
 
REVISED AGENDA - VICTORIA CITY COUNCIL

 
 

Thursday, January 28, 2021, 6:30 P.M.
Council Chambers, City Hall, 1 Centennial Square

The City of Victoria is located on the homelands of the Songhees and Esquimalt People
Due to the COVID-19 Pandemic, public access to City Hall is not permitted. This meeting may be viewed on

the City’s webcast at www.victoria.ca.

Council is committed to ensuring that all people who speak in this chamber are treated in a fair and respectful
manner. No form of discrimination is acceptable or tolerated. This includes discrimination because of race,

colour, ancestry, place of origin, religion, marital status, family status, physical or mental disability, sex, sexual
orientation, gender identity or expression, or economic status. This Council chamber is a place where all
human rights are respected and where we all take responsibility to create a safe, inclusive environment for

everyone to participate.
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A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

B. POETRY READING

By Poet Laureate, John Barton and Youth Poet Laureate, James Summer

C. READING OF MINUTES

D. REQUESTS TO ADDRESS COUNCIL

*D.1. Withdrawn:

Lisa Trotter: RapidBus Implementation Strategy

D.2. Brenda Dean: Telus Zoning Application

D.3. Andy Wachtel: TELUS Ocean Development/Rezoning Application

D.4. Maria Wong: January 14, Meeting - Meegan Community Care Tent &
Transitional Tiny Home Community

E. PROCLAMATIONS

*F. PUBLIC AND STATUTORY HEARINGS

Public and Statutory Hearings will be convened by electronic means as authorized by
Ministerial Order No. M192:

“Local Government Meetings and Bylaw Process (COVID-19) Order No. 3”

https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https://www.bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/mo/mo/2020_m192&data=02%7c01%7cPMartin%40victoria.ca%7c2547044a1faf42fe922508d85f08979c%7cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7c0%7c0%7c637363837796744311&sdata=bFLvRblruDs2Z0HpLMOPYJwURehBnH0TFt%2BLml8YpE4%3D&reserved=0


To participate live at the hearing, phone 778-698-2440, participation code 1551794#

You will be asked to state your name, and will then be placed on hold until it’s
your turn to speak.

•

Please have your phone on mute or remain quiet when you join the call - any
background noise or conversation will be heard in the live streamed meeting.

•

When it is your turn to speak, staff will un-mute your call and announce the
last 4 digits of your phone number.

•

State your name, address and item you are speaking to.•

You will have 5 minutes to speak then will be cut off when the next speaker is
connected.

•

When speaking:•
Using a ‘speaker phone’ is not recommended unless require by the user.•

Turn off all audio from the meeting webcast.•

For more information on Virtual Public Hearings, go
to: https://www.victoria.ca/EN/meta/news/public-notices/virtual-public-hearings.html

Please note that any videos you submit and the opinions you express orally will be
webcast live and will be recorded to form a part of the public record. Correspondence
you submit will form part of the public record and will be published on the agenda. Your
phone number and email will not be included in the agenda. For more information on
privacy and the FOIPPA Act please email foi@victoria.ca.

*F.1. 1224 Richardson Street: Rezoning Application No. 00705 and Development
Permit with Variance Application No. 00149
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Addenda: Additional Correspondence and CALUC Letter

Council is considering an application that proposes to allow for an increase in
density and three multiple dwelling buildings.

F.1.a. Public Hearing & Consideration of Approval 407

Motion to give 3rd reading to:•

Zoning Regulation Bylaw, Amendment Bylaw (No.
1244) No. 21-013

•

Motion to adopt:•

Zoning Regulation Bylaw, Amendment Bylaw (No.
1244) No. 21-013

•

Housing Agreement (1224 Richardson Street) Bylaw
(2021) No. 21-014

•

Motion to approve development permit with variance•
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*F.2. 956 Heywood Avenue: Development Permit with Variances Application No.
00126

420

Addenda: Additional Correspondence

Council is considering an application that proposes to construct a 4-storey
multiple dwelling building with variances.

F.2.a. Opportunity for Public Comment & Consideration of Approval 584

Motion to adopt:•

Housing Agreement (956 Heywood Avenue) Bylaw
(2021) No. 21-005

•

Motion to approve development variance permit•

F.3. 429 and 431 Parry Street: Development Variance Permit Application No. 00234
and Development Variance Permit Application No. 00235

593

Council is considering an application that proposes to construct a new single
family dwelling with secondary suite with variances for front, sides and rear
yard setbacks.

F.3.a. Opportunity for Public Comment & Consideration of Approval

Motion to approve development variance permit •

G. REQUESTS TO ADDRESS COUNCIL

H. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

I. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

J. NOTICE OF MOTIONS

K. BYLAWS

L. CORRESPONDENCE

M. NEW BUSINESS

N. QUESTION PERIOD

O. ADJOURNMENT
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Council to Follow Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes 
January 14, 2021 1 

F.1 Bylaw for 1224 Richardson Street: Rezoning Application No. 00705 
 

Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

 
That the following bylaw be given first and second readings: 
1. Zoning Regulation Bylaw, Amendment Bylaw (No. 1244) No. 21-013 

 
FOR (8): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, Councillor Dubow, Councillor Isitt, Councillor Potts, 
Councillor Loveday, Councillor Andrew, Councillor Thornton-Joe 
OPPOSED (1): Councillor Young 

CARRIED (8 to 1) 
 
Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

 
That the following bylaw be given first, second and third readings: 
1. Housing Agreement (1224 Richardson Street) Bylaw (2021) No. 21-014 

 
FOR (8): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, Councillor Dubow, Councillor Isitt, Councillor Potts, 
Councillor Loveday, Councillor Andrew, Councillor Thornton-Joe 
OPPOSED (1): Councillor Young 

CARRIED (8 to 1) 
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Council Report  December 31, 2020 
Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street Page 1 of 2 

  

 
Council Report 
For the Meeting of January 14, 2021 
 

 

To: Council Date: December 31, 2020 

From: Karen Hoese, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Subject: 
 

Update Report on Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson 
Street 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
That Council give first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment No. 21-
013 (Amendment No. 1244), and give first, second and third readings of Housing Agreement 
(1224 Richardson Street) Bylaw No. 21-014. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this report is to present Council with an update regarding the Rezoning 
Application for the property located at 1224 Richardson Street.  The proposal is to create a new 
site-specific zone that permits an increase in density and allows for three buildings with ground-
oriented multiple dwellings. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING CONDITIONS 
 
Legal Agreements 
 
In accordance with Council’s motion of July 9, 2020 (see attached minutes), the following 
conditions have been fulfilled: 

• a Housing Agreement to ensure a future strata cannot restrict the rental of dwelling units, 
with the exception of four dwelling units secured as below market home ownership units 
which are intended to be owner occupied 

• a Section 219 Covenant securing the following Transportation Demand Management 
measures has been registered on title: 

o one car share vehicle 
o one car share parking spot 
o one care share membership per dwelling unit  
o one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 
o two oversized bicycle parking stalls 
o one bicycle repair station; 

• A statutory right-of-way of 1.43m along the adjacent laneway has been registered on title. 
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Administrative Process for Below-Market Housing 
 
In accordance with the Council motion, the applicant revised the proposal to ensure an 
administrative process is in place to manage the below-market housing units associated with this 
proposal.  Previously, the applicant had been offering to secure the initial sale price through a 
covenant on title and another covenant that would penalize an owner for selling their unit within 
three years of purchase.  However, in the absence of third-party oversight to administer the 
program and no buyer qualifications in place, it was unclear as to what extent the application 
would provide a contribution to affordable housing in Victoria.  
 
Instead, the applicant has chosen to work with the Capital Regional District (CRD) to secure four 
units (one two-bedroom and three one-bedroom) at a minimum of ten percent below market value 
in perpetuity. This arrangement has been secured through legal agreements on title (see 
attached).   
 
The CRD would manage the appraisal and sale of the below-market units in perpetuity.  Qualified 
buyers would have to have lived in the Capital Region for at least a year, be a first-time home 
buyer, and have a maximum qualifying income of approximately $85,000 for the one-bedroom 
units and $95,000 for the two-bedroom unit.  While the income thresholds are too high to meet the 
City’s definition of Affordable Home Ownership, the approach of partnering with a government 
agency to secure and administer the below-market housing is generally consistent with the City’s 
Housing Strategy and would add to the diversity of housing options in the neighbourhood, which is 
also encouraged in the Official Community Plan. 
 
The remaining twenty units would be sold at market value.  As mentioned, a housing agreement 
has been provided to ensure a future strata cannot restrict rental of the market units.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The recommendation provided for Council’s consideration contains the appropriate language to 
advance these applications to a Public Hearing and an Opportunity for Public Comment. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Alec Johnston 
Senior Planner 
Development Services Division 

Karen Hoese, Director 
Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development Department 

 
 
Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager.  
 
 
List of Attachments  
 

• Attachment A: July 2, 2020 Committee of the Whole meeting staff report 

• Attachment B: July 2, 2020 Committee of the Whole meeting minutes 

• Attachment C: July 9, 2020 Council motion 

• Attachment D: Capital Regional District Housing Agreement. 

