} Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3} Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by 
the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are 
at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and 
structure must fall within the expected range of the defined plant 
association before It is considered an occurrence of that particular plant 



association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than 
Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers, native 
grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning 
ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem 
as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some 
semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed before 
European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant 
species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than others. The 
presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Garry Oak 
ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered that it no longer 
represents a viable ecosystem." 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
for the following reasons. The property is dominated by over 80% cover of invasive 
species. There are few native species in addition to the Garry oak trees. There is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural state on this property. The property 
does not support an ecological community that can be considered provincially at 
risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been so altered that it does 
not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left alone, without significant 
restoration activity, it will become further degraded and even more dominated by 
invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive 
species. 

These properties could be restored, but only with years of significant invasive species 
removal and native plant re-introductions. It would be best to work with the property 
owner as a stewardship initiative, but only with significant resources provided by outside 
agencies or the municipality. The properties are not part of a corridor, as natural 
vegetation does not occur on any side of this map unit that would connect these 
properties to areas of natural Garry oak ecosystem. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property in a relative 
natural state. The boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any 
development would be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant 
Area (ESA). 
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integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than 
Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers, native 
grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning 
ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem 
as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some 
semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed before 
European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant 
species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than others. The 
presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Garry Oak 
ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered that it no longer 
represents a viable ecosystem." 

The subject property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
for the following reasons. The property is dominated by over 80% cover of invasive 
species. There are few native species in addition to the Garry oak trees. There is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural state on this property. The property 
does not support an ecological community that can be considered provIncially at 
risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been so altered that it does 
not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left alone, without significant 
restoration activity, it will become further degraded and even more dominated by 
invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of alien invasive 
species. 

These properties could be restored, but only with years of significant invasive species 
removal and native plant re-introductions. It would be best to work with the property 
owner as a stewardship initiative, but only with significant resources provided by outside 
agencies or the municipality. The properties are not part of a corridor, as natural 
vegetation does not occur on any side of this map unit that would connect these 
properties to areas of natural Garry oak ecosystem. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property in a relative 
natural state. The boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined, as any 
development would be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant 
Area (ESA). 
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association. The ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value," 

According to # 2. Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the seven 
sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3. "Garry Oak and associaled Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than 
Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers. native 
grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning 
ecosystem." 
"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem 
as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some 
semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed before 
European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant 
species and loss of natural processes. some are in better condition than others. The 
presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator Ihat the area is a Garry Oak 
ecosystem; however. in some places Ihe site has been so altered that it no longer 
represents a viable ecosystem: 

The subject property does not meet Ihe definition of an Environmentally Significant Area 
for the following reasons. The property is dominated by over 80% cover of invasive 
species. There are few nalive species in addition to the Garry oak trees. There is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA in a relatively natural state on this property. The property 
does not support an ecological community that can be considered provincially at 
risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been so altered that ~ does 
not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left alone. without significant 
restoration activity, it will become further degraded and even more dominated by 
invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained In the foreseeable future. due to the predominance of alien invasive 
species. 

These properties could be restored, bul only wilh years of significant invasive species 
removal and native plant re-introductions. It would be best 10 work with the property 
owner as a stewardship initiative. but only w~h significant resources provided by outside 
agencies or the municipality. The properties are not part of a corridor. as natural 
vegetation does not occur on any side of this map unit Ihat would connect these 
properties to areas of nalural Garry oak ecosystem. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there Is no 
Garry oak Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property In a relative 
natural state. The boundaries of the current ESA mapping should be refined. as any 
development would be outside of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant 
Area (ESA). 
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Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from 
these properties for the Woodland SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc Arlene Winstanley 
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Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from 
these properties for the Woodland SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc Artene Winstanley 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 25, 2015 

Re: Woodland SEI Mapping at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road - Properties of Joan 
Johns 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on tlus property. 

