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

Saanich Municipal Hall, 770 Vernon Avenue
MONDAY MAY 1, 2017, 7:00 P.M.

A.

P.3

P. 45

C.

P. 46

P. 47

DELEGATION

1. PORTAGE INLET SANCTUARY COLQUITZ ESTUARY SOCIETY
Design of Admirals Road between Admirals Bridge and the TransCanada Highway as it relates to
the McKenzie Interchange Project.

2. CORDOVA BAY VILLAGE VISION GROUP
Planning concept for generation of a Village Area Plan for Cordova Bay Village.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

1. Council meeting held April 24, 2017
2. Committee of the Whole meeting held April 24, 2017

BYLAWS

Final Reading and Development Permit Approval

1. ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENT — NEW ZONE C-3U
Final reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No. 9392". To create a new
Shopping Centre/Uptown Zone C-3U.

2. 3440 SAANICH ROAD — REZONING AND DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AMENDMENT
Final reading of “Zoning Bylaw, 2003, Amendment Bylaw, 2016, No. 9393” and approval of
Development Permit Amendment DPA00863. To rezone the subject property from Zone C-3L
(Shopping Centre/Major Liquor Retail) to Zone C-3U (Shopping Centre/Uptown) for the proposed
construction of 134 rental apartments and townhouses and 5,157 m? gross leasable area of retail
commercial space.

3. OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT BYLAW
Final reading of “Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9419.” To update
the appendices to include Appendix O Shelbourne Valley Action Plan, and make necessary
housekeeping amendments as outlined in the amendment bylaw.

First Reading (Subject to a Public Hearing)
4. OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW AMENDMENT - TEMPORARY EXEMPTION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA
Report of the Director of Planning dated April 27, 2017 requesting that Council provide direction to
staff.
e Bylaw Option No. 9422
e Bylaw Option No. 9427

PUBLIC INPUT (ON BUSINESS ITEM E)

E. RESOLUTIONS FOR ADOPTION

P.62

1. CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT (CRD) BYLAW NO. 4166, TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMISSION
ESTABLISHMENT BYLAW NO. 1, AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 4, 2017
Request from the CRD that Council give consent to the adoption of Bylaw No. 4166, “Traffic Safety
Commission Establishment Bylaw No. 1, 1990, Amendment Bylaw No. 4, 2017".
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COUNCIL/COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETINGS MAY 1, 2017

P. 65

P. 66

P. 67

P. 95

P. 114

COUNCIL MEETING OUTSIDE THE MUNICIPAL HALL
Memorandum from the Legislative Manager dated April 26, 2017 requesting that Council consider
changing the location of the May 13, 2017 Public Hearing.

**x Adjournment * * *

AGENDA

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

MACPHERSON PLAYHOUSE
City of Victoria information presentation on the future of the MacPherson Playhouse.

1542 MOUNT DOUGLAS CROSS ROAD — DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT AND REQUEST
TO REMOVE THE SUBJECT DWELLING FROM THE SAANICH HERITAGE REGISTRY
Report of the Director of Planning dated March 6, 2017 recommending that Council amend the
Saanich Heritage Registry by removing the subject single family dwelling; request the applicant
document the building through photographs and provide these and any other associated archival
information to the Saanich Archives; request that the applicant deconstruct the dwelling and reuse,
or offer to others, the salvage material; and not support Development Variance Permit DVP00373
for a proposed new single family dwelling. Variances are requested for front and rear yard setbacks,
and building height.

2590, 2594, 2598 PENRHYN STREET — COUNCIL REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION OF AN
ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL REVIEW

Report of the Director of Planning dated April 7, 2017 recommending that Council endorse that an
Environmental and Social Review not be required for a proposed 14 unit townhouse development.

980, 990, 1000 BECKWITH AVENUE - COUNCIL REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION OF AN
ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL REVIEW

Report of the Director of Planning dated April 7, 2017 recommending that Council endorse that an
Environmental and Social Review not be required for a proposed subdivision to create 14 new lots
for a total of 17 lots for single family dwelling use.

*** Adjournment * * *

“IN CAMERA” COUNCIL MEETING IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWS
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One solution to this potentially-deadly problem is to raise the meridian from just painted lines that any car can just drive
over to being a solid structure. This would stop cars that are speeding down the hill from accelerating left around the
turning cars and would siow down all cars coming down the hill. Slower traffic would aliow cyclists to change lanes and
get over to the right side more safely and would allow those of us turning sharply into Esson to do so at a slower, safer
speed.

The very best solution would be to harden the meridian AND put in a right turn lane, so that both cyclists and cars turning
into Esson would be out of the main flow of traffic down the hill. This would allow us to slow down to make that sharp turn
or even stop for pedestrians crossing the bottom of Esson without being rear-ended in the case of cars or seriously
injured in the case of cyclists.

In addition, the solid white line demarcating the bike lane coming down Admirals should become a broken line as it
approaches Esson, indicating to cyclists that cars will be turning across in front of cyclists at that point.

| was part of a group of Portage-area residents who met with councillor Dean Murdoch last Friday at the junction of Esson
and Admirals to SHOW him where the problems occur.

While the Intersection is still in the planning stage, we can change the design of this dangerous downhill section to
incorporate these safety features. As | understand, the Ministry of Highways will be doing this work - even though it is on
Saanich’s land. This means that the cost o Saanich tax payers will be zero or, at most, minimal and we will be avoiding
the crashes which will inevitably result from the current dangerous design of this small section of road. For cyclists this
could be the difference between life and death.

Saanich wants to see more of its citizens take the healthier and non-polluting option of cycling and | commend you for
your initiatives that encourage people to get out on their bicycles — such as yesterday’s Saanich Cycling Festival.
However, people are not going take up cycling on a regular basis if they perceive it to be dangerous. It is very much
easier and cheaper to create more and safer cycling routes at the same time that general roadworks are being done (as
Saanich did with the construction of the Colquitz and Craigflower bridges) than it is to build special cycling paths. The
Province is offering Saanich the chance to improve the safety on a short but dangerous stretch of road at no cost to
Saanich tax payers. Saanich did such a great job of improving the life of cyclists on the section of Admirals from the
Colquitz bridge to the Craigflower bridge. It would be a wasted opportunity to leave this section of Saanich's road so
dangerous for us vulnerable cyclists. Don’t miss this chancel!”
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Supplemental Report

To: Mayor and Council

From: Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning

Date: April 27, 2017

Subject: Temporary Exemption of Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA)
File: 2860-25

RECOMMENDATION

That Council provide direction to staff as to how it wishes to proceed.
PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to outline the two Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA)
Temporary Exemption Bylaw options previously requested by Council.

DISCUSSION

Background
At the March 6, 2017 meeting, Council made the following motion:

“That all single family zoned properties be temporarily exempted from the Environmental
Development Permit Area (EDPA) until Council receives the report from Diamond Head
Consulting and makes a decision on the future of the EDPA, and notwithstanding this
exemption, if an application is received to rezone or subdivide a single family dwelling
zoned property, the EDPA Guidelines would apply”.

Following this motion, staff prepared a draft bylaw for Council’s consideration. The draft bylaw
was formulated in a manner that would temporarily exempt all RS (Single Family Dwelling)
zoned properties throughout Saanich from the EDPA.

At the April 24, 2017 meeting Council postponed consideration of the above-noted bylaw, and
made the following motion:

“That Council postpone consideration of the item, and direct staff to draft a bylaw
amendment option that would temporarily suspend the Environmental Development
Permit Area on any property that has ‘single family dwelling’ as a permitted use”.

During the discussion of this motion, Council requested that two bylaw options be presented for
their consideration that would reflect; the March 6, 2017 Council motion, and the April 24, 2017
Council Motion. The two requested bylaws are outlined below.

CM
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2860-25 April 27, 2017

ALTERNATIVES

1. Proceed forward with Bylaw No. 9422 — This Bylaw would temporarily exempt all RS (Single
Family Dwelling) zoned properties from the EDPA.

2. Proceed forward with Bylaw No. 9427 — This Bylaw would temporariiy exempt all properties
with zoning that allows “single family dwelling” as a permitted use from the EDPA.

PROCESS IMPLICATIONS

Should Council proceed with Bylaw No. 9422, RS (Single Family Dwelling) zoned properties
would be temporarily exempt from the EDPA. This bylaw would essentially apply to lower
density residential neighbourhoods within the Urban Containment Boundary. Attached Map 1
provides a graphic approximation of the application of this bylaw.

Should Council proceed with Bylaw No. 9427, a greater number of zones and properties would
be temporarily exempt from the EDPA. Zones that allow “single family dwelling” as a permitted
use are as follows: all A (Rural) Zones; all RS (Single Family Dwelling) Zones; all RD (Two
Family Dwelling) Zones; RC-1 and RC-3 (Residential Comprehensive) Zones; RT-1 and RT-2
(Attached Housing) Zones; and RM-1 RM-CH1, RM-CH2, RM-CR, RM-RH, and RM-SH1
(Residential Mixed) Zones. Attached Map 2 provides a graphic approximation of the application
of this bylaw.

Based on Council’s direction, both Bylaw options include the following exception:

“The exemption shall not apply to any parcel which is capable of subdivision into two or
more lots under the Zoning Bylaw or shown in the Official Community Plan as having
potential to be rezoned 1o a zone permitting subdivision to urban lots”.

Prepared and ﬁ<‘(‘_ﬁ

Approved by /‘k’\@? P AVAY A
Sharen-HveZdanski
Ditector of Planning

SH/sd
G:AENV\Development Permit Areas\EDPA\AA Reports To Council\2017 Rtcs\REPORT_EDPA BYLAW_Temp Expemption
Bylaw.Docx

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

ADMINISTRATOR’S COMMENTS:

mendation of the Director of Planning.