3
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Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of July 2, 2020 

To: Committee of the Whole Date: June 18, 2020 

From: Karen Hoese, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Subject: Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment that 
would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 
Richardson Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be 
considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following:

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-owners, to
the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community
Development;

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works:

i. one car share vehicle

ii. one car share parking spot

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls

vi. one bicycle repair station;

c. to secure a 1.43 metre Statutory Right-of-Way adjacent to the lane.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 

In accordance with Section 479 of the Local Government Act, Council may regulate within a 
zone the use of land, buildings and other structures, the density of the use of the land, building 
and other structures, the siting, size and dimensions of buildings and other structures as well as 
the uses that are permitted on the land and the location of uses on the land and within buildings 
and other structures. 

In accordance with Section 483 of the Local Government Act, Council may enter into a Housing 

ATTACHMENT A

4



 

Committee of the Whole Report June 18, 2020 
Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street Page 2 of 9 

Agreement which may include terms agreed to by the owner regarding the occupancy of the 
housing units and provided such agreement does not vary the use of the density of the land 
from that permitted under the zoning bylaw. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for a Rezoning Application for the property located at 1224 Richardson Street.  The proposal is 
to rezone from the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, to a new site-specific zone in 
order to increase the density to 0.67:1 floor space ratio (FSR) and allow for multiple dwellings at 
this location.  A concurrent development permit with variances application would vary the 
parking, height and number of storeys and allow for a roof deck. 
  
The following points were considered in assessing this application: 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP, 2012) 
Traditional Residential Urban Place Designation in terms of use, density, built form and 
place character  

 the proposal would create new homeownership options and advance the OCP’s 
objectives with regards to providing a diversity of housing types in each neighbourhood  

 the proposal is inconsistent with the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan (1987), which 
encourages consideration of duplex or small-scale townhouses as an appropriate form 
of infill in the R1-B Zoned areas of the neighbourhood 

 the proposal meets the Tenant Assistance Policy. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Description of Proposal 
 
This Rezoning Application is to allow for three ground-oriented residential buildings, with 
approximately 24 dwelling units, at an overall density of 0.67:1 floor space ratio (FSR).  
Although similar in width to adjacent properties, the subject site is a relatively deep lot with a 
total site area of approximately 1738m2.  The new zone would allow for houseplexes as a form 
of ground-oriented multiple dwelling, as well as increased height and reduced setbacks in 
comparison to the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District. 
 
Variances related to parking, number of storeys, height and roof decks are also associated with 
this proposal and reviewed in relation to the concurrent Development Permit with Variances 
Application.  
 
Affordable Housing 
 
The applicant proposes the demolition of two dwellings and creation of 24 new one- and two-
bedroom units which would increase the overall supply of housing in the area.  A Housing 
Agreement is also being proposed which would ensure that future Strata Bylaws could not 
prohibit the rental of units.  
 
The subject site is designated as Traditional Residential in the Official Community Plan (OCP, 
2012) and is therefore not subject to the Inclusionary Housing and Community Amenity Policy. 
Nevertheless, as a voluntary measure, the applicant is offering to secure the initial sale of the 
units at an average of $330,000 for one-bedroom units and $480,000 for two-bedroom units.  An 
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additional covenant on the dwellings would require an owner to pay fifty percent of the 
difference between their purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing 
Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase.   
 
In order to meet the definition of affordable homeownership, as outlined in the Victoria Housing 
Strategy Phase Two, an applicant must partner with a government agency or establish non-
profit housing organization to administer the unit sales, income test potential buyers, and to 
monitor and enforce the affordable housing program. This is typically done through agencies 
such as BC Housing or the Capital Regional District which, unlike the City, are resourced to run 
these programs and staff have recommended that the applicant pursue such a partnership. 
However, the applicant has chosen not to do so, and has not provided an alternate way of 
administering the program or ensuring that affordability is passed on to future owners. Further, 
the proposed below-market rates for the initial sale have not been verified by an independent 
third-party, nor have maximum income criteria for potential buyers been established.  
 
Therefore, although these voluntary covenants could potentially help in limiting housing prices 
and curbing speculation, in the absence of appropriate administrative measures in place it is 
uncertain as to what extent the application would provide a contribution to affordable housing in 
Victoria. However, an alternate motion is provided should Council decide to direct staff to work 
with the applicant on executing these covenants.  
 
Tenant Assistance Policy 

 
The proposal is to demolish an existing building which would result in a loss of two existing 
residential rental units.  Consistent with the Tenant Assistance Policy, the applicant has 
provided a Tenant Assistance Plan which is attached to this report. 

 
Sustainability 

 
The applicant has identified a number of sustainability features which will be reviewed in 
association with the concurrent Development Permit with Variances Application for this property. 

 
Active Transportation 

 
The application proposes short and long term bicycle parking, including two spaces for over-
sized bicycles, which supports active transportation. 

 
Public Realm 

 
No public realm improvements, beyond City standard requirements, are proposed in association 
with this Rezoning Application. 

 
Accessibility 

 
The British Columbia Building Code regulates accessibility as it pertains to buildings.   

 
Land Use Context 

 
The area is characterized by single family dwellings, duplexes and house conversions to 
multiple dwellings.  Several of the properties to the west, along Linden Avenue, are either 
heritage-registered or designated properties. 
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Existing Site Development and Development Potential 

 
The site is presently developed as a single family dwelling that has been converted to a duplex.  
 
Under the current R1-B Zone, the property could be developed as a single family dwelling with 
either a secondary suite or a garden suite.  Alternatively, subject to Council approval of a 
development permit for panhandle subdivision, the property could be subdivided into three lots 
and each lot could have a single family dwelling with either a secondary suite or garden suite.  
 
Data Table 
 
The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R1-B Zone, Single Family 
Dwelling District.  An asterisk is used to identify where the proposal does not meet the 
requirements of the existing zone. 

 

Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Site area (m2) – minimum 1738.22 460 - 

Number of units – maximum 24 2 - 

Density (Floor Space Ratio) – 
maximum 

0.67:1 - 1:1 

Total floor area (m2) – maximum 1156.15 * 420 - 

Lot width (m) – minimum 17.36 15  

Height (m) – maximum 
9.4 * (Building A) 

10.08 * (Building B) 

9.95 * (Building C) 
7.6 - 

Storeys – maximum 3* 2 Up to 2-3 

Site coverage (%) – maximum 31 40 - 

Open site space (%) – minimum 56 - - 

Separation space between 
buildings (within the site) (m) – 
minimum 

27.05 (Buildings A 

and B) 
7.61 (Buildings B and 

C) 

-  -  

Roof deck 
Yes * (Buildings B 

and C) 
No - 

Setbacks (m) – minimum    
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Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Building A    

Front 
7.09 * (building) 

4.80 * (stairs) 
7.5 (building) 
5.0 (stairs) 

- 

Side (east) 1.84  1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 3.14 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Combined side yards 4.98 4.5 - 

Building B    

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Slide (west) 
3.13 (building) 

1.47 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width)  

Combined side yards 3.28 *  4.5 - 

Building C    

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 
3.09 (building) 

1.29 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Rear 9.35 * 25.25 (25% of lot depth) - 

Combined side yards 3.10 *  4.5 - 

Parking – minimum 10 * 23 - 

Visitor parking included in the 
overall units – minimum 

3 2 - 

Bicycle parking – minimum    

Long Term 26 26 - 

Short Term 18 18 - 

 
Community Consultation 
 
Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for 
Processing Rezoning and Variance Applications, the applicant has consulted the Rockland 
CALUC at a Community Meeting held on July 16, 2019.  A second CALUC meeting was held on 
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September 17, 2019 due to the potential for an Official Community Plan amendment.  All 
property owners and residents within 200m of the subject site were notified of the second 
meeting, whereas only those within 100m were notified of the first meeting. Meeting summaries 
are attached to this report. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Official Community Plan 
 
The Official Community Plan (OCP, 2012) Urban Place Designation for the subject property is 
Traditional Residential, which supports ground-oriented residential uses.  The OCP states that 
new development may have a density of generally up to 1:1 floor space ratio (FSR) and up to 
two storeys in height and approximately three storeys along arterial and secondary arterial 
roads.  The OCP also notes that within each designation there will be a range of built forms and 
that decisions about the appropriate scale for a particular site will be based on an evaluation of 
the context in addition to consistency with OCP policies, other relevant City policies and local 
area plans.  
 
The subject site is located on a collector road, not an arterial road, however the immediate 
context includes several older character houses that are similar in scale to the proposed 
buildings.  While the proposed development is technically three storeys in height due to the 
ceiling height of the basement relative to average grade, the buildings present as two storeys 
with a raised basement.  This form of development fits with the existing context and is 
considered consistent with the spirit of the Traditional Residential Urban Place Designation.  
 