I have visited this property once in early July, 2015. I live above this property and am very aware 
of the ecological situation over the past three decades. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on these properties. Over the last 25 years I have watched this 
area go from a Garry oak meadow with few invasive species (there was signi:f;icant broom that 
the owners removed) to now being.dominated by invasive grasses, Scotch broom, Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. Invasive grasses, including annual bromes and orchard grass now 
dominate the herb layers on all parts of the property within the Woodland SEl map unit., with 
dense shrub covering much of the eastern portions of the properties. There are scattered 
individuals of conunon camas and small patches of blue wildrye and California brome. Both 
properties are in poor ecological condition. 

Neither property is actually a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standardfor 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach 10 Mapping Ecosystems at Risk 
and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Be MOE Resources Information Standards Committee 
(December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver 
Island (see below). lfthe methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelinesfor Ver{fying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive 
Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), and the 
recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological community for 
ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and subclass of Sensitive 
Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and the recent 
Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Colwnbia: An Approach 
to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of 
Environment, Resources Infonnation Standards Committee. December 5, 

2006, Version 1.0 I 
2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf Islands [ffi~fP')~n~nr2![Q) 

1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual ~L5U ~ LS 

NOV 28 2016-
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To Adriane Pollard 
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July 25, 2015 

Re: Woodland SEI Mapping at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road - Properties of Joan 
Johns 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on tlus property. 

I have visited this property once in early July, 2015. I live above this property and am very aware 
of the ecological situation over the past three decades. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on these properties. Over the last 25 years I have watched this 
area go from a Garry oak meadow with few invasive species (there was signi:f;icant broom that 
the owners removed) to now being.dominated by invasive grasses, Scotch broom, Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy. Invasive grasses, including annual bromes and orchard grass now 
dominate the herb layers on all parts of the property within the Woodland SEl map unit., with 
dense shrub covering much of the eastern portions of the properties. There are scattered 
individuals of conunon camas and small patches of blue wildrye and California brome. Both 
properties are in poor ecological condition. 

Neither property is actually a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standardfor 
Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach 10 Mapping Ecosystems at Risk 
and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Be MOE Resources Information Standards Committee 
(December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard for Vancouver 
Island (see below). lfthe methods from these reports are followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelinesfor Ver{fying and Defining Boundaries of Sensitive 
Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), and the 
recent Guidance document it is clear that there is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological community for 
ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class and subclass of Sensitive 
Ecosystem it belongs to, if any." 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and the recent 
Interim Guidance document: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Colwnbia: An Approach 
to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of 
Environment, Resources Infonnation Standards Committee. December 5, 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

July 25, 2015 

Re: Woodland SEI Mapping at 4181 and 4185 Glendenning Road - Properties of Joan 
Johns 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of a Woodland 
Sensitive Ecosystem on tills property. 

I have visited this property once in eatly July. 2015. I live above this property and am very aware 
of the ecological situation over the past three decades. 

There is no Sensitive Ecosystem on these properties. Over the last 25 years I have watched this 
area go from a Garry oak meadow with few invasive species (there was significant broom that 
the owners removed) to now being.dominated by invasive grasses, Scotch broom. Himalayan 
blackberry and English ivy, Invasive grasses, including BlUlual bromes and orchard grass now 
dominate the herb layers on all parts of the property within the Woodland SEf map wlit., with 
dense shrub covering much of the eastern portions of the properties. There are scattered 
individuals of conunon camas and small patches of blue wildrye and California brame. Both 
properties are in poor ecological condition, 

Neither property is actually a Sensitive Ecosystem, following the provincial Standard/or 
Mapping Ecosysfems at Risk in British Co/umbj(l: An Approach 10 Mapping Ecosystems at Risk 
and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Be MOE Resources Information Standards Committee 
(December 2006), nor in accordance with the Sensitive Ecosystem standard. for Vancouver 
Island (see below). lf the methods from these reports 8re followed, as recommended by the 
District of Saanich document: Guidelines for Ver{{ying and Defining Boundaries o/Sensitive 
Ecosystem Invenfory Polygons In Ihe Environmental Development Permit Area (#29), and the 
recent Guidance document it is clear that there is DO Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on the 
property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological community for 
ecological sensitivity aDd at~rjsk status and determine which class and subclass of Sensitive 
Ecosystem it belongs to, if any," 