=,

'(:O“{‘ Paul Thorkelsson, Administrator

| endorse the 1

Page 2 of 2
48



Map 1 -- Bylaw 9422 @

RS (Single-Family Dwelling) Zoned Properties
This represents 47.5% of properties in the EDPA
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Map 2 -- Bylaw 9427
Zones Permitting Single Family Dwellings

This represents 79.5% of properties in the EDPA
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO., 9422

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8940,
BEING THE "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008"

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows:

1) Bylaw No. 8940, being the "Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008" is hereby amended as
follows:

a) Adding an additional exemption into the Exemptions section on Page 1 of the
Appendix "N" as follows:

"i) (i) Notwithstanding the provisions of this bylaw, a development
permit is not required under the Environmental Development
Permit Area for development carried out on a parcel of land in a
Single Family Dwelling (RS) zone in the Saanich Zoning Bylaw
8200 except a subdivision.

(i) This exemption shall not apply to any parcel which is capable of
subdivision into two or more lots under the Zoning Bylaw or
shown in the Official Community Plan as having potential to be
rezoned {o a zone permitting subdivision to urban lots."

b) Adding the following guideline into Development Permit Areas 1 to 26 as follows:

"Wherever possible, preserve areas (including buffers) that contain
plants and animal habitat which are designated as red listed
(endangered) or blue listed (vulnerable) by the Conservation Data
Centre (Ministry of Environment)."

c) Adding the following guideline into Development Permit Areas 1,2,4,7, 8,9,
13, 14, 18, 21, and 23 as follows:

"Generally, the riparian zone should remain free of development and
restoration of the riparian zone undertaken as part of the new
development, if the vegetation is not intact and healthy (diversity of
native shrubs, and trees)."

2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "OFFICIAL. COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW,
2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9422".
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Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9422

Read a first time this day of , 2017.
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the day of , 2017.
Read a second time this day of , 2017.
Read a third time this day of , 2017,

Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on
the day of , 2017.

Municipal Clerk Mayor

Page 2 of 2
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF SAANICH
BYLAW NO. 9427

TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 8940,
BEING THE "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW, 2008"

The Municipal Council of The Corporation of the District of Saanich enacts as follows:

1) Bylaw No. 8940, being the "Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008" is hereby amended as
follows:

a) Adding an additional exemption into the Exemptions section on Page 1 of the
Appendix "N" as follows:

") (i) Notwithstanding the provisions of this bylaw, a development
permit is not required under the Environmental Development
Permit Area for development carried out on a parcel of land in a
Rural (A), Single Family Dwelling (RS) or Two Family Dwelling
(RD) Zone or in an RC-1, RC-3, RM-1, RT-1, RT-2, RM-CH1,
RM-CH2, RM-CR, RM-RH, RM-SH1 Zone in the Saanich Zoning
Bylaw 8200 except a subdivision.

(i)  This exemption shall not apply to any parcel which is capable of
subdivision into two or more lots under the Zoning Bylaw or
shown in the Official Community Plan as having potential to be
rezoned to a zone permitting subdivision to urban lots."

b) Adding the following guideline into Development Permit Areas 1 to 26 as follows:

"Wherever possible, preserve areas (including buffers) that contain
plants and animal habitat which are designated as red listed
(endangered) or blue listed (vulnerable) by the Conservation Data
Centre (Ministry of Environment)."

c) Adding the following guideline into Development Permit Areas 1,2,4,7, 8,9,
13, 14, 18, 21, and 23 as follows:

"Generally, the riparian zone should remain free of development and
restoration of the riparian zone undertaken as part of the new
development, if the vegetation is not intact and healthy (diversity of
native shrubs, and trees)."

2) This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as the "OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN BYLAW,
2008, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2017, NO. 9427".
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Official Community Plan Bylaw, 2008, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 9427

Read a first time this day of , 2017.
Public Hearing held at the Municipal Hall on the day of , 2017.
Read a second time this day of , 2017.
Read a third time this day of ,2017.

Adopted by Council, signed by the Mayor and Clerk and sealed with the Seal of the Corporation on
the day of , 2017.

Municipal Clerk Mayor

Page 2 of 2
54


hopkindl
Underline


counchl ApyY 24113

[4lo -oY FOR BACKGROUND ‘
[[[D-20 OCPIEDPA INFORMATION @.‘
The Corporation of the District of Saanich '
EN
RECEIVED |
ARIB 20, o o
RGpOI’t LEGISLATIVE DIVISIONJ fguncilor  po?
DISTRICT OF SAANICH Com. Asso.  M©
To: Mayor and Council Applicant 7 '
From: Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning
Date: April 18, 2017
Subject: Temporary Exemption of Single Family (RS) Zoned properties from the
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA)
File: 2860-25
RECOMMENDATION

That Council not support Single Family (RS) zoned properties being temporarily exempted from
the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA).

Note: If Council wishes to support that Single Family (RS) zoned properties be temporarily
exempted from the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA), the required
amendment bylaw has been prepared for Council’s review, consideration, and granting of
first reading at this evening’s meeting.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to:

1. Provide background information for Council’s consideration regarding required actions to
implement Council’s March 6, 2017 motion to temporarily exempt all Single Family (RS)
zoned properties from the EDPA, along with their potential impacts;

2. Reconfirm that Council still wishes to amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) in order to
implement the temporary exemption of Single Family (RS) zoned properties from the EDPA;
and

3. Seek direction from Council as to whether it wishes to amend other relevant Bylaws that
make reference to the EDPA and/or could have an impact regarding the protection of the
environment in Saanich.

DISCUSSION

Background
At the March 6, 2017 meeting, Council made the following motion:

“That all single family zoned properties be temporarily exempted from the
Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA), until Council receives the
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2860-25 April 18, 2017

report from Diamond Head Consulting and makes a decision on the future of the
EDPA, and notwithstanding this exemption, if an application is received to rezone
or subdivide a single family dwelling zoned property, the EDPA Guidelines would

apply”.

Staff have prepared the necessary amendment bylaw to implement this motion. Council can
give first reading of the amendment bylaw this evening if it so wishes.

The remainder of this report outlines for Council: the legal context for this action; the required
amendment to implement the temporary exemption; other recommended bylaw amendments to
ensure policy clarity and protection of the environment during the temporary exemption period;
and alternatives for moving forward with the EDPA and their implications.

Legal Context
In regard to Council’'s March 6, 2017 motion, there are four issues from a legal perspective that
staff have been advised to point out to Council for its information:

¢ The intention to suspend the EDPA Bylaw on Single Family (RS) zoned properties until
Council receives the Diamond Head Consulting report cannot be achieved within a bylaw
amendment. An initial amendment would be required to exempt Single Family (RS) zoned
properties from the EDPA and a later amendment would be required to return them,
following receipt of the Diamond Head Consulting report if Council decided to do so at that
time;

¢ Rezoning is not considered “development” under either the EDPA or the “Local Government
Act”. However, Council may elect to not extend the exemption to properties that have
subdivision potential subject to rezoning where supported in OCP documents (such as Local
Area Plans);

e [f all Single Family (RS) zoned properties were exempted, owners of property with
development potential would be able to legally remove the environmentally significant
features prior to making application for subdivision (unless protected trees were involved);
and

e Temporarily suspending the Bylaw will not impact the ability of property owners to appeal to
Council to have their properties removed from the EDPA.

Required Amendment

In order to take action on its motion of March 6, 2017, Council would need to make the following
amendment to Appendix N of the Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw, 8940, under
Exemptions, Page 2 of the “Development Permit Areas Justification and Guidelines”, add:

1) (i) Notwithstanding the provisions of this bylaw, a development permit is not required
under the EDPA for any development carried out on a parcel of land in a Single
Family Dwelling Zone in the Saanich Zoning Bylaw 8200 except a subdivision.

(ii) This exemption shall not apply to any parcel which is capable of subdivision into
two or more lots under the Zoning Bylaw or shown in the Official Community Plan as
having potential to be rezoned to a zone permitting subdivision to urban lots.

Page 2 of 7
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2860-25 April 18, 2017

Other Amendments

When the EDPA was originally implemented, amendments were undertaken to a number of
Council bylaws. This was done in order to ensure clarity and/or remove text from bylaws that
would become redundant with the implementation of the EDPA. Council direction on each of
these amendments is sought to ensure a clear understanding by staff of how the temporary
exemption of Single Family (RS) zones in the EDPA is to be implemented during their day-to-
day work. Staff also want to outline for Council what “gaps” may exist in terms of environmental
protection, if the following five amendments are not made.

Tree Bylaw
In 2014, the Tree Bylaw was amended to include trees within the EDPA into the definition of

Protected Trees. Protected trees are subject to greater protection under the Tree Bylaw and the
intention was to create a consistent approach for trees in the EDPA. Trees in Single Family
(RS) zones would continue to be afforded this protection under the Tree Bylaw by virtue of
being within the EDPA. This could be considered inconsistent with the motion of Council. As
such, the following bylaw amendments would need to be made to address this issue.

Amend the following section/clause of the Tree Bylaw (Bylaw No. 9272) to read as follows
(bolded text is new):

¢ Under the definition of “protected tree”, “e) any tree located within a Streamside
Development Permit Area or Environmental Development Permit Area except areas
subject to Exemption i) of the ‘Development Permit Areas Justification and
Guidelines’ designated in the Saanich Official Community Plan.

e Under Part 3. Prohibitions, 8) “Nothing contained in this section shall be construed to
authorize the removal of vegetation which is otherwise prohibited under the Environmental
Development Permit Areas Regulations except areas subject to Exemption i) of the
‘Development Permit Areas Justification and Guidelines’ or the Streamside
Development Permit Areas Regulations contained in Saanich Official Community Plan
Bylaw.”

Deposit of Fill Bylaw
In 2012, the Deposit of Fill Bylaw was amended to include a requirement for an Environmental

Development Permit to allow fill in the EDPA. The intention was to ensure a Fill Permit would
not conflict with the EDPA guidelines. As Environmental Development Permits would no longer
be issued in Single Family (RS) zones if exemption i) is adopted by Council, Deposit of Fill
permits could not be issued for these properties by virtue of being within the EDPA. This could
be considered inconsistent with the motion of Council and also cause hardship for property
owners. As such, the following bylaw amendments would need to be made to address these
issues.