Some of the adjacent houses remain as single family dwellings while many have been 
converted to multiple dwellings – a common form of infill development in both the Rockland 
neighbourhood and Fairfield to the south of Richardson Street.  The proposed houseplexes, 
which are buildings of three or more units that appear as large single family dwellings, and 
density of 0.67:1 FSR, are considered a compatible form of infill development that is consistent 
with the use, density and place character envisioned in the OCP for Traditional Residential 
areas.  Furthermore, the proposed mix of one- and two-bedroom condominiums would help 
advance the OCP housing objectives, which encourage a diversity of housing types to create 
more home ownership options in each neighbourhood. 

 
Rockland Neighbourhood Plan 

 
The Rockland Neighbourhood Plan (1987) supports consideration of duplexes or small-scale 
townhouses as an appropriate form of infill in areas currently zoned R1-B.  The plan does not 
contemplate houseplexes as a potential housing typology in the neighbourhood.  Although the 
proposed development is not consistent with the envisioned use, it is aligned with the policies 
that support new buildings that compliment the larger estate houses of Rockland, and would 
add to the neighbourhood’s ground-oriented housing stock. 

 
Tree Preservation Bylaw and Urban Forest Master Plan 

 
The goals of the Urban Forest Master Plan include protecting, enhancing, and expanding 
Victoria’s urban forest and optimizing community benefits from the urban forest in all 
neighbourhoods.  
 
This application was received prior to October 24, 2019, so it falls under Tree Preservation 
Bylaw No. 05-106 consolidated June 1, 2015.  The tree inventory included in the attached 
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arborist report identifies five offsite trees that could be impacted by development activities: one 
bylaw-protected, three unprotected, and one City street tree.  The following is a summary of 
tree-related considerations: 

 a bylaw-protected European ash tree on the neighbouring property to the east is 
proposed for removal due to conflict with Building C (root loss from excavation and loss 
of canopy); therefore, two replacement trees will need to be planted at 1232 Richardson 
Street 

 an unprotected black locust tree on 1232 Richardson Street is also proposed for removal 
due to negative impacts from the proposed building excavation 

 two unprotected trees on neighbouring properties and a hawthorn tree on the City 
frontage are to be retained with mitigation measures such as tree protection fencing and 
arborist supervision 

 thirty new trees have been proposed to be planted on the site. 

 
Statutory Right-of-Way 
 
The applicant is offering a 1.43m wide Statutory Right-of-Way to help achieve a wider right-of-
way along the public portion of the lane. 
 
Regulatory Considerations  
 
Variances related to parking, number of storeys, height and roof decks are associated with this 
proposal and are reviewed with the concurrent Development Permit with Variances Application.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposal to rezone the site to construct three houseplexes on one lot is consistent with the 
use and density envisioned for this location in the OCP and would add to housing diversity in 
the Rockland neighbourhood.  Therefore, staff recommend that Council consider advancing the 
application to a Public Hearing.  
 
ALTERNATE MOTIONS 
 
Option 1 (with Legal Agreement related to Housing Offer) 
 
That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment that 
would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 
Richardson Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be 
considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-owners, 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 
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iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls

vi. one bicycle repair station;

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane;

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for
one bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing
Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase.

Option 2 (Decline) 

That Council decline Rezoning Application No. 00705 for the property located at 1224 
Richardson Street. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Alec Johnston 
Senior Planner 
Development Services 

Karen Hoese, Director 
Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development Department 

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: 

Date: June 23, 2020
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Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of July 2, 2020 

 

 

To: Committee of the Whole Date: June 18, 2020 

From: Karen Hoese, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Subject: 
 

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 for 1224 
Richardson Street 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at a meeting of 
Council, and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning Application No. 00705, if it is approved, 
consider the following motion: 

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with Variances Application 
No. 00149 for 1224 Richardson Street, in accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped June 8, 2020. 

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the 
following variances: 

i. reduce the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls; 

ii. increase the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres; 

iii. increase the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3; 

iv. allow for roof decks. 

3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.” 

 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 
 
In accordance with Section 489 of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a Development 
Permit in accordance with the applicable guidelines specified in the Official Community Plan.  A 
Development Permit may vary or supplement the Zoning Regulation Bylaw but may not vary the 
use or density of the land from that specified in the Bylaw. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for a Development Permit Application for the property located at 1224 Richardson Street.  The 
proposal is to construct three buildings with multiple dwellings on one lot. The variances are 
related to reduced parking, increased height and number of storeys, and to allow for roof decks. 
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The following points were considered in assessing this application: 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Design Guidelines for Development Permit 
Area 16: General Form and Character, which seeks to integrate new development in a 
manner that compliments and enhances established place character 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan, 1987, which 
encourages new development that is compatible with the traditional architectural 
character of the area 

 the parking variance is considered supportable as the applicant is proposing 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to mitigate the potential impacts 
from this variance which would be secured by legal agreement in conjunction with the 
concurrent Rezoning Application. 

 the variances related to height and number of storeys are considered supportable 
because the proposed building is similar in scale and character to adjacent buildings  

 the variance to permit roof decks is considered supportable as the decks present as 
upper storey balconies and would have minimal impact on adjacent properties in terms 
of overlook.  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Description of Proposal 
 
The proposal is to construct three multiple dwellings (houseplexes) with approximately 24 
dwelling units.  The proposal includes the following major design components: 

 traditional architectural form and character that takes design cues from adjacent 
buildings 

 24 dwelling units in three buildings (Building A: 6 units, Building B: 9 units and Building 
C: 9 units)  

 individual at-grade entrances for each unit 

 clustered surface parking for ten vehicles located behind the street fronting building 
(Building A) accessed via the public portion of the laneway 

 bike parking rooms within each building 

 shared exterior garbage and recycling enclosure adjacent to Building A. 

 
Exterior building materials include: 

 fiber cement shingles (light tan, light grey and dark grey colour) 

 fiber cement horizontal siding (dark tan, slate and cream colour)  

 wood trim (white colour) 

 fiberglass roof shingles (charcoal colour) 

 wood stairs, guards and exterior doors (white colour). 
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Landscape elements include: 

 vegetated swale for on-site storm water management 

 private outdoor space for the majority of units in the form of a balcony or patio 

 shared gardening area with raised planters and fruit trees 

 common outdoor amenity space with outdoor fireplace, pergola and seating 

 metal grate boardwalk providing access to the buildings across the swale 

 perimeter landscaping and fencing for privacy. 

 
The proposed variances are related to: 

 reducing the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls 

 increasing the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres 

 increasing the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3 

 allowing roof decks. 

 
Sustainability 
 
As indicated in the applicant’s letter dated May 20, 2020 the following sustainability features are 
associated with this proposal: 

 buildings would be designed and constructed to accommodate future solar panels and 
electric vehicle charging 

 landscape design that incorporates storm water retention swales and infiltration areas, 
drought tolerant plants, permeable pavers and infiltration areas 

 30 new on-site trees  

 relocation or recycling of the existing building. 

 
Data Table 
 
The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R1-B Zone, Single Family 
Dwelling District.  An asterisk is used to identify where the proposal does not meet the 
requirements of the existing zone. 

 

Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Site area (m2) – minimum 1738.22 460 - 

Number of units – maximum 24 2 - 

Density (Floor Space Ratio) – 
maximum 

0.67:1 - 1:1 
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Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Total floor area (m2) – maximum 1156.15 * 420 - 

Lot width (m) – minimum 17.36 15  

Height (m) – maximum 
9.4 * (Building A) 

10.08 * (Building B) 

9.95 * (Building C) 
7.6 - 

Storeys – maximum 3* 2 Up to 2-3 

Site coverage (%) – maximum 31 40 - 

Open site space (%) – minimum 56 - - 

Separation space between 
buildings (within the site) (m) – 
minimum 

27.05 (Buildings A 

and B) 

7.61 (Buildings B and 

C) 

-  -  

Roof deck 
Yes * (Buildings B 

and C) 
No - 

Setbacks (m) – minimum    

Building A    

Front 
7.09 * (building) 

4.80 * (stairs) 
7.5 (building) 
5.0 (stairs) 

- 

Side (east) 1.84  1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 3.14 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Combined side yards 4.98 4.5 - 

Building B    

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Slide (west) 
3.13 (building) 

1.47 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width)  

Combined side yards 3.28 *  4.5 - 

Building C    
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Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 
3.09 (building) 

1.29 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Rear 9.35 * 25.25 (25% of lot depth) - 

Combined side yards 3.10 *  4.5 - 

Parking – minimum 10 * 23 - 

Visitor parking included in the 
overall units – minimum 

3 2 - 

Bicycle parking – minimum    

Long Term 26 26 - 

Short Term 18 18 - 

 
ANALYSIS 
 
Official Community Plan 
 

The subject site is designated as Traditional Residential in the Official Community Plan (OCP, 
2012), which supports ground-oriented residential buildings with front and rear yards, variable 
landscaping and units oriented to face the street. 
 
Rockland Neighbourhood Plan 
 

The Rockland Neighbourhood Plan (1987) encourages the preservation of larger lots, 
architecture that relates to the traditional form and character of existing buildings, and retention 
and enhancement of landscape and streetscape features that contribute to the neighbourhood’s 
heritage character.  The proposal is generally consistent with these policies.  
 