I have consulted the lhree standards recommended by Saanich's 2013 Guidelines and the recent 
Interim Guidance document: 

I} Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: An Approach 
to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of 
Environment, Resources Infonnation Standards Committee. December 5, 

2006, Version 1.0 Irr=~=-=-=---,,-

t993-1997, Volume 2: ConselVatioD Manual ~ISU 'Y tS 
2} Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf Islands rm~~~n\\n~[Q) 

NOV 28 201& 

PLANNING DEPT. 
DISTRICT 0 SAANICH 



3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by the B.C. 
Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are 
ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and structure must fall 
within the expected range of the defined pJant association before it is considered 
an occurrence of tbat particular plant association. The ecosystem occurrence itself 
must have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it 
is to have practical conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seck to conserve the seven sensitive 
ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than Garry 
Oak (Quercus garrycma) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers, native grasses, 
insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning ecosystem." 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem as one 
with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some semblance of the 
ecological processes and communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant species and 
loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than others. The presence of Garry Oak 
trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places 
the site has been so altered that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property as there is no viable ecosystem remaining. 

Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from these 
properties for the Woodland SEl polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P .Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

ccJoanJohns,BluceJohns 

PLANNING DEPT. 
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3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak. & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincially at risk as designated by the B.C. 
Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or arc 
ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and structure must fall 
within the expected range of the defined plant association before it is considered 
an occurrence of tbat particular plant association. The ecosystem occurrence itself 
must have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it 
is to have practical conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seck to conserve the seven sensitive 
ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much more than Garry 
Oak (Quercus garrycma) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers, native grasses, 
insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are part of the functioning ecosystem." 

liThe Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem as one 
with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) and some semblance of the 
ecological processes and communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant species and 
loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than others. TIle presence of Garry Oak 
trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places 
the site has been so altered that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem on this property as there is no viable ecosystem remaining. 

Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from these 
properties for the Woodland SEl polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P .Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

ccJoanJohns,BluceJohns 
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3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated Ecosystems 
(GOERT) 

According to # I: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support ecological 
communities which are considered to be provincio.lly at risk as designated by the B.C. 
Conservation Data Center. Sensitive Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or arc 
ecologically fragile. The vegetation species composition and structure must fall 
within the expected range of the defined plant association before it is considered 
an occurrence of that particular plant association. The ecosystem occurrence itself 
must have sufficient ecological integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future if it 
is to have practical conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seck to conserve the seven sensitive 
ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (ODEs) are much more than Garry 
Oak (Quercus gal'l)lana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of wildflowers, native grasses, 
insects, reptiles, birds. and microorganisms that are part of the functioning ecosystem,U 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak ecosystem as one 
with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garry ana) and some semblance of the 
ecological processes and communities that prevailed before European settlement." 

HAlthough all GOB. sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native plant species and 
loss of natural processes, some are in bencr condition than others. The presence of Garry Oak 
trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area is a Gany Oak ecosystem; however, in some places 
the site has been so altered that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

Followlog these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem OD this property as there is no viable etosystem remaining. 

Because of this, the ESA and subsequent EDPA designation should be removed from these 
properties for Ole Woodland SEI polygon. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc Joan Johns, Bruce Johns 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

r:-::.-------- ------t 
1l5)~(Q;~~~~'D' 

August 20, 201blfU DEC U::J LOiS U:U 
IL PU\f\lNING DEPT. 

DISTf~ICT OF :3AANICH _ ......... _& ... __ ......... _ ..... _ ... _-
Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem 
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) Mapping at 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent - Property of Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of 
a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on 
adjacent properties that would required an EDPA buffer on this property. Field 
forms and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and 
field notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

This property has two oak trees within the EDPA buffer. However, there is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. There is also no remaining 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak overstory 
on the property to the west, however, the understory of the property is 
predominantly a dense cover of invasive shrub and herb species. 