Amend the following clause of the Deposit of Fill Bylaw (Bylaw No. 9204) to read as follows
(bolded text is new):

e 3.1 —“Nothing in this bylaw authorizes issuance of a Permit to deposit fill on lands in a
floodway within:

b) an Environmental Development Permit Area, unless an Environmental Development
Permit has been issued which includes the proposed fill (add) or the requirement for an

Page 3 of 7
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2860-25 April 18, 2017

Environmental Development Permit is subject to Exemption i) of the “Development
Permit Areas Justification and Guidelines”.

Development Permit Area Guidelines

In 2012, when the EDPA was adopted, Council deleted guidelines from other Development
Permit Areas because the EDPA guidelines made them redundant. These guidelines had been
in place since 1999 to protect rare species and riparian areas (regardiess of the presence of
fish, such as isolated wetlands). Should Council adopt exemption i), consideration should be
given to returning the deleted guidelines to recreate a baseline of environmental protection. As
such, the following bylaw amendments would need to be made to address these issues.

Add the following clause to Appendix N of the Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw, 8940,
“Development Permit Areas Justification and Guidelines” to Development Permit Areas 1 to 26
to read as follows (bolded text is new):

e “Wherever possible, preserve areas (including buffers) that contain plants and animal
habitat which are designated as red listed (endangered) or blue listed (vuinerable) by
the Conservation Data Centre (Ministry of Environment).”

Add the following clause to Appendix N of the Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw, 8940,
“Development Permit Areas Justification and Guidelines” to Development Permit Areas 1, 2, 4,
7, 8,9, 13, 14, 18, 21, and 23 to read as follows (bolded text is new):

o “Generally, the riparian zone should remain free of development and restoration of
the riparian zone undertaken as part of the new development, if the vegetation is not
intact and healthy (diversity of native shrubs, and trees)”.

ALTERNATIVES

1. That Council support Single Family (RS) zoned properties being temporarily exempted from
the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA), by amending only the OCP as
attached.

2. That Council support Single Family (RS) zoned properties being temporarily exempted
from the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) by amending both the OCP and
other relevant Bylaws.

3. That Council not support any changes to the Environmental Development Permit Area
(EDPA) until such time as Council receives the report from Diamond Head Consulting and
makes a decision on how it intends to move forward with the EDPA.

PROCESS IMPLICATIONS

Amending only the Official Community Plan

¢ The EDPA would continue to apply to applications for subdivision in any zone;

e The EDPA would continue to apply to properties zoned other than Single Family (RS) such
as Multi-family, Rural, Commercial, Industrial, and Assembly (Institutional, Parks,
Recreation, etc.);

¢ The EDPA would no longer apply to Building Permits, Blasting Permits, structures, patios, or
the alteration of land (vegetation removal, soil disturbance, or vegetation clearing) in Single
Family (RS) zones;
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2860-25 April 18, 2017

¢ The companion EDPA policies in Council’s Tree and Fill Bylaws would still apply to all
properties including Single Family (RS) zoned lots;

* Red and blue listed species and riparian zones would be addressed by guidelines when
Development Permits are required; '

o EDPA permit applications in progress would be cancelled and application fees would be
refunded. Protection of rare plants and eco-systems could not be guaranteed on these
properties. For example, there would be no requirement to protect a Federally and
Provincially listed rare plant at a current proposed development site unless the Federal
government became involved. If the applicant requested, the application could be put on
hold until such time that Council decided how it wished to proceed with the EDPA;

o EDPA permits that have been previously issued would not be cancelled,;

e Applications to be removed from the EDPA would continue to be processed and brought to
Council for consideration; and

e The EDPA Atlas would not change as a result of the temporary exemption.

Amending the OCP and Other Relevant Bylaws
The process implications would be the same as outlined above, except for:

e The companion EDPA policies in Council’'s Tree and Fill Bylaws would not apply to Single
Family (RS) zoned lots.

Undertake No Amendments to the EDPA Pending Outcome of the Diamond Head
Consulting Report

The next step in Diamond Head Consulting’s review process is to meet with members of
Council in early/mid May, and hold an Open House to receive public input in late May/early
June. Diamond Head Consulting will complete their report in late June 2017.

While acknowledging Council’s March 6, 2017 motion, staff would be remiss in not noting that
the legally required bylaw amendment process to implement Council’s motion will likely not be
complete until mid/late May, with the Diamond Head Consulting report following three to four
weeks afterwards. This begs the question of the value of undertaking the bylaw changes, as
opposed to waiting for the outcome of the Consulting report.

Unintended Impacts
Some of the potential unintended impacts of temporarily suspending the application of the
EDPA bylaw from Single Family (RS) zoned properties are:

e A potential increase in uncertainty and confusion amongst property owners, neighbours,
realtors, and developers as to the status of the EDPA on individual properties, proposals,
existing permit conditions, and current applications;

e Equity issues if residents take advantage of the lull to build houses closer to the marine
shoreline than their neighbours were permitted, build within Environmentally Significant
Areas that others have protected, leave invasive species to take over where others have
been required to control, and other inconsistencies;

e Potential damage to the environment, including rare species and ecosystems, due to gaps
in environmental protection and loss of redundancy with environmental guidelines in place
prior to the EDPA; and

¢ Significant staff time spent implementing the changes, that could be reinstated a couple of
months later.

Page 5 of 7
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no immediate implications related to the District of Saanich Financial Plan.
STRATEGIC PLAN IMPLICATIONS

Implementing a change to the EDPA, particularly temporarily, will require staff to devote more
time to the EDPA and less to other initiatives.

Work plan items that continue to be delayed by the uncertainty surrounding the EDPA include:
reporting to Council on proposed amendments to the EDPA Atlas and EDPA guidelines

(to reduce hardship); amending the Pesticide Bylaw in light of Provincial legislative updates;
amending the Streamside Development Permit Area Guidelines in light of Provincial updates;
production of educational materials, and processing of EDPA property removal requests.

Page 6 of 7
60



2860-25 April 18, 2017

CONCLUSION

While Staff acknowledges the intent of Council's March 6, 2017 motion, we would be remiss in

~ not noting that the legally required bylaw amendment process to implement Council's motion will
likely not be complete until mid/late May, with the Diamond Head Consulting report following
three to four weeks afterwards. This raises the obvious question of the value of undertaking the
bylaw changes and spending significant time implementing these changes, as opposed to
waiting for the outcome of the Diamond Head Consulting report.

As such, staff recommend that Council not support Single Family (RS) zoned properties being
temporarily exempted from the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA).

Note: If Council wishes to support that Single Family (RS) zoned properties be temporarily
exempted from the Environmental Development Permit Area (EDPA) and return
previously deleted guidelines that would no longer be redundant, the required
amendment bylaw has been prepared for Council’s review, consideration and granting of
first reading at this evening’s meeting.

If Council wishes to support the amendment of the Tree and Deposit of Fill Bylaws,
direction to staff is needed to bring forward amending bylaws.

Prepared and /4 :

Reviewed by for'
Sharon Hvozdanski

Director of Planning

gz~

Sharon Hvozdanski

Approved by

Director of Planning

SH/sd/ads

G:\ENV\Development Permit Areas\EDPA\AA Reports To Council\2017 Rtcs\REPORT_EDPA BYLAW_Temp
Susp.Docx

Attachment

cc: Paul Thorkelsson, Administrator

ADMINISTRATOR’S COMMENTS:

Paul Thorke}sson, Administrator
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Criteria for The Constable Sarah Beckett Memorial Scholarship

Purpose:

The Capital Regional District (CRD) Traffic Safety Commission awards a Scholarship to a post-
secondary student based on demonstrated academic achievement, financial need, and an express
interest in pursuing a career in law enforcement.

Eligibility:

The students eligible for assistance must reside in the Capital Regional District, be a Canadian citizen,
permanent resident, conventional refugee or refugee claimant. You must be enrolled and about to
begin studies, or currently studying a program leading to a law enforcement career in a recognized
Canadian post-secondary education institution.

Criteria:

You must write a letter detailing why you should be the recipient of this award including your financial
need and how this scholarship would address that need. Consideration will be given to academic
achievement, financial need and the student’s community service record. Students should submit a
scholarship application on the form provided by the CRD.

Guidelines:
Scholarships will be awarded on an annual basis and disbursed in August.

Amount:
Each scholarship awarded will be a maximum of $2,000 annually.

Deadline:
The application deadline is July 1st. The deadline is the date after which applications will no longer be
accepted. The CRD uses the postmarked date to determine mailed entries.

Renewal process:
This scholarship is not renewable.
Please submit applications by July 1st to:
Capital Regional District
625 Fisgard St, PO Box 1000
ATTN: Traffic Safety Commission
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CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT

BYLAW NO. 4166

*kkkkk * *kkkkkkkkkkhhhkx * *% *kkkkkkkhhhhkkhkkxkx * *kkkkkkkhhhhhhikx *% * *% *% *kkkkk * *%

A BYLAW TO AMEND BYLAW NO. 1828 “TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMISSION ESTABLISHMENT
BYLAW NO. 1, 1990" TO ADD THE GIVING OF A SCHOLARSHIP

*kkkkkkkk *kkkkkkkkkk *% *kkkkk *% *kkkkk *% *% *% *% *kkkkkkkkhhhhhhrhkkrkkkkkhkhhhhhhhhhrrhkrrkkrkkkhkrxkrkkx

NOW THEREFORE, the Board of the Capital Regional District in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:
1. Bylaw No. 1828, the “Traffic Safety Commission Establishment Bylaw No. 1, 1990” is amended as follows:
By deleting section 2 (c) in its entirety and inserting a new section 2 (c) and section 2(d) as follows:

“2.(c) administer an annual Scholarship program to be called the Constable Sarah Beckett Memorial Scholarship
with a maximum $2,000 value, to be awarded to a youth entering a career in law enforcement, applying
criteria approved by the Capital Regional District Board;

(d) to be comprised of at least one Director of the Regional Board, and representatives from various sectors of
the community as defined from time to time in the Traffic Safety Commission Bylaw of the Capital Regional
District Board.”

2, This bylaw may be cited as “Traffic Safety Commission Establishment Bylaw No. 1, 1990, Amendment Bylaw No.
4,2017".