Design Guidelines for Development Permit Area 16: General Form and Character 
 

The OCP identifies the site within Development Permit Area 16: General Form and Character.  
The objectives of this DPA are to integrate new developments in a manner that compliments 
and enhances the established place character of an area through high quality architecture, 
landscape and urban design.  Other objectives include providing sensitive transitions to 
adjacent properties with built form of three storeys or lower, and to achieve more liveable 
environments through considerations for human-scaled design, quality of open spaces, privacy 
impacts and safety and accessibility.  Design Guidelines that apply to DPA 16 are the Multi-Unit 
Residential, Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines (2012), Advisory Design Guidelines 
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for Buildings, Signs and Awnings (2006), and Guidelines for Fences, Gates and Shutters 
(2010). 
 
The proposal complies with the guidelines as follows: 

 the traditional building design and landscaping respects the character of the established 
area and incorporates exterior materials that are durable and will weather gracefully 

 street-oriented entrances are prominent and include entry canopies and porches that 
provide a transition from the public realm of the street and sidewalk to the private realm 
of the proposed residences 

 landscaped planting areas and communal outdoor spaces that foster community and 
contribute to the green character of the area  

 pedestrian oriented site planning with clustered parking located behind the street fronting 
building and accessed via a shared driveway, which limits the visual impact of vehicle 
parking on the existing street character and reduces the amount of site area taken up by 
vehicle access and parking.  

Advisory Design Panel  

The application was referred to the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on November 27, 2019. The 
ADP was asked to comment on the overall building and landscape design, with particular 
attention to the transition with adjacent properties. 
 

The ADP meeting minutes are attached for reference, and the following motion was carried: 

It was moved … that Advisory Design Panel recommend to Council that Development 
Permit Application No. 000558 for 1224 Richardson Street be declined until further 
consideration of the following items:  

• clarification of pedestrian use of the lane  

• clarification of public and private site access   

• adjustments to the character of units B and C to better fit the property  

• accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site   

• clarification of site functionality, including loading. 

 

The applicant provided a letter of response dated January 24, 2020, as well as revised plans to 
address the ADP comments and issues identified in the motion.  
 

Four of the five issues identified by the ADP appear to relate to the site planning and building 
orientation as it relates to the adjacent lane.  However, only the two ends of the lane are public 
right-of-way; the majority of the lane is located on private property.  While access to the lane is 
not currently controlled and the general public continues to use the lane for vehicle and 
pedestrian access, the subject site does not have legal access to the privately-owned portion of 
the lane.  Further, as noted in the applicant’s letter dated January 24, 2020, several owners of 
the lane raised concern with the proposed development having access via the lane and have 
requested a fence be installed to limit the potential for occupants of Buildings B and C to utilize 
the lane for dropoff and loading. Therefore, the proposed development has not been designed 
to utilize the private lane nor have the buildings been oriented to face the private lane.  Instead, 
consistent with the Design Guidelines, the buildings are oriented towards Richardson Street and 
the vehicle access is off the public portion of the lane as shown on the site plan.  To better fit the 
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property, the applicant has modified Buildings B and C to reduce the “institutional character” of 
the entrances, which was a concern noted by the Panel.  
 
Regulatory Considerations  
 
A number of variances related to height, setbacks, parking and roof decks are proposed as part 
of this application.  This approach is recommended to ensure that reduced siting requirements 
are not entrenched in a new custom zone and that any future alternative development proposals 
would need to apply to Council to achieve these, or different variances.  
 

Height and Number of Storeys 
 

In terms of height, the OCP envisions buildings up to approximately two storeys in most areas 
designated as Traditional Residential, with taller buildings up to approximately three storeys 
along arterial or secondary arterial roads.  Generally consistent with this policy direction, the 
new zone would establish a maximum height of 7.6m and 2.5 storeys.  The proposed buildings 
appear as two-storey buildings with a raised basement; however, the Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
considers the lower basement level as the first storey due to the ceiling height relative to 
average grade.  Therefore, the proposed buildings are technically three storeys in height.  The 
average grade is lowered by the sunken patios for the basement units.  Staff consider the 
increase in number of storeys from 2.5 storeys to three, and increase in building height from 
7.6m to 10.08m, as supportable because the building appears as a 2.5 storey building and the 
sunken patios contribute to the livability of the lower units, consistent with the Design 
Guidelines.  
Parking 
 
A variance is requested to reduce the required number of parking stalls from a total of 23 to 10. 
To mitigate some of the potential impacts from this variance the applicant is proposing the 
following Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures, which would be secured by 
legal agreement as a condition of the concurrent Rezoning Application: 

 one car share vehicle 

 one dedicated car share parking stall 

 car share memberships for each unit 

 $100 car share credit per membership 

 two over-sized bicycle parking stalls 

 one bicycle repair station. 

 
Given these measures, staff consider the parking variance as supportable.  
 
Roof decks 
 
Consistent with the existing R1-B Zone, , in order to limit the potential negative impacts on 
adjacent properties in terms of privacy in the event a different design was advanced in the 
future, the new zone would not permit roof decks as a right. The proposed upper storey 
balconies, which are a typical design feature of traditional buildings in the area, are technically 
roof decks as they are located above the second storey of the building.  However, these 
balconies are small in size and are oriented to the south and not towards the rear yards of 
adjacent properties.  Staff therefore consider these roof decks supportable as they are 
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consistent with the character of the area, provide private outdoor space for the upper units and 
would have minimal impact on adjacent properties. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposal to construct three houseplexes on one lot with 24 ground-oriented dwellings is 
considered consistent with the Design Guidelines for Development Permit Area 16: General 
Form and Character.  The buildings and associated landscaping would integrate with the mix of 
single family dwellings, duplexes and house conversions and the associated variances have 
been mitigated through design and appropriate TDM measures.  Therefore, staff recommend 
that Council consider approving the application.   

ALTERNATE MOTION 

That Council decline Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 for the property 
located at 1224 Richardson Street.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Alec Johnston 
Senior Planner 
Development Services Division 

Karen Hoese, Director 
Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development Department 

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: 

Date: 
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Revised May 20, 2020 

The City of Victoria 
Attention: Mayor and Council 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

RE: 1224 Richardson Street, Rezoning and Development Permit Application 

Utilizing the principles and practices of gentle density, this proposal for 1224 Richardson Street envisions 
24 affordable to buy, one- and two-bedroom strata units distributed in three traditionally designed 
house-like buildings. With the provision of modest car parking, car share services and extensive secure 
outdoor/indoor bike parking, this proposal also minimizes the need for and use of the automobile and 
better positions this neighbourhood for a sustainable future. 

These units will be provided without subsidy and at densities conforming to the OCP and existing built 
form and character of the neighbourhood. At an average target price of $330,000 for a new built one 
bedroom unit, and $480,000 for a new built 2 bedroom unit, this pricing is substantially lower than the 
average one bedroom  which is offered for $482,703 and the average two bedroom unit that is offered 
for $1,211,586 (see Schedule 1 attached, for MLS data, as of June 10, 2019). Further, all units in this 
project will meet BC Housing's definition of 'affordable housing' and 22 of 24 units will meet the City of 
Victoria's definition of "affordable housing'. 

The proponents guarantee that the current list price will be used upon completion, or adjusted no more 
than the Home Price Index through the Victoria Real Estate Board, based on the market change up or 
down as of June 2019 until the date the properties come to market. 

In addition to the at market affordability, the proponents further propose to place a covenant in 
perpetuity on all units: that any buyer must hold their unit for a minimum of 3 years. Should they sell 
their unit prior to 3 years, they will pay 50% of the difference between their purchase price and the 
increased sales price to the City of Victoria housing fund.  

In so doing, this proposal will significantly increase the supply of affordable housing for moderate income 
households, and encourage diversity of housing types within the Fairfield/Rockland neighbourhood now 
and in the future.  