The property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent has a buffer that goes through part of 
the house, and otherwise is dominated by lawn, ornamental plants and an out 
building. A couple of snowberry plants and one Indian-plum occurs near the two 
oak trees on the property. The buffer occurs on the western third of the property 

I have visited the adjacent property once in late April, 2016 and once in mid-May 
2016. I have viewed the property regularly from the Mercer Place footpath many 
times in the past few years. Before clearing of invasive species in the fall of 2015 
this property was dominated by 2-3 metre high Himalayan blackberry and Scotch 
broom, with a dense understory and many trees covered by English ivy. The 
property has an open overstory of Garry oak. At that time, the property was 
dominated by a very dense, tall cover of invasive species, with blackberry and 
other species already returning to 2 metres or more in height. The dense shrub 
has partly been removed again, but the property is still dominated by invasive 
species. In the spring, this adjacent property was dominated by a very dense 
cover of the following invasive species: Himalayan blackberry, annual invasive 
brome species, hedge mustard (Sisymbrium officiale), prickly sow thistle 
(Sonchus asper), Robert's geranium, purple dead-nettle (Lamium purpurea) and 
English ivy. Other invasive species include: orchardgrass, Kentucky bluegrass, 
bluebells, Scotch broom, thistle, burdock, dandelions, bedstraw, shepherds' 
purse and many other species. Scattered individuals of common snowberry were 
found on the property and a couple individuals of Indian-plum. 

By following the provincial Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British 
Columbia: An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information Standards Committee (December 

To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 
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Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem 
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) Mapping at 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent - Property of Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of 
a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on 
adjacent properties that would required an EDPA buffer on this property. Field 
forms and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and 
field notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

This property has two oak trees within the EDPA buffer. However, there is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. There is also no remaining 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak overstory 
on the property to the west, however, the understory of the property is 
predominantly a dense cover of invasive shrub and herb species. 

The property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent has a buffer that goes through part of 
the house, and otherwise is dominated by lawn, ornamental plants and an out 
building. A couple of snowberry plants and one Indian-plum occurs near the two 
oak trees on the property. The buffer occurs on the western third of the property 

I have visited the adjacent property once in late April, 2016 and once in mid-May 
2016. I have viewed the property regularly from the Mercer Place footpath many 
times in the past few years. Before clearing of invasive species in the fall of 2015 
this property was dominated by 2-3 metre high Himalayan blackberry and Scotch 
broom, with a dense understory and many trees covered by English ivy. The 
property has an open overstory of Garry oak. At that time, the property was 
dominated by a very dense, tall cover of invasive species, with blackberry and 
other species already returning to 2 metres or more in height. The dense shrub 
has partly been removed again, but the property is still dominated by invasive 
species. In the spring, this adjacent property was dominated by a very dense 
cover of the following invasive species: Himalayan blackberry, annual invasive 
brome species, hedge mustard (Sisymbrium officiale), prickly sow thistle 
(Sonchus asper), Robert's geranium, purple dead-nettle (Lamium purpurea) and 
English ivy. Other invasive species include: orchardgrass, Kentucky bluegrass, 
bluebells, Scotch broom, thistle, burdock, dandelions, bedstraw, shepherds' 
purse and many other species. Scattered individuals of common snowberry were 
found on the property and a couple individuals of Indian-plum. 

By following the provinCial Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British 
Columbia: An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information Standards Committee (December 
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To Adriane Pollard 
Manager of Environmental Services 
District of Saanich 

I D)[g(;[!ii~~lElm 
August 20, 201 i,IJU DEC U., 2C:S illJ 

IL PLJIHNII,IG DEP1: 
121~ICT (IF ',I\i\N1CI" 

Re: Field Verification and Assessment of Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem 
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) Mapping at 4173 Lynnfield 
Crescent - Property of Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 

Please accept this as a letter report assessing whether there is an occurrence of 
a Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on 
adjacent properties that would required an EOPA buffer on this property, Field 
forms and sketch maps were not necessary as there is no native ecosystem and 
field notes are all covered by the information below, where necessary. 