CONSENTED TO BY AT LEAST TWO THIRDS of the Electoral Areas of Juan de Fuca, Salt Spring Island and
Southern Gulf Islands and the District of Central Saanich, Township of Esquimalt, District of Highlands, City of Langford,
District of North Saanich, District of Oak Bay, District of Saanich, Town of Sidney, District of Sooke, City of Victoria, and
Town of View Royal.

READ A FIRST TIME THIS 8th day of March 2017
READ A SECOND TIME THIS 8th day of March 2017
READ A THIRD TIME THIS 8th day of March 2017

APPROVED BY THE

INSPECTOR OF MUNICIPALITIES THIS day of 2017
ADOPTED THIS day of 2017
CHAIR CORPORATE OFFICER

FILED WITH THE
INSPECTOR OF MUNICIPALITIES THIS day of 2017
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Community Assn Gordon Head Resident’s Association referral sent

Referral: June 27, 2016 » Response received July 15, 2016 indicating no
support for either the removal of the house from the Heritage
Register, or the Development Variance Permit.

PROPOSAL

The proposal consists of two discrete aspects - the first is the removal of an existing house from
the Saanich Heritage Registry, which would facilitate its deconstruction, and the second is the
consideration of a number of variances requested for the construction of a new dwelling. This
report will discuss each of these in turn.

The applicant is seeking to remove the existing single family dwelling from the Saanich Heritage
Registry, deconstruct it, and construct a new single family dwelling on the lot. Variances are
requested for the new single family dwelling for the front and rear yard setbacks, and building
height.

The existing dwelling (see Figure 1) is on the Saanich Heritage Register. Inclusion of a building
on the Saanich Heritage Register indicates that the building is considered to have heritage
significance to the community. Heritage registered properties are flagged on Municipal records
in order to provide Planning staff and Council the opportunity to consider the heritage
importance of a property during initial stages of planning for future development.

There are approximately 300 buildings on the Saanich Heritage Register of which 84 are
protected by a Heritage Designation Bylaw. The dwelling at 1542 Mount Douglas Cross Road is

not protected by a Heritage Designation Bylaw, however, removal of a building from the Saanich
Heritage Register requires a Council resolution.

Figure 1: 1542 Mount Douglas Cross Road
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Figure 2: Context Map
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LEGISLATION & POLICY
Provincial Local Government Act (Part 27: Saanich Heritage Conservation)

Community Heritage Reqister

954 (1) “A local government may, by resolution, establish a community heritage register that
identifies real property that is considered by the local government to be heritage
property.”

Orders for temporary protection
962 (1)” A local government may order that real property is subject to temporary protection in
accordance with section 965 if the local government considers that
(a) the property is or may be heritage property, or
(b) protection of the property may be necessary or desirable for the conservation of
other property that is heritage property.”

(2) “An order under subsection (1)

(a) must specify the time period during which the temporary protection applies, which
time period may not be longer than 60 days unless the owner of the property
agrees to a longer time period, and

(b) must not be made more than one in a 2 year period without the agreement of the
owner of the property.”

Heritage inspection may be ordered

956 (1) “For the purposes of assessing the heritage value, heritage character or the need for
conservation of real property, a local government or its delegate may order a heritage
inspection of the property in any of the following circumstances:
(a) the property is or may be protected heritage property;
(b) the property is identified as heritage property in a community heritage register;
(c) the property is or may be heritage property according to criteria that the local

government may, by bylaw, establish for the purposes of this part.”

Heritage Designation Protection
967 (1) “Alocal government may, by bylaw, on terms and conditions it considers appropriate,
designate real property in whole or in part as protected under this section if the local
government considers that
(a) the property has heritage value or heritage character, or
(b) designation of the property is necessary or desirable for the conservation of a
protected heritage property.”

Compensation for heritage designation
969 (1) “If a designation by a heritage designation bylaw causes, or will cause at the time of
designation, a reduction in the market value of the designated property, the local
government must compensate an owner of the designated property who makes an
application under subsection (2), in an amount or in a form the local government and
the owner agree on or, failing an agreement, in an amount or in a form determined by
binding arbitration under subsection (4).”
(2) “The owner of a designated property may “apply to the local government for
compensation for the reduction in the market value of the designated property.”
(3) “An application under subsection (2)
(a) must be made, in order for the owner to be entitled to compensation under this
section, no later than one year after the heritage designation bylaw is adopted, and
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(b) may be made before the heritage designation bylaw is adopted.”

(4) “If the local government and an owner are unable to agree
(a) that the owner is entitled to compensation, or
(b) on the amount or form of compensation, then either the local government or the
owner may require the matter to be determined by binding arbitration under
the Arbitration Act.”

Official Community Plan (2008)

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

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

7.1.6.1. “Consider varying development control bylaws where the variance would contribute to
a more appropriate site development having regard for the impact on adjoining lands.”

Gordon Head Local Area Plan (1997)
4.1 Maintain single-family dwellings as the principal form of development.

Heritage Management Plan (1999)
4.1.3 Building Permits
e “Where changes to non-protected heritage buildings, structures, or sites have the
potential to impact on heritage character or significance, require the Planning
Department to refer the building permit application to the Municipal Clerk for
consideration by Council of a resolution under Sections 960-964 to withhold the
building permit before forwarding the application to SHAAC for review.”

¢ “Where a building permit is issued to demolish a heritage building or structure, the owner
should be encouraged to:

a) Provide the Municipal Archives with a photographic record of the building or structure,
including interior details, prior to demolition;

b) Salvage materials, windows, and features of architectural or historical significance.”

DISCUSSION

Neighbourhood Context

The 2,165 m? property is zoned RS-18 (Single Family Dwelling). Neighbouring properties are
zoned for single family as well, with various lot sizes. Two other heritage dwellings exist in the
immediate area, namely 1560 Mt Douglas Cross Road and 4078 Cedar Hill Road (see Figure
2). The housing stock in the neighbourhood is varied and includes single and two storey more
modest size houses, and new larger multi storey modern houses built in the last one to five
years.
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Value and Protection of Existing Heritage Single Family Dwelling

The heritage value of the dwelling is associated with the exterior appearance and architectural
character as described in the Saanich Heritage Register; the dwelling’s setting within the
neighbourhood; the history of people who lived there; and the use of the property as a pheasant
farm. People who owned or lived at this residence in the past include Arthur and Kate Meacock,
fruit growers and later Percy and Blythe Plimley, owners of the first automobile sales business in
western Canada (see Saanich Heritage Register entry attached as Appendix C).

Character defining elements
The important elements of the subject dwelling connected with the architectural style and
massing including:

Bell cast hipped roof structure;
Exposed rafters;

Foursquare design;

Wrap around porch;

Stone pillars; and

Double hung wood windows.

Condition Assessment

Stephen Malkow, (P. Eng) of Mann Engineering and Planning Corporation, attended the site on
June 5, 2015, to conduct a structural evaluation of the dwelling (see Structural Evaluation
attached as Appendix A). His evaluation concluded that “significant new construction materials
would be required to replace the deficient area of the existing structure”. The report states that:

e The roof structure constructed over 100 years ago would not meet the current building code;
e The structural support for the second floor may be inadequate or missing entirely as
indicated by a significant drop in floor level; and
e The structure is not supported in a structurally competent manner at the basement level:
0 No connections between the framing and the original rubble foundation walls,
o0 Basement beams are under sized; and
0 Teleposts installed to add support lack footings and minimal post top support.

Overall, the evaluation notes that the dwelling’s structural condition does not meet the current
BC Building Code, however, it should be noted that many older homes do not meet the building
code as the code changes over time. The BC Building Code regulates new construction. The
original construction of this dwelling has lasted for over 100 years. Concerns identified by Mann
Engineering and Planning Corporation’s structural evaluation also relate to the fact that the
basement appears to have been altered after the original construction and changes to the
structural support at this level are deficient. The Professional Engineer concluded that the
dwelling is “not structurally competent”.

The Saanich Heritage Foundation visited the site on June 22, 2015 to do a visual inspection of
the dwelling and members concluded that the exterior of the dwelling is in good shape. The
Saanich Heritage Foundation agrees with Mann Engineering and Planning Corporation’s
evaluation of the foundation and basement structure, however, the Saanich Heritage
Foundation members suggest that in many cases it is feasible to repair foundations and improve
structural support (see Appendix B for comments arising from the Saanich Heritage Foundation
site visit and photos).
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Protection

Part 27 of the “Local Government Act” provides Council authority to protect heritage property in
a variety of ways. Heritage protection procedures that may apply at the time of a request for the
demolition of a heritage dwelling include:

e Section 962, Order of Temporary Protection: gives Council the authority to order temporary
protection for 60 days; and

e Section 967, Heritage Designation Protection: Council may protect a heritage building by
adopting a heritage designation bylaw, after which any proposal for alteration to the heritage
building requires a heritage alteration permit. Council may designate a property as a
Municipal heritage property without the owner’s consent, but this has not been the normal
practice for Saanich Council.

Conversely, Council may remove the property from the Saanich Heritage Register through a
Council resolution.

Requested Variances for the New Single Family Dwelling

The three requested Zoning Bylaw variances are outlined below. The applicant previously
made application to the Board of Variance for the same variances. The Board denied their
request. Details of the Board’s decision is outlined in the Consultation section of this report.

Proposed House

The proposed new house is three storeys in height and has an area of 633.15 m? (6815.17 ft?).
Houses in the immediate vicinity appear to have an average floor area of about 400 m2. The
proposed house includes a three car garage and additional parking would be provided adjacent
to the house and on the driveway (see Figures 3 and 4).

Front Yard Setback

The Zoning Bylaw requires that buildings and structures for single family dwelling use in an
RS-18 zone having a lot area exceeding 2000 m? may not be sited less than 15.0 m from a front
lot line. The subject property has a lot area of 2165 m?. The applicant is proposing a front yard
setback of 7.64 m. This translates to a variance of 7.36 m.

For properties zoned RS-18 (Single Family Dwelling), when the lot area is less than 2000 m? the
front yard setback required under the Zoning Bylaw is reduced from 15 m to 7.5 m. If the
subject lot were 166 m? smaller in area, this variance for front yard setback would not be
required. In addition, the existing dwelling is itself located 6.43 m from the front property line.