Description of Proposal 

The proposal seeks to remove the existing duplex structure and replace it with 3 ground oriented house-
plex buildings and a surface automobile parking lot.  Each unit will have its own front door. All buildings 
are lobby and corridor-free, making the buildings reduced in scale and effectively 100% efficient. The front 
building will contain 6, 1 bedroom units and the two back buildings will each contain: 6-1 bedroom units 
and 3-2 bedroom units for a total of 24 affordable strata ownership units.  The proposal will rezone the 
existing R1-B “Single Family” zoned site to a site specific zone to support the proposed uses.  A concurrent 
Development Permit will also be required.  The proposal will result in increased density but with a 
resulting FSR of .67 and lot coverage of 31%, the density will be well within the form and character of the 
neighbourhood. Two existing tenants will be displaced and will be accommodated as per the City’s Tenant 
Assistance Policy.  
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Government Policies 

 
As a gentle densification approach to increasing affordable and sustainable housing options in the City, 
that respects the form and character of its neighbourhood, the proposed rezoning and development of 
1224 Richardson is consistent with a large number of the goals and objectives of the City of Victoria’s 
Official Community Plan, specifically: 
 

Land Management and Development 
6 (A). Victoria has compact development patterns that use land efficiently. 
6.1.5 Traditional Residential consists primarily of residential and accessory uses in a wide range of 
primarily ground-oriented building forms including single, duplexes, townhouses and row-houses, house 
conversions, and low-rise multi-unit residential 
6.2 consider the form, place character, use and density guidelines provided in Figure 8, providing finer 
grained policy and regulatory guidance in response to local context and development opportunity.  
Which for Traditional Residential Designated lands allows for an FSR up to 1.1:1   
 

Place Making- Urban Design and Heritage 
8 (d) That social vibrancy is fostered and strengthened through human scale design of buildings, 
streetscapes and public spaces. 
8.43 Encourage high quality architecture, landscape and urban design to enhance the visual identity and 
appearance of the City.  
8.44 Support new infill and building additions that respond to context through sensitive and innovative 
design.  
8.45 Encourage human scale in all building designs, including low, mid-rise and tall buildings, through 
consideration of form, proportion, pattern, detailing and texture, particularly at street level. 
8.48 Integrate off-street vehicle parking in a way that does not dominate development or streetscapes 
 
 Environment 
10.5 Enhance the adaptive capacity of ecosystems and the urban forest to withstand climate change 
impacts through increasing the use and diversity of native and climate change adapted species on both 
public and private lands 
 

Infrastructure 
11.20 Promote sustainable site design that reduces peak runoff volumes and rainwater contaminants 
through elements such as on-site retention, pervious surfaces, green space, and plantings. 
 

Climate Change and Energy 
12.4 Continue to promote the reduction of community greenhouse gas emissions, through:  
12.4.1 Compact land use patterns such as walkable and complete centres and villages.  
12.4.2 Transit-oriented development 
12.17 Continue to support and enable the private development of green buildings, subject to 
development control and building regulation, with features that may include but are not limited to: 
12.17.1 Alternative transportation facilities; 12.17.2 Sustainable landscaping; 12.17.5 Energy efficiency 
technology; 12.17.6 On-site renewable energy technology; and, 12.17.8 Efficient plumbing fixtures and 
systems.  
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Government Policies continued 
 

Housing and Homelessness 
13 (d) That a wide range of housing choice is available within neighbourhoods to support a diverse, 
inclusive and multigenerational community 
13.9 Support a range of housing types, forms and tenures across the city and within neighbourhoods to 
meet the needs of residents at different life stages, and to facilitate aging in place. 
13.10 Encourage a mix of residents, including households with children, by increasing opportunities for 
innovative forms of ground-oriented multi-unit residential housing. 
13.34 Promote a diversity of housing types to create more home ownership options such as multi-unit 
developments, the creation of small residential lots, street-oriented fee simple row-houses and other 
housing forms consistent with the guidelines in Figure 8. 
 
 Food Systems 
17.11 Encourage the provision of gardens and other food production spaces for the use of residents in 
new multi-unit housing. 
 
 
This lot is within the Rockland Neighbourhood  and borders the Fairfield Neighbourhood.  With respect to 
the Neighbourhood Directions for Rockland, Section 30 of the OCP, the proposal is consistent with the 
strategic directions which seek to “encourage a diversity of population and housing in consideration of 
the neighbourhood’s heritage and estate character” and “continue to conserve the historic architectural 
and landscape character of the neighbourhood”.  
 
With respect to Fairfield, Section 21 of the OCP, the proposal is consistent with the strategic directions 
which seek to “maintain and enhance established character areas”, and “maintain neighbourhood 
population to ensure to support the viability of community and commercial services and schools.”  
 
The addition of 24 residential units within the walkable Rockland/Fairfield community will also support 
the goals outlined in Figure 3 of the OCP, specifically, to accommodate an additional 2000 people in 
Victoria by 2041, in areas outside of the urban core, town centers and large urban villages.  
 
 
As the project is situated in General Development Permit Area #16, the design incorporates the strategies 
in “Advisory Design Guidelines for Buildings, Signs and Awnings” (1981), “Design Guidelines for Attached 
Residential Development” (2018), and “Guidelines for Fences, Gates and Shutters” (2010), as outlined 
below: 

 Units are oriented to the street [2018 1a) i, iv, 2] 
 Units have adequate separation to support landscape and sensitive transitions to adjacent 

existing development and open spaces, to maximize daylight and to minimize shadowing and 
overlook on neighbouring properties [2018 1a) iv, 2] 

 Vehicular access, circulation and parking are minimized to limit impact on fronting streets and 
neighbouring properties [2018 1a) vi] 

 Building form, design and materials are of a high standard, enhancing the form and character of 
neighbouring properties and on a human scale [2018 3 1), 2)] 

 Open space is enhanced to support the urban forest, provide privacy where needed, emphasize 
unit entrances and pedestrian accesses, reduce storm water runoff, and to ensure that front and 
rear yards are not dominated by parking. [2018 3 4)] 
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 Landscaping complements the building, is suited to local climate, and includes deciduous trees for 
light penetration in winter [2012, 5.1 & 5.6] 

 Private open space in form of balconies provided wherever possible [2012, 5.8] 
 Required parking located interior to the lot, with some paving of permeable materials [2012, 8.1.3 

& 8.3] 
 All proposed fencing is based on existing style to integrate into surroundings, and made of 

materials that will weather gracefully  [2010] 
 
Project Benefits and Amenities 
 
The key benefits of the project – adding 24 affordable strata units, while minimizing the need for and use 
of the automobile– are interlinked and foundational to the proposal’s ability to sensitively integrate with 
the neighbourhood, while providing much needed housing and adding resiliency to the City of Victoria.    
 
Need and Demand 
 
The proposal responds directly to a current shortage of affordable market housing, where extremely high 
prices have locked out many Victoria residents from home ownership.  While existing zoning permits only 
one detached residence, the proposed rezoning would permit a total of twenty-four (24) households on 
the property, so that more citizens can comfortably live, work and shop within blocks of downtown 
Victoria.  This ‘gentle density’ form of development offers more housing without impacting the residential 
character of the neighbourhood. 
 
Neighbourhood 
 
The context is typical of transitional urban-residential zones, with a mix of renovated heritage homes, 
house conversions and multi-storey apartment buildings of various ages. Many of the adjacent and 
neighbouring properties are already in fact larger and more densely sited than this proposal. As noted 
above, this proposal will help enhance this character with gentle densification infill housing. 
 
Impacts 
 
The configuration of the development was designed specifically to avoid visually impacting the character, 
and massing of the Neighbourhood.  The front building is smaller to more closely match other buildings 
fronting Richardson Street while the rear two buildings are slightly larger to match the more closely 
adjacent buildings on Linden located across the lane that runs up the west side of the subject property.  
While the result of the proposal will be more people living on the property, care has been taken to ensure 
all parking is discreetly incorporated within the property, such that the availability of street parking is 
unaffected.  The change to apartment use should not have an adverse noise impact and is complementary 
to the surrounding uses and buildings. 
 
Design and Development Permit Guidelines 
 
As the site is located within General Development Permit Area #16, there are no specific design guidelines 
applicable in this instance, beyond those mentioned in the Government Policies section above.   
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Safety and Security 
 
The proposal acknowledges and integrates key CPTED principles to maintain and enhance safety and 
security.  Entrances have been located for maximum visibility and directness from the street, and 
proposed living spaces facing all directions provide and promote passive surveillance.  Short term bicycle 
parking will be visible from the sidewalk, and/or internal sidewalks, thus discouraging opportunities for 
crime.  Exterior lighting will be provided at exits for safety but will also make them more secure.  Along 
the private alley to the west of the property, fencing will be lower and see through to encourage overlook 
into the alleyway and minimize opportunities for negative activity such as petty crime and graffiti.   Along 
the street, the increased proximity of the front building to the street will increase street overlook and 
better communicate an image of maintenance and care, further enhancing apparent street safety and 
comfort. 
 
Transportation 
 
An explicit objective of the project design has been to encourage non-automobile transportation options, 
such as walking, bicycling, bus and car share options, both to enhance the affordability of the development 
and lower its ongoing environmental impact. Nevertheless, all required off-street automobile parking 
requirements are still met on site, so as to minimize parking impacts to the surrounding neighbourhood.   
The property has a walk score of 87, considered very walkable and is within 20 minutes’ walk of downtown, 
several shopping areas, schools, parks and recreation facilities.  Additionally, this proposal will provide 
bicycle storage facilities in accordance with the requirements of Schedule C, (in fact, larger than required 
to accommodate cargo bikes and with potential to charge electric bikes).  Given the project fronts on 
Richardson St. (a future enhanced bike route) and is proximite to Vancouver Street, access to designate 
bike routes is superior. The site is also within blocks of major bus routes on Cook, Richardson, Fort and 
Fairfield Streets with connections to the entire CRD region. Finally, as part of this development the 
proponents will purchase a modo carshare vehicle and provide 24 car share memberships (attached to 
the units).  A dedicated parking spot will also be provided on site for the car share vehicle.  These 
transportation advantages will all serve to reduce the demand for single occupancy vehicle traffic and 
parking. 
 