This property has two oak trees within the EOPA buffer. However, there is no 
Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on this property. There is also no remaining 
Sensitive Ecosystem on adjacent properties. There is a Garry oak overstory 
on the property to the west. however, the understory of the property is 
predominantly a dense cover of invasive shrub and herb species, 

The property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent has a buffer that goes through part of 
the house, and otherwise is dominated by lawn, ornamental plants and an out 
building. A couple of snewberry plants and one Indian-pium occurs near the two 
oak trees on the property. The buffer occurs on the western third of the property 

I have visited the adjacent property once in late April , 2016 and once in mid-May 
2016. I have viewed the property regula~y from the Mercer Place footpath many 
times in the past few years. Before clearing of invasive species in the fall of 2015 
this property was dominated by 2-3 metre high Himalayan blackberry and Scotch 
broom, with a dense understory and many trees covered by English ivy. The 
property has an open overstory of Garry oak. At that time, the property was 
dominated by a very dense, tall cover of invasive species, with blackberry and 
other species already returning to 2 metres or more in height. The dense shrub 
has partly been removed again, but the property is still dominated by invasive 
species. In the spring, this adjacent property was dominated by a very dense 
cover of the following invasive species: Himalayan blackberry, annual invasive 
brome species, hedge mustard (Sisymbrium officiale), prickly sow thistle 
(Sonchus asper) , Robert's geranium, purple dead-nettle (Lamium purpurea) and 
English ivy, Other invasive species include: orchardgrass, Kentucky bluegrass, 
bluebells, Scotch broom, thistle, burdock, dandelions, bedstraw, shepherds' 
purse and many other species. Scattered individuals of common snowberry were 
found on the property and a couple individuals of Indian-plum. 

By following the provinciat Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk In British 
Columbia: An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other Sensitive 
Ecosystems, BC MOE Resources Information Standards Committee (December 



2006), and the District of Saanich document (which is provided to biologists for 
assessing properties in the EDPA: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Sensitive 
Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on the property at 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent, nor on any adjacent property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class 
and subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. This property does not 
fit at-risk status for any Ecological Community, so is not a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by the District of Saanich's 
2013 Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document, which provide 
directions to biologists: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems (GOERT) 

According to # 1 : ""Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 

2006), and the District of Saanich document (which is provided to biologists for 
assessing properties in the EDPA: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Sensitive 
Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on the property at 4173 
Lynnfield Crescent, nor on any adjacent property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class 
and subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem it belongs to, if any. This property does not 
fit at-risk status for any Ecological Community, so is not a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by the District of Saanich's 
2013 Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document, which provide 
directions to biologists: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5, 2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2: Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems (GOERT) 

According to # 1 : ""Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value." 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Quercus garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 
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2006), and the District of Saanich document (which is provided to biologists for 
assessing properties in the EDPA: Guidelines for Verifying and Defining 
Boundaries of Sensitive Ecosystem Inventory Polygons In the Environmental 
Development Permit Area (#29), it is clear that there is no Sensitive 
Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) on the property at 4173 
lynnfield Crescent, nor on any adjacent property. 

The Saanich guidelines recommend for a biologist to: "Evaluate each ecological 
community for ecological sensitivity and at-risk status and determine which class 
and subclass of Sensitive Ecosystem ~ belongs to, if any. This property does not 
fit at-risk status for any Ecological Community, so is not a Sensitive Ecosystem. 