Adjacent properties all have a front yard setback requirement of 7.5 m, either due to lot size as
described above, or due to their being zoned either RS-10 (for properties to the east) or RS-8
(for properties across the street). Both of these zones have a 7.5 m front yard setback
requirement.

However, an analysis of properties in the vicinity shows that most dwellings are located much
further from the front property line than 7.5 m, such that the prevailing streetscape is one where
most dwellings are sited well back on their lots.

As it would result in the siting of a dwelling which would not be in keeping with other dwellings in
the vicinity, the requested front yard setback cannot be supported.
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Rear Yard Setback

The Zoning Bylaw requires that buildings and structures for single family dwelling in an RS-18
zone be sited not less than 12.0 m from a rear lot line. Due to the triangular shape of the lot,
there are two rear lot lines, one to the north and one to the east. The applicant is proposing a
rear yard setback of 7.0 m on the north property line, and a rear yard setback of 10.5 m on the
east property line. This translates to a variance of 5.0 m and 1.5 m, respectively.

The portion of the building protruding into the eastern rear yard is a segment of wall and two
posts that hold up a roof and skylights over a covered patio, apart from this all the rest of the
building is outside of the eastern rear yard and would meet the required setback.

The requested rear yard setback to the north is much more extensive, however. Even with the
increased front yard setback of 15 m due to lot size, as described above, the building envelope
of this lot has an area of 242.57 m2. While this envelope is triangular in shape, it would still be
possible to construct a rectilinear building within the envelope with a total area on one floor of
around 173 m?, or 346 m? for a two storey building, or 519 m? for a three storey building. A
detached three car garage could also be accommodated elsewhere on the lot without the need
of variances. For this reason, the requested variance for rear yard setbacks cannot be
supported.

Figure 4. Elevations of proposed new single family dwelling (from plans provided by Victoria
Design Group)
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Building Height

Buildings and structures for single family dwelling in an RS-18 zone are limited to a maximum
height of 7.5 m as measured from Grade, or 6.5 m for flat roofs or roofs with a pitch less than
3:12. It should be noted that, due to the sloping topography of the site, the location of the
average natural grade makes it possible to construct what would appear to be a three storey
building.

The applicant is proposing a regular (pitched) roof height of 7.36 m, which meets the
requirements of the Zoning Bylaw. However, there is also a portion of the proposed building
which has a flat roof, the height of which is 6.8 m, or 0.3 m over the maximum allowable height
of 6.5 m.

It should be possible to design a sizable house on the property without the need for a height
variance, therefore, the requested height variance is not supported.

CONSULTATION

The Applicant/Owner

Staff met with the applicant/owner on October 6, 2015 to discuss the significance of the heritage
home and to outline possible options for consideration to retain the heritage registered building.
Discussion included the possibility of designating the home as a Municipal heritage property
providing eligibility for the owner to apply for the “Saanich House Restoration Grant” in the
future; and/or the potential for development, including the potential to subdivide to create one
additional lot, if the home was retained and rehabilitated on the property.

The applicant/owner understood the opportunities, but advised that he would like to continue
with his proposal to demolish the heritage building and replace it with a new single family home.
The applicant has submitted a Building Permit application for a new single family dwelling
proposed to be constructed on the lot.

As the proposed new dwelling would require variances, the applicant indicated that he would be
applying to the Board of Variance. The Board of Variance rejected the owner’s variance request
as outlined below. As such, the subject Development Variance Permit application is now before
Council for review and consideration.

Board of Variance

The proposed dwelling and the same requested variances for front and rear yard setbacks and
building height were considered by the Board of Variance (BOV File 00535) on Feb 10, 2016.
The Board rejected the request, and provided the following comments as part of their decision:

¢ A hardship existed prior to the purchase of the lot; the applicant is an experienced developer
and should have known this.

e The purpose of the Bylaw is to keep space between the houses, this application encroaches
on setbacks.

e This should go to Council for a Development Variance Permit.

o The building area is very small for the lot. Would like to see this go to Council first for the
demolition permit, and then to this Board for consideration.

¢ Due diligence was not done. The existing house meets the rear lot lines but the proposed
house does not; this is making an existing non-conformity larger.
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Saanich Heritage Foundation

Several members of the Saanich Heritage Foundation visited the property on June 22, 2015 for
a visual condition inspection and concluded that the exterior of the dwelling at 1542 Mount
Douglas Cross Road has heritage value and is worthy of protection.

At the regular Saanich Heritage Foundation meeting on October 13, 2015 the Foundation
discussed the proposal and the request to remove the home from the Saanich Heritage
Register. It was agreed that the deficiencies noted in the Engineering Report can be fixed and
the house retained; and they do not support demolition of the home. The Saanich Heritage
Foundation made the following motion:

“That based on the information presented on the structural condition of the
heritage registered dwelling at 1542 Mount Douglas Road and its heritage
significance within the neighborhood itself, the Saanich Heritage Foundation
does not support demolition of the existing dwelling and recommends to
Council that the following development options be considered:

e That a sixty (60) day Order of Temporary Protection be placed on the
subject property to allow for further consultation between the property
owner and the Planning Department; and

¢ That the subject dwelling be protected and redeveloped to create a
secondary residence (duplex); or

e That the subject property be rezoned and subdivided to create one
additional lot and single family dwelling, and the existing dwelling be
protected and retained; or

e The heritage residence be retained and the applicant consider adding a
secondary residence (i.e. carriage house) that is sympathetic to the
heritage character of the original home. This approach may require a site
specific rezoning or heritage revitalization agreement.”

Community Association

A referral was sent to the Gordon Head Resident’s Association (GHRA) on June 27, 2016. A
response was received on July 15, 2016 stating that the Association, “Does not support the
development variance application. Despite the very large size of the proposed new house, it
should be able to be sited on the existing large lot without the need for the significant reductions
in setbacks being sought.”

The Association also wished to advise Council that, “It does not support the demolition permit
application for the existing house. It is a registered heritage house, identified in the Gordon
Head Local Area Plan as one of only 32 ‘Structures of Heritage Significance’ in Gordon Head.
Over 100 years old, this heritage house fits in well with the form and character of the
neighbourhood and should be able to be restored.”

OPTIONS

Removal from the Heritage Registry
Options for addressing the request for removal of the heritage dwelling from the property are as
follows:

Option 1
Council may: Order a temporary protection for 60 days; and request that staff further discuss

possible options with the applicant/owner for the future development of the site that includes the
retention, restoration, and protection of the heritage dwelling.
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Option 2
Council may designate the dwelling and compensate the owner for the difference in market

value, if it is determined that the value of the dwelling has been negatively affected by the
designation. Heritage designation is a form of protection requiring that any alteration to the
building must be authorized by Council through a Heritage Alteration Permit, whereas heritage
registered buildings are not protected by bylaw. Heritage designation of a building without the
owner's consent has not been the practice of Saanich Council in the past.

Option 3
Council may remove the property from the Saanich Heritage Register and request that the

owner provide photo documentation and encourage the owner to salvage as much of the
building materials as possible for reuse or recycling.

Staff Recommendation

Given that the applicant has expressed a very clear intention to proceed with redevelopment,
Option 1 has a diminished chance of a successful outcome. Existing Provincial Government
legislation gives Local Government the authority to approve a heritage designation bylaw
without the owner’s consent, however, it is not the practice of Saanich Council to designate
property without the owner’s consent. Unless Council wishes to pursue designation, as in
Option 2, staff regrettably recommend Option 3.

Requested Variances
Three basic options exist for addressing the requested variances:

Option A
Support all three requested variances (front and rear setback, and height).

Option B
Support the minor variance(s), such as the building height which is 0.3 m over the required

6.5 m height for a flat roof.

Option C
Do not support the three requested variances. Direct the applicant to design and build a house

that complies with the existing zoning.

Staff Recommendation

Given: the large size of the lot; the ability to construct a substantial house within the existing
zoning requirements (even with a triangular building envelope of 242.57 m? it would be possible
to build a house of over 500 m? as well as a detached 3-car garage); and the reality that zoning
limits are put in place in an effort to protect the character of neighbourhoods, staff cannot
support the three requested variances.

SUMMARY

The home at 1542 Mount Douglas Cross Road has been included on the Saanich Heritage
Register since 1991. The current owner of 1542 Mount Douglas Cross Road purchased the
property in the spring of 2015. The owner is applying for a permit to demolish the heritage
dwelling on the site and they are requesting that Council remove the dwelling from the Saanich
Heritage Register.

78



DVP00373; HERO0039 -13 - March 6, 2017

The Structural Evaluation conducted by Mann Engineering and Planning Consultants found that:
elements of the structure would not meet the current BC Building Code and that, “The home is
not structurally competent, significant amounts of new construction materials would be required
to replace the deficient areas of existing structure.” The BC Building Code is provided by the
Provincial Government to regulate new construction and has an “equivalency” clause in the
case of heritage buildings where it is understood that not all changes to a building code are
necessary or realistic for buildings that are built prior to a change in the building code. As well
the deficiencies outlined in the Engineer’s report may be repairable.

The Saanich Heritage Foundation believes that the dwelling has significant heritage value and is
worthy of retention. Following a preliminary visual review of the structure the Saanich Heritage
Foundation considers the exterior architectural form and character to be in good condition and
recommends that options for building rehabilitation, protection, and retention be explored. Staff
have engaged the applicant in a discussion on options for redevelopment that includes retaining
the existing heritage dwelling. The applicant understood the potential opportunities, but advised
that he would like to continue with the proposal to demolish the heritage home and build a new
single family dwelling.

Options that may be considered by Council, supported by the “Local Government Act” — Section
27 Heritage Conservation, are:

Option 1, to order temporary protection, allows Council and staff additional time to work with the
applicant and possibly find a development proposal that would retain and protect the heritage
dwelling and also benefit the applicant/owner;

Option 2, to designate the dwelling without the owner’s consent and compensate the owner for
the difference in market value, is not an option that Saanich Council has authorized in the past
and this may set a precedent for expectations in the future; and/or

Option 3, to remove the home from the Saanich Heritage Register, which would result in the
loss of a heritage asset in the community.