Heritage 
 
The existing residence is not a designated or registered heritage building. While restoration and 
redevelopment were considered for the building, as part of this rezoning and development, its size and 
character do not allow for the efficient redevelopment of the site.  All efforts will be made to move and 
reuse the building.   
 
Green Building Features 
 
While the project is not seeking a third-party green building certification, it is targeting Step 3, Energy 
Code standards and achieves several sustainable objectives intrinsic to infill housing, namely walkable 
density and opportunities for comfortable compact living. Further, the buildings will be structurally 
designed and solar pre-plumbed to accommodate solar PV and electric vehicle charging.  All plumbing 
fixtures will be low flow and the landscape plan includes drought resistant design and species to reduce 
water usage. The landscape plan also accommodates stormwater retention swales, infiltration areas and 
permeable pavers in some of the hard surfaces required to meet the Schedule C parking requirements to 
limit peak storm water runoff.  The landscape features will also maximize planting areas, include space for 
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vegetable gardens and increase the urban forest via the net addition of 28 new trees, including a 
significant number of fruit trees. No excess vehicular parking is proposed, and additional short-term 
bicycle parking can be readily added in future.  The existing building will not be retained, as it does not 
allow for the efficient and sensitive redevelopment of the site.  The building will be moved to a suitable 
site if possible.   If not, the building will be deconstructed to reuse as much of the building materials as 
possible: structural old growth fir, copper wiring, metal plumbing fixtures, etc. 
 
Infrastructure 
There is adequate public infrastructure to support the proposal.  In fact, given its gentle infill nature, we 
believe densification will only lightly increase the load on existing infrastructure while substantially 
enhancing the economic and social vitality of the neighbourhood and city.   
 
Summary 
 
The proposed rezoning and redevelopment of 1224 Richardson St. represents a sensitive and contextually 
appropriate project for the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood.  Support of the proposal will serve to add 
24 affordable market strata units without need for subsidy and provide a ‘gentle density’ form of housing 
infill, which shall help enhance and sustain the community at large. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tim Stemp, Gene Miller, Dan Pringle & Harry Newton 
Per, 
1224 Richardson Property Corp. 
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Schedule 1, MLS Market Data, new 1 bedroom strata units for sale as of June 10, 2019
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Schedule 1, MLS Market Data, new 2 bedroom units for sale as of June 10, 2019
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SENT VIA EMAIL 

July 16, 2019 

Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 

Re: 1224 Richardson Street Rezoning Application 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

On Wednesday, June 19th the CALUC Community meeting for the above project was held, with a turnout 
of approximately 50 neighbors to consider and discuss the project.  

While there was much support for the Affordable Sustainable Homes/Gentle Density concept behind the 
project, the general consensus was that there remained much further refinement required of the 
project to integrate well into the area. Of the 24 CALUC Community Meeting Feedback Forms returned, 
19 opposed the development as proposed, and 5 supported it. In addition, 5 additional  
e-mails the Rockland Land Use committee received wrote in opposition to the project as proposed. 

The greatest concern was expressed over the 8 + 2 visitor parking spaces proposed for 24 units. That 
concern was also stated in the majority of the Feedback Forms. It was widely expressed that it was 
unreasonable to think that most tenants would have no car, especially tenants with families. The 
neighbours expressed the concern that the streets of the neighbourhood where already oversubscribed 
for parking and there was no ability to absorb even more on street parking.   

A corollary concern to the lack of parking was the potential impact of the increased density on the 
private lane siding much of the property.  For many years this private lane has been used as a mixed use 
thru path for automobiles, bikes, and pedestrians but the Linden owners of that lane felt little was 
proposed to keep it safe for all. While the proponents discussed fencing, the concern was also on the 
impact of the addition 1224 owners using the lane as a driveway for vehicle access greatly increasing 
vehicle usage. 

There was general support for the ASH concept but it was frequently voiced that the number of units 
was too great as there was not space for parking to adequately support the units. It was suggested that 
the number of units be reduced by including 3 bedroom units. This was viewed as a way to offset 
parking shortfalls as well as an important addition to the affordable housing stock available in the city. 

Several suggested a more reasonable proposal would be to plan for 6 units per building complementing 
the existing conversions on Linden and in the general area. There was concern expressed over the size of 
the proposed buildings in overlook of the one storey homes immediately adjacent to the east along 
Richardson and it would be reasonable that the units maintain the height of the existing R1-B zoning. 
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At this time the RNA LUC would propose: 
 

1. The size and mix of the units be reconsidered, in particular the addition of 3 bedroom units. 
2. Additional analysis be done on all available parking resources on and off the property.  
3. That further discussion take place to alleviate neighbor concerns about the private lane usage. 
 

If you have any questions concerning the detail provided in this letter, please do not hesitate to contact 
our RNA LUC Chair, Bob June. Bob is copied here and will provide the detailed feedback referenced in 
this letter to you under separate cover. 
 
Respectfully, 
Marc Hunter 
President 
RNA 

cc: Bob June, RNA LUC Chair 
 Geoff Young, City of Victoria Councillor 
 Gary Pemberton, City of Victoria and Rockland City Liaison 
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1224 Richardson St, Victoria 

Construction Impact Assessment & 

Tree Preservation Plan 

Prepared For: 1224 Richardson Property Corp 

Attention: Tim Stemp 

1224 Richardson St 

Victoria, BC 

V8V 3E1 

Prepared By: Talbot, Mackenzie & Associates 

Noah Borges – Consulting Arborist 

ISA Certified # PN-8409A 

TRAQ – Qualified 

Date of Issuance: May 13, 2019 

Updated August 19, 2019 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
Consulting Arborists 

Box 48153 RPO - Uptown Victoria, BC  V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 

Fax: (250) 479-7050 

Email: tmtreehelp@gmail.com 
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1224 Richardson St – Tree Preservation Plan  Page 1 of 8 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Jobsite Property:     1224 Richardson Street, Saanich 

 

Date of Site Visit:  May 1, 2019  

 

Site Conditions:  Residential lot. No ongoing construction activity. 

 
Summary: We anticipate Ash tree #4 (81cm DBH), located on a neighbour’s property to the east, 

will be significantly impacted by excavation to construct building C’s foundation and surrounding 

retaining wall. A significant portion of its crown (~50%) would also conflict with the new building. 

We recommend this tree be removed prior to construction. Roots from Ash #2 and Black Locust 

#3 (both also located on adjacent properties) are also likely to be encountered during excavation 

for construction of buildings B and C, respectively. We anticipate both can be retained and 

recommend an arborist supervise any excavation within their critical root zones and prune any 

severed roots back to sound tissue. Black Locust #3 will also require pruning to attain clearance 

from building C but we do not anticipate its health will be significantly impacted as a result. 

 
Scope of Assignment:  

 

• Inventory the existing bylaw protected trees and any trees on municipal or neighbouring 

properties that could potentially be impacted by construction or that are within three metres of 

the property line 

• Review the proposal to demolish the existing building and construct three new buildings and 

a parking area 

• Comment on how construction activity may impact existing trees 

• Prepare a tree retention and construction damage mitigation plan for those trees deemed 

suitable to retain given the proposed impacts 

 

Methodology: We visually examined the trees on the property and prepared an inventory in the 

attached Tree Resource Spreadsheet. No trees were tagged. Information such as tree species, DBH 

(1.4m), crown spread, critical root zone (CRZ), health, structure, and relative tolerance to 

construction impacts were included in the inventory. The by-law protected trees with their 

identification numbers were labelled on the attached Site Plan. The conclusions reached were 

based on the information provided within the attached plans from Christine Lintott Architects 

(dated March 2019). 

 

Limitations: No exploratory excavations have been requested and thus the conclusions reached 

are based solely on critical root zone calculations and our best judgement using our experience and 

expertise. The location, size and density of roots are often difficult to predict without exploratory 

excavations and therefore the impacts to the trees may be more or less severe than we anticipate. 

 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
Consulting Arborists 
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An underground servicing plan was not available for comment.  

 

Summary of Tree Resource: Five trees were inventoried, none of which are on the subject 

property. There is one Hawthorn tree on the municipal frontage (#1) and four on adjacent 

properties #2-5) 

 

 
Municipal Hawthorn #1 (31cm DBH below union). 
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Ash #2 (~75cm DBH). We could not measure this tree’s DBH as it is growing through the neighbour’s fence. 

 

 
Black Locust #3 (left, ~60cm DBH) and Ash #4 (right, 81cm DBH). These trees are both growing within 1m of the 

fence. We did not measure the DBH of #3 as it is located on the neighbour’s property. The DBH of #4 was provided 

by City of Victoria Parks. 
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Black Locust #3 (left) had some dieback and large deadwood but is in fair health. The existing garage on 

the subject property is located within this tree’s CRZ. Ash #4 has some dieback and is in fair health. 
 