I have consulted the three standards recommended by the District of Saanich's 
2013 Guidelines and recent Interim Guidance document, which provide 
directions to biologists: 

1) Standard for Mapping Ecosystems at Risk in British Columbia: 
An Approach to Mapping Ecosystems at Risk and Other 
Sensitive Ecosystems, Ministry of Environment, Resources 
Information Standards Committee, December 5,2006, Version 
1.0 

2) Sensitive Ecosystems Inventory: East Vancouver Island and Gulf 
Islands 1993-1997. Volume 2 : Conservation Manual 

3) Best Management Practices for Garry Oak & Associated 
Ecosystems (GOERT) 

According to # 1: "Ecosystems at risk are those that can support 
ecological communities which are considered to be provincially at risk 
as designated by the B.C. Conservation Data Center. Sensitive 
Ecosystems are those that are at-risk or are ecologically fragile. The 
vegetation species composition and structure must fall within the 
expected range of the defined plant association before it is 
considered an occurrence of that particular plant association. The 
ecosystem occurrence itself must have sufficient ecological integrity to 
be sustained in the foreseeable future if it is to have practical 
conservation value," 

According to # 2, Sensitive ecosystem guidelines seek to conserve the 
seven sensitive ecosystems in a relatively natural state. 

According to # 3, "Garry Oak and associated Ecosystems (GOEs) are much 
more than Garry Oak (Que",us garryana) trees. GOEs have a rich diversity of 
wildflowers, native grasses, insects, reptiles, birds, and microorganisms that are 
part of the functioning ecosystem." 



liThe Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) 
and some semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed 
before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

The adjacent property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by 
over 80% cover of invasive species. There are very few native species in addition 
to the Garry oak trees. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) in a relatively natural state on this property. The 
property does not support an ecological community that can be considered 
provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been 
so altered that it does not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left 
alone, without significant restoration activity, it will become even more dominated 
by invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of 
alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there 
is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) on the adjacent property, so no EDPA buffer should be required on 
the property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent. The boundaries of the current 
Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) mapping should be 
refined, and removed from the property, as the proposed development is outside 
of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). There is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on any surrounding property. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 

"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) 
and some semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed 
before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

The adjacent property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by 
over 80% cover of invasive species. There are very few native species in addition 
to the Garry oak trees. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) in a relatively natural state on this property. The 
property does not support an ecological community that can be considered 
provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Data Center. The site has been 
so altered that it does not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left 
alone, without significant restoration activity, it will become even more dominated 
by invasive plant species. This occurrence does not have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of 
alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there 
is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) on the adjacent property, so no EDPA buffer should be required on 
the property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent. The boundaries of the current 
Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) mapping should be 
refined, and removed from the property, as the proposed development is outside 
of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). There is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on any surrounding property. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 
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"The Garry Oak Ecosystems Recovery Team (GOERT) defines a Garry oak 
ecosystem as one with naturally occurring Garry oak trees (Quercus garryana) 
and some semblance of the ecological processes and communities that prevailed 
before European settlement." 

"Although all GOE sites now have been affected to some degree by non-native 
plant species and loss of natural processes, some are in better condition than 
others. The presence of Garry Oak trees is a fairly reliable indicator that the area 
is a Garry Oak ecosystem; however, in some places the site has been so altered 
that it no longer represents a viable ecosystem." 

The adjacent property does not meet the definition of an Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) for the following reasons. The property is dominated by 
over 80% cover of invasive species. There are very few native species in addition 
to the Garry oak trees. There is no Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally 
Significant Area (ESA) in a relatively natural state on this property. The 
property does not support an ecological community that can be considered 
provincially at risk by the BC Conservation Cata Center. The site has been 
so altered that it does not represent a viable ecosystem and if the property is left 
alone, without significant restoration activity. it will become even more dominated 
by invasive plant species. This ocCUrrence does not have sufficient ecological 
integrity to be sustained in the foreseeable future, due to the predominance of 
alien invasive species. 

Following these standards and guidelines it is my professional opinion that there 
is no Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area 
(ESA) on the adjacent property, so no ECPA buffer should be required on 
the property at 4173 Lynnfield Crescent The boundaries of the current 
Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA) mapping should be 
refined, and removed from the property, as the proposed development is outside 
of the Sensitive Ecosystem Environmentally Significant Area (ESA). There is no 
Woodland Sensitive Ecosystem ESA on any surrounding property. 

Ted Lea, R.P.Bio. 
Vegetation Ecologist 

cc. Robert Boyd and Gail Mudie 
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