Given that the applicant has expressed a very clear intention to proceed with redevelopment,
Option 1 has a diminished chance of a successful outcome. Existing Provincial Government
legislation gives Local Government the authority to approve a heritage designation bylaw
without the owner’s consent, however, it is not the practice of Saanich Council to designate
property without the owner’s consent. Unless Council wishes to pursue Option 2 staff
regrettably recommend Option 3, which is to remove the home from the Saanich Heritage
Register.

Given: the large size of the lot; the ability to construct a substantial house within the existing
zoning requirements (even with a triangular building envelope of 242.57 m? it would be possible
to build a house of over 500 m? as well as a detached 3-car garage); and the reality that zoning
limits are put in place in an effort to protect the character of neighbourhoods, staff cannot
support the three requested variances.
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C-1CBV (Commercial Cadboro Bay Village) Zone on the west. The three storey
commercial/residential building immediately to the west was completed in 2016.

Figure 1: Context Map
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Proposed Land Use

The proposed rezoning from RS-10 to RT-FC would allow for the construction of a 14 unit
townhouse development (see Figure 2). The rezoning and development permit application itself
will come before Council at a later date, as the focus of this report is solely on consideration of

the need for an ESR.

Figure 2: Proposed Site Plan
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ALTERNATIVES

1. That Council not require an Environmental and Social review for the subject development
proposal (Staff's recommendation).

2. That Council require an Environmental and Social review for the subject development
proposal.

IMPLICATIONS

Process Implications

Should Council decide that an ESR is not warranted, Staff would continue the review of the
development application and ultimately bring forward a planning report for Council’s review and
consideration. As indicated in Staff's ESR memo, all issues, including the matter of the potential
inclusion of lands inside the Urban Containment Boundary can be adequately addressed
through the standard review process.

Should Council decide that an ESR is warranted, per Council Policy 92/CW Staff would prepare
Terms of Reference for the ESR. The applicant would then be required to engage a qualified
professional to undertake the ESR at their expense.

Once the ESR assessment is completed, Staff would be required to assess the ESR for
completeness and request clarification or changes of the applicant, if/as necessary. The ESR
findings and recommendations would then be summarized in the Staff planning report to
Council.

The information outlined in Staff's report and included in the ESR assessment prepared by the
consultant, would then be used by Council to assist it in determining what if any additional
action is required related to the proposed development.

During the period when the ESR assessment is being completed, staff would continue to
process the application, in an effort to minimize impacts on the overall timeline.

Planning Implications

Policy

Official Community Plan (2008)

4.1.1.5. “Incorporate climate change, its potential impacts, and mitigation measures when
reviewing new development applications and undertaking long-term planning
initiatives.”

4.2.3.9. “Support the following building types and uses in “Villages”:
Small lot single family houses (up to 2 storeys)
Carriage/coach houses (up to 2 storeys)

Town houses (up to 3 storeys)

Low-rise residential (3-4 storeys)

Mixed-use (commercial/residential) (3-4 storeys)

Civic and institutional (generally up to 3 storeys).”

Page 4 of 8
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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.”

Flooding and Ground Instability

Parts of Cadboro Bay Village area, including Cadboro Gyro Park, are at greater risk of flooding
resulting from tidal impacts or a major storm event. In addition, due to soil conditions, the area
is also at higher risk for amplification/ground motion liquefaction. A severe storm or seismic
event would cause damage to buildings and structures in vulnerable areas throughout Saanich.

Saanich’s Climate Action Plan and Climate Change Adaption Plan provide mitigation strategies
to address potential climate change impacts. The Capital Regional District has mapped tsunami
inundation areas and anticipated maximum water levels based on a 500 year, 9.0-magnitude,
Cascadia subduction zone (CSZ) earthquake scenario.

The “Community Charter S.56", provides Municipalities with a method to deal with the issue of
buildings being constructed in hazardous locations. It provides the Building Inspector with the
authority to require a Building Permit application to obtain a geotechnical report whenever:

(b) “A Building Inspector considers that construction would be on land that is subject or
is likely to be subject to flooding, mud flows, debris flows, debris torrents, erosion,
land slip, rock falls, subsidence or avalanche”.

Standard practice in Saanich is to require geotechnical reports for proposed developments
where the construction is on land that may be subject to any of the above noted hazards. A
Geotechnical Engineer considering a proposed multi-family development in the Cadboro Bay
area is expected to address the potential for amplification/ground motion liquefaction, tsunami,
and sea-level rise. Council may also require registration of a covenant, prior to Final Reading of
the Zoning Amendment Bylaw, to save the District and Province harmless in the case of
damage caused by flooding or a major seismic event. This type of covenant is standard
practice in the District.

Based on the study conducted by AECOM Canada Ltd. for the CRD, the maximum high water
level anticipated in Cadboro Bay in the case of a tsunami is 2.0 m. To minimize potential
damage in the case of flooding caused by sea-level rise or tsunami, the main floor elevation for
new buildings must be above the hazard level as determined by a Geotechnical Engineer. The
recently completed commercial/apartment building adjacent to the subject property, at 2580
Penrhyn Street, has a main floor elevation of 4.75 m geodetic. The ground floor elevations for
the proposed townhouses would be 3.75 m for the west block and 2.85 m for the east block.

ESR — Procedure and Practice
The following is the criteria considered when assessing the need for an ESR:
1) Complexity:
a) Are there numerous inter-related environmental and social issues raised by the
application?
b) Can staff identify the degree of impact and provide and coordinate mitigation measures?
and
2) Time and Resources: Do staff have the necessary time and resources to adequately assess
the project?

Page 5 of 8
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Council has not requested a rezoning or subdivision applicant to undertake an ESR since 2002,
largely because the development industry and District staff are knowledgeable about
sustainable development techniques and there are policies and regulations that address
environmental and social concerns including the Official Community Plan, Local Area Plans,
Tree Bylaw, Environmental Development Permit Area, and Streamside Development Permit
Area to name a few. In addition, the BC Building Code addresses a broad range of climate
change and sustainability issues.

ESRs, where required, are expensive for the applicant, time consuming for staff and significantly
add to the processing time for applications. From time to time, complex applications may need
to be assessed through an ESR. However, in most cases, the information required by Council
to make an informed decision about an application is supplied by the applicant as part of the
application submission or is requested by staff during the application review. The types of
environmental and social issues that arise are routinely addressed by staff as part of the
Planning report.

Timing and Resource Implications

If required, the ESR process would result in a substantial delay for the subject development
application. In addition, the requirement for an ESR would have an impact on staff resources,
as the Terms of Reference are prepared, the results of the ESR are analysed, the subsequent
staff report is prepared, and any follow up work as an outcome of Council’s deliberation is
completed.
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COUNCIL POLICY 92/CW

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL REVIEW PROCESS

DATE: NOVEMBER 2, 1992 ORIGIN: PLANNING
AMENDED: SEPTEMBER 9, 2002

POLICY

The Municipality of Saanich has adopted an Environmental and Social Review (ESR)
Process to identify the environmental and social impacts, both positive and negative, on
specific initiatives undertaken within the Municipality.

PROCESS

The Environmental and Social Review Process is administered by the Planning
Department. All zoning and subdivision applications shall be screened to determine
whether or not an ESR is required. The Director of Planning Services/Approving Officer, in
consultation with appropriate Municipal staff, shall consider if an application should be
recommended for an ESR where:

a) the land in question is:

$ within 50 m of

a natural park

the Agricultural Land Reserve

a watercourse designated pursuant to Saanich bylaws
a Floodplain Development Permit Area

$ within 60 m of a marine shoreline

$ outside the Urban Containment Boundary and involves a rezoning for
- commercial use
- industrial use
- institutional use

$ outside the Urban Containment Boundary and involves a subdivision to
create five or more lots

$ deemed to be environmentally sensitive

b) the proposed use is likely to result in significant social impacts upon the general
area or the Municipality.

Page 1 of 2
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Council Policy Environmental and Social Review Process
Reference: 92/CW

In considering whether or not to recommend or require an ESR, the Director of Planning
Services/Approving Officer should consider the following questions:

1. Complexity
a) Are there numerous inter-related environmental and social issues raised by

the application?
b) Can staff identify the degree of impact and provide and coordinate mitigation
measures outside the ESR process?

2. Time and Resources
Do staff have the necessary time and resources to adequately assess the project
without the benefit of an ESR?

Where a rezoning application is recommended to Council for an ESR, a report shall be
prepared for the Committee of the Whole outlining the environmental and/or social issues
that warrant investigation plus the proposed Terms of Reference for the ESR and a brief
project description.

Where a rezoning application is not recommended for an ESR, a brief memorandum shall
be sent to the Mayor and Councillors and the relevant community association citing the
reason(s) for not recommending an ESR.

Within 10 working days of delivery of the memorandum, the Mayor or any Councillor may
request the matter be placed on a Council agenda for discussion.

Where an environmental and social review is required either by Council or the Approving
Officer, the applicant will undertake the review at their expense based on the Terms of
Reference established by Council or the Director of Planning Services, as the case may be.

The selection of the consultant shall be made by the applicant and approved by the Director
of Planning Services prior to the work commencing. The consultant involved in submitting
the rezoning or subdivision application shall not conduct or participate in the Environmental
and Social review.

Upon acceptance of the final ESR by the District, the relevant community association
and/or interested members of the public shall be afforded an opportunity to peruse the
report at the Municipal Hall.

The conclusions of an environmental and social review for a rezoning application will be
presented to Council by the Director of Planning Services as part of the report on the
application. For a subdivision application, the Approving Officer will review and consider
the conclusions of an environmental and social review.
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To: Mayor and Council
From: Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning
Date: April 7, 2017
Subject: Council Request for Consideration of an Environmental and Social Review

(ESR) - Subdivision and Rezoning Application
File: SUB00774; REZ00582 « 980, 990 and 1000 Beckwith Avenue

RECOMMENDATION
That an Environmental and Social Review not be required.
PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to seek direction from Council regarding the need for an
Environmental and Social Review (ESR) in relation to the subject development application.