 
Holly #5 (~40cm DBH). We did not measure the DBH of this tree as it is located on the neighbour’s property. 
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Trees to be Removed: We anticipate one tree, Ash #4 (81cm DBH), will require removal as a 

result of the excavation to construct building C. The lower floor of the building, which will be 

constructed below the existing grade, and the surrounding retaining wall will likely require 

excavation to the east property line. The tree is approximately 0.5m from the fence. We anticipate 

large, structural roots will be encountered, resulting in significant health and structural impacts. In 

addition, about half of the tree’s crown would have to be pruned for building clearance and would 

likely require entire limbs to be removed. Therefore, we recommend the tree be removed prior to 

construction. If the neighbour wishes to retain this tree, we anticipate the risk associated with 

whole tree failure will increase considerably. The neighbour should be notified of the proposed 

impacts to their tree. This tree is bylaw protected. 

 

Potential Impacts on Trees to be Retained and Mitigation Measures 

 

• Ash #2 (~75cm DBH) is located across the driveway west of the subject property and is 

approximately 5.5m from the northwest corner of the retaining wall surrounding building B. 

Less than one-quarter of this tree’s CRZ will be impacted and we do not anticipate its health 

will be impacted. We recommend the project arborist prune any roots encountered back to 

sound tissue at the edge of excavation. We were unable to measure this tree as there it is 

growing through a neighbour’s fence and is conflicting with a garage roof. It may be by-law 

protected (80cm DBH or greater). 

 

• Black Locust #3 (~60cm DBH) is also located next to the east fence line but is approximately 

3m from the northeast building corner. To minimize root loss, we recommend limiting the 

extent of excavation at the northwest corner of building C. If excavation occurs 1m outside the 

building footprint, we anticipate less than one-quarter of this tree’s CRZ will be impacted. 

Large roots (>3cm in diameter) will likely be encountered, which may exacerbate this tree’s 

already declining health condition. We recommend the project arborist supervise all excavation 

within this tree’s CRZ and prune any roots encountered back to sound tissue at the edge of 

excavation.  

 

Crown pruning will also be required to attain building clearance. This tree is growing 

asymmetrically away from the adjacent ash tree, which limits the number of conflicting limbs. 

There appear to be suitable laterals to prune back to, and we anticipate the largest branches 

that will have to be removed are about 4cm in diameter. It should be noted that this tree is 

already in fair to poor health condition. Depending on the number and size of roots 

encountered, the root loss and crown pruning may expedite this tree’s decline. It may be 

prudent to remove this tree and plant young, well-structured replacement trees. The neighbour 

should be notified of the proposed impacts to their tree. This tree is not by-law protected. 

 

• Driveway: We do not anticipate any trees will be impacted by construction of the proposed 

common driveway or parking area. 

 

• Underground Services: An underground site servicing plan was not available for comment. 

Based on discussions with the applicant, the underground services will likely either be run 

down the west or east sides of the property. There is a sanitary sewer ROW on the west side 
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of the property. If underground services are run down the west side of the property, excavation 

will likely be required within the CRZ of Ash #2, potentially resulting in significant impacts if 

roots are damaged or severed. If they are aligned on the east side of the property, excavation 

may occur within the CRZ of municipal Hawthorn #1. Alternative excavation techniques (e.g. 

hydro-vac, air-spade, or a combination of machine and hand-digging) would likely be 

recommended in each case. We recommend the project arborist review the site servicing plan 

once it becomes available to evaluate the potential impacts to trees to be retained and 

recommend mitigation measures.  

 

• Arborist Supervision: All excavation occurring within the critical root zones of protected 

trees should be completed under supervision by the project arborist. Any severed roots must 

be pruned back to sound tissue to reduce wound surface area and encourage rapid 

compartmentalization of the wound. In particular, the following activities should be completed 

under the direction of the project arborist: 

 

• Excavation within the CRZs of Ash #2 and Black Locust #3 for construction of 

buildings B and C 

• Any excavation within the CRZ of trees to be retained for the installation of 

underground services 

 

• Barrier Fencing: The areas surrounding the trees to be retained should be isolated from the 

construction activity by erecting protective barrier fencing. Where possible, the fencing should 

be erected at the perimeter of the critical root zones. The barrier fencing must be a minimum 

of 4 feet in height, of solid frame construction that is attached to wooden or metal posts.  A 

solid board or rail must run between the posts at the top and the bottom of the fencing. This 

solid frame can then be covered with plywood, or flexible snow fencing. The fencing must be 

erected prior to the start of any construction activity on site (i.e. demolition, excavation, 

construction), and remain in place through completion of the project. Signs should be posted 

around the protection zone to declare it off limits to all construction related activity. The project 

arborist must be consulted before this fencing is removed or moved for any purpose. 

 

• Minimizing Soil Compaction: In areas where construction traffic must encroach into the 

critical root zones of trees to be retained, efforts must be made to reduce soil compaction where 

possible by displacing the weight of machinery and foot traffic. This can be achieved by one 

of the following methods: 

 

• Installing a layer of hog fuel or coarse wood chips at least 20 cm in depth and 

maintaining it in good condition until construction is complete. 

• Placing medium weight geotextile cloth over the area to be used and installing a layer 

of crushed rock to a depth of 15 cm over top. 

• Placing two layers of 19mm plywood. 

• Placing steel plates. 

 

• Demolition of the Existing Building: The demolition of the existing house and any services 

that must be removed or abandoned, must take the critical root zone of the trees to be retained 

into account. If any excavation or machine access is required within the critical root zones of 
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trees to be retained, it must be completed under the supervision and direction of the project 

arborist. If temporarily removed for demolition, barrier fencing must be erected immediately 

after the supervised demolition. 

 

• Mulching: Mulching can be an important proactive step in maintaining the health of trees and 

mitigating construction related impacts and overall stress. Mulch should be made from a 

natural material such as wood chips or bark pieces and be 5-8cm deep. No mulch should be 

touching the trunk of the tree. See “methods to avoid soil compaction” if the area is to have 

heavy traffic. 

 

• Blasting: Care must be taken to ensure that the area of blasting does not extend beyond the 

necessary footprints and into the critical root zones of surrounding trees. The use of small low-

concussion charges and multiple small charges designed to pre-shear the rock face will reduce 

fracturing, ground vibration, and overall impact on the surrounding environment. Only 

explosives of low phytotoxicity and techniques that minimize tree damage should be used. 

Provisions must be made to ensure that blasted rock and debris are stored away from the critical 

root zones of trees. 

 

• Scaffolding: This assessment has not included impacts from potential scaffolding including 

canopy clearance pruning requirements. If scaffolding is necessary and this will require 

clearance pruning of retained trees, the project arborist should be consulted. Depending on the 

extent of pruning required, the project arborist may recommend that alternatives to full 

scaffolding be considered such as hydraulic lifts, ladders or platforms. Methods to avoid soil 

compaction may also be recommended (see “Minimizing Soil Compaction” section). 

 

• Landscaping and Irrigation Systems:  The planting of new trees and shrubs should not 

damage the roots of retained trees. The installation of any in-ground irrigation system must 

take into account the critical root zones of the trees to be retained. Prior to installation, we 

recommend the irrigation technician consult with the project arborist about the most suitable 

locations for the irrigation lines and how best to mitigate the impacts on the trees to be retained. 

This may require the project arborist supervise the excavations associated with installing the 

irrigation system. Excessive frequent irrigation and irrigation which wets the trunks of trees 

can have a detrimental impact on tree health and can lead to root and trunk decay. 

 

• Arborist Role:  It is the responsibility of the client or his/her representative to contact the 

project arborist for the purpose of: 

 

• Locating the barrier fencing 

• Reviewing the report with the project foreman or site supervisor 

• Locating work zones, where required 

• Supervising any excavation within the critical root zones of trees to be retained  

• Reviewing and advising of any pruning requirements for machine clearances 

 

• Review and Site Meeting:  Once the project receives approval, it is important that the project 

arborist meet with the principals involved in the project to review the information contained 

herein. It is also important that the arborist meet with the site foreman or supervisor before any 
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site clearing, tree removal, demolition, or other construction activity occurs and to confirm the 

locations of the tree protection barrier fencing. 

 

 

Please do not hesitate to call us at (250) 479-8733 should you have any further questions.  

 

Thank you, 

 

  
Noah Borges 

ISA Certified #PN-8409A 

TRAQ – Qualified 

 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 

ISA Certified Consulting Arborists 

 

Encl. 1-page tree resource spreadsheet, 1-page site survey, 12-page site and building plans, 1-page 

barrier fencing specifications, 2-page tree resource spreadsheet methodology and definitions 

 
Disclosure Statement  

 

Arborists are professionals who examine trees and use their training, knowledge and experience to recommend techniques and procedures that will 

improve their health and structure or to mitigate associated risks. 

 

Trees are living organisms, whose health and structure change, and are influenced by age, continued growth, climate, weather conditions, and insect 

and disease pathogens. Indicators of structural weakness and disease are often hidden within the tree structure or beneath the ground. It is not 

possible for an Arborist to identify every flaw or condition that could result in failure or can he/she guarantee that the tree will remain healthy and 

free of risk.  