DISCUSSION

Background

Since the early 1990’s, Saanich Council has been using an Environmental and Social Review
(ESR) process to screen rezoning and subdivision applications and other initiatives for
environmental and social impacts. Per Council Policy 92/CW, the Mayor or a Councillor may
request that the need for an ESR be placed on a Council agenda for discussion.

In regard to the subject development application, Staff's memo to Council indicated that in our
opinion an ESR was not required, as all issues could be adequately addressed through the
standard review process. Subsequent to this staff memo, a member of Council has requested
that consideration be given to the need for an ESR to address:

1)  The applicant’s request to include 2.04 hectares of their 2.19 hectare site within the Urban
Containment Boundary; and

2) Whether or not such an inclusion would be considered major in the context of Official
Community Plan policies 4.2.1.3 and 4.2.1.4, as outlined below.

4.2.1.3 “Do not consider major changes to the Urban Containment Boundary
except as an outcome of a comprehensive five year review of the

@ E@ EHWE@ regional Growth Strategy.”
APR 11 2017
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4.2.1.4 “Do not adopt any bylaw or resolution providing for a major expansion to
the Urban Containment Boundary without first obtaining the assent of
the electors through a referendum or plebiscite.”

Neighbourhood Context

The RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone and A-1 (Rural) Zoned site is located within the
Blenkinsop Local Area, mostly outside the Urban Containment Boundary and Sewer Service
Area (see Figure 1). It currently contains a soil operation (Peninsula Bulldozing) which has
operated on the site since the 1950s. Adjacent land use is RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone
on the west, P-4N (Natural Park) Zone on the north, P-4 (Recreation and Open Space) Zone on
the south, and A-1 (Rural) Zone within the Agricultural Land Reserve on the east.

Figure 1: Context Map

Page 2 of 7
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Proposed Land Use

The proposed rezoning would accommodate a subdivision to create 14 new lots for a total of 17
lots for single family dwelling use, and 0.665 m? to be dedicated for park/trail (see Figure 2).
Proposed single family dwelling lots would range in area from 666 m? to 1127 m?. The average
lot area proposed would be 793 m?.

A request to include 2.04 hectares of the 2.19 hectare site within the Urban Containment
Boundary and Sewer Service Area forms part of the application. The rezoning application itself
will come before Council at a later date, as the focus of this report is solely on consideration of
the need for an ESR.

Figure 2: Proposed Subdivision (from plans by Stephen J. McLeish Landscape Architects)

Page 3 of 7
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ALTERNATIVES

1. That Council not require an Environmental and Social review for the subject development
proposal (Staff's recommendation).

2. That Council require an Environmental and Social review for the subject development
proposal.

IMPLICATIONS

Process Implications

Should Council decide that an ESR is not warranted, Staff would continue the review of the
development application and ultimately bring forward a planning report for Council’s review and
consideration. As indicated in Staff's ESR memo, all issues, including the matter of the potential
inclusion of lands inside the Urban Containment Boundary can be adequately addressed
through the standard review process.

Should Council decide that an ESR is warranted, per Council Policy 92/CW Staff would prepare
Terms of Reference for the ESR. The applicant would then be required to engage a qualified
professional to undertake the ESR at their expense.

Once the ESR assessment is completed, Staff would be required to assess the ESR for
completeness and request clarification or changes of the applicant, if/as necessary. The ESR
findings and recommendations would then be summarized in the Staff planning report to
Council.

The information outlined in Staff's report and included in the ESR assessment prepared by the
consultant, would then be used by Council to assist it in determining what if any additional
action is required related to the proposed development.

During the period when the ESR assessment is being completed, staff would continue to
process the application, in an effort to minimize impacts on the overall timeline.

Planning Implications

Policy
Official Community Plan (2008)

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

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

4.2.1.3 “Do not consider major changes to the Urban Containment Boundary except as an
outcome of a comprehensive five year review of the Regional Growth Strategy.”

Page 4 of 7
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4.2.1.4 “Do not adopt any bylaw or resolution providing for a major expansion to the Urban
Containment Boundary without first obtaining the assent of the electors through a
referendum or plebiscite.”

4.2.5.1 “Support the retention of rural and farm lands through adherence to the Urban
Containment Boundary policy and preservation of the Agricultural Land Reserve.”

5.1.1.14 *“Buffer rural and agricultural lands from adjacent urban residential development as
part of any redevelopment and subdivision proposals, where appropriate.”

Blenkinsop Local Area Plan (1989)

4.1 “Do not support further amendments to the Urban Containment Boundary in
Blenkinsop.”

Urban Containment Boundary

The Urban Containment Boundary (UCB) identifies the division between the urban and rural
area and is the main tool of the Saanich growth management program. The concept of the UCB
was first introduced by the Planning Department in 1962. It was formally adopted by Council in
1968 and refined through a series of planning studies undertaken in the late 1960s and later,
through the Local Area Planning Process.

When it was first established, the UCB was intended to encompass about a 50 year supply of
urban land. The Sewer Enterprise Boundary (now Sewer Service Area) within the UCB
included the sewered area of the Municipality and the area planned to be sewered within a five-
year period. The rationale was that land for residential development should be made available
on a carefully staged basis, coordinated with population growth and the Municipality’s financial
resources. The UCB was based, in part, on the area that could be serviced by gravity into the
existing and planned sewerage system.

The Urban Containment Boundary has been refined over time. Major changes to the UCB were
made by Council in 1994 following designation of the Provincial Agricultural Land Reserve to
remove large areas of ALR land, including land in north Cordova Bay. The Blenkinsop Valley
was removed from the UCB in 1978 and Panama Flats in 1981.

Previous OCPs and the Local Area Plans mostly supported minor changes to the UCB to
include lands that could be serviced by gravity into the existing sewerage system. Minor
changes were considered on a site-by-site basis based on detailed information provided by the
applicant as part of the rezoning and subdivision process.

In the context of the UCB policies, “minor” and “major” changes have intentionally not been
defined to permit Council discretion to consider an application on its merits. Historically,
changes including the exclusion of the north Cordova Bay ALR lands, the Blenkinsop Valley,
and Panama Flats from the urban containment area where considered to be major. Similarly,
the inclusion of an area of the municipality where a new sewer trunk sewer would be required
would be a major change. Fine tuning of the UCB based on more detailed information at the
time of subdivision to include land that can be serviced by gravity to the existing sewerage
system was considered to be minor.
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In 2003, Council requested staff to examine the process for reviewing UCB applications based
on concerns about incremental changes to the UCB. Also, there was concern that the rationale
for adjusting the UCB should not be based solely on the ability to service a property by gravity
into the existing sewerage system, but more on the overall merit and/or public benefit of the
proposed application.

No changes to the UCB have been made since 2006. It is important to note that the 2008 OCP
encourages that new development should locate within the UCB. This policy reflects a greater
emphasis being placed on the need for long term sustainable development, based on focusing
the vast majority of future growth in “Centres”, “Villages”, and along Corridors such as
Shelbourne Douglas, and McKenzie that are well serviced by existing infrastructure and
alternative forms of transportation.

ESR - Procedure and Practice
The following criteria are considered when assessing the need for an ESR:
1) Complexity:
a) Are there numerous inter-related environmental and social issues raised by the
application?
b) Can staff identify the degree of impact and provide and coordinate mitigation measures?
and
2) Time and Resources: Do staff have the necessary time and resources to adequately assess
the project?

Council has not requested a rezoning or subdivision applicant to undertake an ESR since 2002,
largely because the development industry have become more knowledgeable about sustainable
development techniques and there are now policies and regulations in place that address
environmental and social concerns such as; the Official Community Plan, Local Area Plans,
Tree Bylaw, Environmental Development Permit Area, and Streamside Development Permit
Area to name a few. In addition, the BC Building Code addresses a broad range of climate
change and sustainability issues.

ESRs, where required, are expensive for the applicant, time consuming for staff, and
significantly add to the processing time for applications. From time to time, complex
applications may need to be assessed through an ESR. However, in most cases, the
information required by Council to make an informed decision about an application is supplied
by the applicant as part of the application submission or is requested by staff during the
application review. The types of environmental and social issues that arise are routinely
addressed by staff as part of the typical Planning report.

Timing and Resource Implications

If required, the ESR process would result in a substantial delay for the subject development
application. In addition, the requirement for an ESR would have an impact on staff resources,
as the Terms of Reference are prepared, the results of the ESR are analysed, the subsequent
staff report is prepared, and any follow up work as an outcome of Council’s deliberation is
completed.
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CONCLUSION

The matter of whether to include lands within the Urban Containment Boundary, and if such an
inclusion should be considered major or minor, is no more complex an issue than the myriad of
subject matter that Council has considered and rendered decisions on over the last 10 years,
through the standard development application review process.

If Council has particular issues it would like to ensure are addressed within the Staff report when
this development application comes forward for review and consideration, feedback to staff
could be provided as part the deliberation of this report.

/ S N [ N\
Prepared by (,( ({;L( Zf\.f-z.uﬁf A
Neil Findlow

Senior Planner

Reviewed by: %W

Jaﬁet Matanowitsch
Manager of Current Planning

|
Approved by (—ﬂr /W(/V\/\/”\/f\_. ’
Sltren—Hvot)danski

Dinector of Planning

NDF/sd
HATEMPEST\PROSPEROWTTACHMENTS\SUB\SUB00774\ESR REPORT TO COUNCIL.DOCX

Attachment

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

ADMINISTRATOR’S COMMENTS:

| endorse the recommendation from the Director of Plannng.

Adminidtrator
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PLANNING
Memo POSTTO 016
COPYTO -
To: Mayor and Council INFORMATION
REPLY TO WRITER
From: Sharon Hvozdanski, Director of Planning REPO‘;‘JT"V RESPONSE TO LEGISLATIVE DIVISISN
Date: December 7, 2016 FOR
CKNOWLEDGED

Subject:

Environmental and Social Review

File: SUB00774; REZ00582; DPR00674; DPE00674

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:

To rezone one A-1 Rural zoned parcel to RS-8 Single Family zone
for the purpose of resubdivision with two existing RS-8 zoned
parcels to create 14 new RS-8 parcels. Park dedication of 0.665
ha is also proposed.

980, 990 & 1000 Beckwith Avenue
Lot 11, Section 65, Victoria District, Plan 40354
Lot 12, Section 65, Victoria District, Plan 40354
Lot A, Section 65/6, Victoria District, Plan 27670
Don Mann Excavating Limited
Planster Consulting Limited — contact Luke Mari
November 15, 2016
750 m?2/929 m?/2.04 ha
Residential / Rural
North: RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone;

P-4N (Natural Park) Zone
South: P-4N (Natural Park) Zone — Beckwith Park
East: P-4N (Natural Park) & A-1 (Rural Zone)
West: RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone
A-1 (Rural) Zone and RS-8 (Single Family Dwelling) Zone

665 m?

RS-8

RECEIVED
DEC 08 2016

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION

1T OF CapNIC
L Digi 2T.Qn canNICH_|
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Proposed Minimum 666 m?
Lot Size:

Local Area Plan: Blenkinsop
LAP Designation: n/a

Environmental Issues

The project site has a considerable amount of Garry Oak ecosystem located on it, with the
exception of the two areas where industrial uses are still occurring and the land has been
cleared. The reporting provided also notes that there are considerable invasive species on
much of the site. Plans for restoring and enhancing this ecosystem have not yet been provided.

The project will result in significant tree loss. Of the property outside of the proposed park
space, there are 137 bylaw-protected live trees, and an additional 50 on municipal property.
Only 23 trees are estimated for loss due to building envelopes and driveways/lot access, but
these numbers seem low given the area required to work on building envelopes or clearance for
driveways, and do not include losses due to road widening that are likely to occur, or an
undetermined number of undersized native Garry Oak and Douglas-fir trees that are not bylaw-
protected.

A third of the proposed Park space is on the current area where land is completely cleared and
bulldozing operations are being carried out, with confirmed APECs in the soil. It is unknown at
this point what condition the proponent is proposing this area will be in before dedicating it as
park space.

The amount of impervious surfacing on the site will increase substantially with this project. The
concept plans provided by Acacia show multiple variations of yards that are mostly devoid of
vegetation and covered in paving stones. It is highly recommended that considerably more
vegetation is incorporated into the plans to enhance the surrounding ecosystem as well as to
provide greater on-site stormwater management.

Social Issues

The mostly A-1 zoned site is located with the Blenkinsop Local Area, generally outside the
Urban Containment Boundary and Sewer Service Area. It currently contains a soil operation
(Peninsula Bulldozing) which has operated from the site since the 1950s. Adjacent land use is
single family dwellings (RS-8) on the west, park/trail (P-4N) on the north, Beckwith Park (P-4) on
the south and Beckwith Farm within the Agricultural Land Reserve on the east.

The proposal is to rezone the site to RS-8 (665 m? min) in order to subdivide to create a total of
14 lots for single family dwelling use and 0.665 m? to be dedicated for park/trail. Inclusion of the
site in the Urban Containment Boundary and Sewer Service Area is also requested. The
Official Community Plan encourages that new development should be located within the Urban
Containment Boundary. Major changes to the UCB should only be considered in the context of
the Regional Growth Strategy review and would require approval of the electorate through a
referendum or plebiscite.

If successful, the proposal would eliminate an estimated 35-60 trucks per day using Beckwith
Avenue. Dedication of additional parkland would provide a buffer to the agricultural operation
within the ALR. The subdivision would create a modest number of new residential lots adjacent
to an established residential neighbourhood. The additional traffic generated by the
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development is not anticipated to change the level of service for the Quadra Street/Beckwith
Avenue intersection.

If an Urban Containment Boundary amendment is supported, consideration should be given to
rezoning to RS-12 (930 m? min) to provide a transition in lot area to the large, rural zoned
parcels within the ALR. The proposal would be subject to the relevant guidelines for the
Environmental (Woodland) Development Permit Area and the Streamside Development Permit
Area. Significant tree loss is anticipated. Given the use of the site for industry, Stage 1 and 2
environmental assessments have been completed for the site.

Criteria for Considering an ESR
1. Complexity
a) Are there numerous inter-related environmental and social issues raised by the
application?
No

b) Can staff identify the degree of impact and provide and coordinate mitigation
measures?

Yes

2. Time and Resources
Do staff have the necessary time and resources to adequately assess the project?

Yes
RECOMMENDATION: That an ESR not be required.

As Council Policy 92/CW amended September 2002 states, the Mayor or a Councillor may
request the above matter be placed on a Council agenda for discussion within 10 working days
of delivery of this memorandum.

Sha n Hvozdanski
Director of Planning

ads
H. Tempest Prospero\Attachments\Sub\Sub00774\Esr_Memo.Doc

cc. North Quadra Community Association
Blenkinsop Valley Community Association
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COUNCIL POLICY 92/CW

SUBJECT: ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL REVIEW PROCESS

DATE: NOVEMBER 2, 1992 ORIGIN: PLANNING
AMENDED: SEPTEMBER 9, 2002

POLICY

The Municipality of Saanich has adopted an Environmental and Social Review (ESR)
Process to identify the environmental and social impacts, both positive and negative, on
specific initiatives undertaken within the Municipality.

PROCESS

The Environmental and Social Review Process is administered by the Planning
Department. All zoning and subdivision applications shall be screened to determine
whether or not an ESR is required. The Director of Planning Services/Approving Officer, in
consultation with appropriate Municipal staff, shall consider if an application should be
recommended for an ESR where:

a) the land in question is:

$ within 50 m of

a natural park

the Agricultural Land Reserve

a watercourse designated pursuant to Saanich bylaws
a Floodplain Development Permit Area

$ within 60 m of a marine shoreline

$ outside the Urban Containment Boundary and involves a rezoning for
- commercial use
- industrial use
- institutional use

$ outside the Urban Containment Boundary and involves a subdivision to
create five or more lots

$ deemed to be environmentally sensitive

b) the proposed use is likely to result in significant social impacts upon the general
area or the Municipality.
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Council Policy Environmental and Social Review Process
Reference: 92/CW

In considering whether or not to recommend or require an ESR, the Director of Planning
Services/Approving Officer should consider the following questions:

1. Complexity
a) Are there numerous inter-related environmental and social issues raised by

the application?
b) Can staff identify the degree of impact and provide and coordinate mitigation
measures outside the ESR process?

2. Time and Resources
Do staff have the necessary time and resources to adequately assess the project
without the benefit of an ESR?

Where a rezoning application is recommended to Council for an ESR, a report shall be
prepared for the Committee of the Whole outlining the environmental and/or social issues
that warrant investigation plus the proposed Terms of Reference for the ESR and a brief
project description.

Where a rezoning application is not recommended for an ESR, a brief memorandum shall
be sent to the Mayor and Councillors and the relevant community association citing the
reason(s) for not recommending an ESR.

Within 10 working days of delivery of the memorandum, the Mayor or any Councillor may
request the matter be placed on a Council agenda for discussion.

Where an environmental and social review is required either by Council or the Approving
Officer, the applicant will undertake the review at their expense based on the Terms of
Reference established by Council or the Director of Planning Services, as the case may be.

The selection of the consultant shall be made by the applicant and approved by the Director
of Planning Services prior to the work commencing. The consultant involved in submitting
the rezoning or subdivision application shall not conduct or participate in the Environmental
and Social review.

Upon acceptance of the final ESR by the District, the relevant community association
and/or interested members of the public shall be afforded an opportunity to peruse the
report at the Municipal Hall.

The conclusions of an environmental and social review for a rezoning application will be
presented to Council by the Director of Planning Services as part of the report on the
application. For a subdivision application, the Approving Officer will review and consider
the conclusions of an environmental and social review.
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From: "Haji Charania" ORTY RESPONSE T0 égcnsumvs BIVISION
To: <council@saanich.ca>, <paul.Thorkelsson@saanich.ca POk
Date: 12/10/2016 10:57 AM CNOWLEDGED.
Subject: 980, 990 and 1000 Beckwith Avenue - ESR
CC: <judy.brownoff@saanich.ca>, <leif.wergeland@saanich.ca>, <vic.derman@saa...

We refer to a memo dated Dec. 07 2016 from Ms. Hvozdanski, the Director of Planning, recommending that the
development proposal on the above referenced properties be not subjected to a full ESR (Environmental Social

Review). We respectfully disagree with the recommendation of the Director of Planning. Our disagreement is
based on:

1. Itisa 6.6 acre site, majority of the site is Al rural and it is outside the Urban Containment Boundary
(UCB) and outside Sewer Enterprise Area (SEA). We think, before seeking expansion of the UCB and SEA,
a thorough justification report will be required, so why not study those aspects now along with the ESR?

2. The current bull dozing site soil operation, as we understand, is a non-conforming industrial use. There
is a potential for contamination from the site leaching into the Beckwith Pond. This issue will require
remediation of the Beck with Pond.

3. Alarge north portion of the properties is within EDPA and it contains large number of mature Garry Oak
trees. It should be subjected to an Environmental Assessment. Frankly, we believe this portion should be
left undeveloped in its natural state and protected under a natural park covenant as the amenity.

4. While there will be reduction in the truck traffic, a welcome news, there will be small increase in the
overall traffic because of the proposed development.

5. There are other minor, but important issues, such as the proposed trail, access to the Mann’s farming
operation to the east and future of the landscaping business (or is this development includes that site?).

We are of the view that this large development proposal should be subjected to a full ESR. It 1s perhaps one of
the largest development proposals requiring expansion of the UCB and SEA, and containing EDPA values in its
natural state at the periphery of the North Quadra Area. We urge Council to request a full ESR. Further we
request that this item be put on the Council’s agenda for the December 12 meeting as a late item. Thank you.

Best regards, Haji Charania for North Quadra Community Association (NQCA)

RECEVED
DEC 12 2016

LEGISLATIVE DIVISION
DISTRICT OF SAANICH
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