 

Remedial care and mitigation measures recommended are based on the visible and detectable indicators present at the time of the examination and 

cannot be guaranteed to alleviate all symptoms or to mitigate all risk posed. 
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May 1, 2019  1224 Richardson St
Tree Resource Spreadsheet

Page 1 of 1

Tree ID Common Name Latin Name
DBH (cm) 

~ approximate
Crown 

Spread (m) CRZ (m)
Relative 

Tolerance Health Structure Remarks and Recommendations
By-Law 

Protected

1 Hawthorn Crataegus oxycantha
31 below 

unions 6 3.5 Moderate Poor Fair/poor Municipal tree (ID: 21386), significant dieback N (Municipal)

2 European Ash Fraxinus excelsior ~75 12 8.5 Moderate Fair Fair 

Neighbour's tree, ~4m from property line, growing on far edge of 
laneway through fence, cracks in driveway, dieback, 2nd stem may 
have been pruned historically, large pruning wounds, overhangs to 
near property line (may be by-law protected)

N 
(Neighbour's)

3 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia ~60 10 6.0 Good Fair Fair 
Neighbour's tree, next to fence, asymmetric crown due to 
competition with ash, dieback, large deadwood, overhangs ~3.5m

N 
(Neighbour's)

4 European Ash Fraxinus excelsior 81 14 8.5 Moderate Fair Fair Neighbour's tree, 0.5m from fence, some dieback
N 

(Neighbour's)

5 Holly Ilex spp. ~40 6 4.0 Good Good Fair Neighbour's tree, >3m from property line
N 

(Neighbour's)

Prepared by:
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
ISA Certified and Consulting Arborists
Phone: (250) 479-8733
Fax: (250) 479-7050
email: tmtreehelp@gmail.com
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Project Information Table

Zone 

Site Area

Total Floor Area 1

Commercial Floor Area

Floor Space Ratio

Site Coverage  %

Open Site Space  %

Height of Buildings 2

Storeys  #

Parking Stalls  #

Bicycle Parking  #

NEW ZONE

1,738.22 m²

1,157m²

0.67:1

N/A

Proposed

Building Setbacks

3 storeys

10 spaces proposed0.2 per unit (<45m²) x 18  => 3.6

0.5 per unit (>45m² and <70m²) x 6  => 3.0

Visitor = 0.1 per unit x 24 => 2.4

Total required:  9

26 Long Term Spaces proposed

18 Short Term Spaces proposed

Long Term: 

1 space per unit that is (<45m²) => 18

1.25 spaces per dwelling unit that is 

(>45m²) => 7.5

Short Term:  

6 spaces per building x 3 buildings => 18

Building A = 9.40m

31%

56%

Proposed

1 Long term bicycle parking not included in area calculation per zoning bylaw amendment 18-017.
2 Refer to elevation drawings for height calculations.  See A1.02 for average grade calculations. 

Front Yard (South) 

Rear Yard (North)

Side Yard (East)

Side Yard (West)

Residential Use Details
Total Number of Units

Unit Type Breakdown

Ground Oriented Units

Minimum Unit Floor Area

Total Residential Floor Area

24

18 one-bedroom units, 6 two-bedroom units

40m²

7.09m

9.35m

1.81m

3.09m

1,153m²

24 residential units

Building B = 10.08m Building C = 9.95mSUBJECT PROPERTYSUBJECT PROPERTY
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As indicated

A0.00

CC

CL

Project Data

1224 Richardson

- ASH Concept
Victoria, BC

1224 Richardson Street

Project Scope:

- Demolition of two (2) existing buildings and sitework

- New construction of three (3) buildings at three storeys each

- Twenty four (24) total Affordable Housing units: six (6) two-bedroom units, eighteen (18) one-bedroom units

- New surface parking lot with ten (10) total stalls and Photovoltaic (PV) canopy

- New landscaping and paved entry sidewalks

- Photovoltaic (PV) panels on building roofs and parking lot canopy

- Short-term and long-term bicycle parking provided: eighteen (18) short-term stalls, twenty-six (26) long-term stalls

1224 RICHARDSON PROPERTY CORP

250-415-6240

CONTACT: TIM STEMP

TimP993@hotmail.com

APPLICANT

CHRISTINE LINTOTT ARCHITECTS

SUITE 1 - 864 QUEENS AVENUE 

VICTORIA, BC V8T 1M5 

250-384-1969

CONTACT: CHRISTINE LINTOTT

Christine@lintottarchitect.ca

ARCHITECT

Drawing List

A0.00 Project Data

A1.01 Site Plan

A1.02 Survey & Height Calculations

A1.03 Street Elevations

A2.01 Floor Plans - Building A

A2.02 Floor Plans - Building B

A2.03 Floor Plans - Building C

A3.01 Elevations & Sections - Building A

A3.02 Elevations & Sections - Building B

A3.03 Elevations & Sections - Building C

A3.11 Spatial Separations

A3.12 Spatial Separations

Project Area Tables:

Building A Floor Area - Zoning

Name Area

Electrical 2 m²

Mechanical 1 m²

Unit 1A 40 m²

Unit 1B 40 m²

Unit 2A 42 m²

Unit 2B 42 m²

Unit 3A 45 m²

Unit 3B 45 m²

258 m²

Building B Floor Area - Zoning

Name Area

Mechanical 1 m²

Unit 1A 41 m²

Unit 1B 41 m²

Unit 1C 61 m²

Unit 2A 42 m²

Unit 2B 42 m²

Unit 2C 61 m²

Unit 3A 45 m²

Unit 3B 45 m²

Unit 3C 69 m²

448 m²

Building C Floor Area - Zoning

Name Area

Unit 1A 41 m²

Unit 1B 40 m²

Unit 1C 60 m²

Unit 2A 44 m²

Unit 2B 43 m²

Unit 2C 61 m²

Unit 3A 45 m²

Unit 3B 45 m²

Unit 3C 70 m²

450 m²

POWELL & ASSOCIATES

250 - 2950 DOUGLAS STREET

VICTORIA, BC V8T 4N4

250-382-8855

SURVEYOR

LADR LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

3 - 864 QUEENS AVENUE

VICTORIA, BC V8T 1M5

250-598-0105

CONTACT: BEV WINDJACK

bwindjack@ladrla.ca

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
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A1 & A2 ((22.70 + 22.70) ÷ 2) x    7.67m =    163.98

A2 & A3 ((21.95 + 21.95) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    16.58

A3 & A4 ((22.70 + 22.70) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    30.94

A4 & A5 ((22.70 + 21.95) ÷ 2) x    3.75m =    82.61

A5 & A6 ((21.95 + 21.95) ÷ 2) x    2.40m =   49.39

A6 & A7 ((22.67 + 22.67) ÷ 2) x    0.79m =    16.26

A7 & A8 ((22.67 + 22.49) ÷ 2) x    1.30m =    26.75

A8 & A9 ((22.49 + 22.49) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A9 & A10 ((22.49 + 22.29) ÷ 2) x    5.68m =    116.89

A10 & A11 ((22.29 + 22.29) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A11 & A12 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    28.81

A12 & A13 ((22.26 + 22.41) ÷ 2) x    11.26m =  231.73

A13 & A14 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    28.81

A14 & A15 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A15 & A16 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    6.97m =    149.02

A16 & A17 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A17 & A18 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    6.15m =    126.57

A18 & A19 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    30.84

A19 & A1 ((22.41 + 22.70) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    16.58

    55.87m     1173.39

1173.39 ÷ 55.87m  = 21.00m Average Grade

BUILDING C HEIGHT CALCULATION

A1 & A2 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    7.79m =    95.57

A2 & A3 ((20.89 + 20.84) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    53.56

A3 & A4 ((20.84 + 20.84) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    95.57

A4 & A5 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    6.15m =    71.22

A5 & A6 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  101.85

A6 & A7 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    6.87m =    47.15

A7 & A8 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    63.90

A8 & A9 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =    21.36

A9 & A10 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    96.05

A10 & A11 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    5.48m =    21.17

A11 & A12 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    63.04

A12 & A13 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =  150.09

A13 & A14 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  150.09

A14 & A15 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    6.87m =  150.09

A15 & A16 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    1.54m =  150.09

A16 & A17 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    6.15m =  150.09

A17 & A18 ((20.84 + 20.84) ÷ 2) x    1.18m =  150.09

A18 & A1 ((20.84 + 20.92) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    71.95

     55.86m1108.41

1108.41 ÷ 55.86m  = 19.84m Average Grade

BUILDING B HEIGHT CALCULATION

A1 & A2 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    11.16m =    205.79

A2 & A3 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    1.30m =    23.97

A3 & A4 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    13.83

A4 & A5 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    5.57m =    95.14

A5 & A6 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  12.81

A6 & A7 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =    25.62

A7 & A8 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    48.51

A8 & A9 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    5.48m =    93.60

A9 & A10 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    48.51

A10 & A11 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =    25.62

A11 & A12 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    12.81

A12 & A13 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    5.57m =  95.14

A13 & A14 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  13.83

A14 & A1  ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    1.30m =    23.97

    42.06m     739.14

739.14 ÷ 42.06m  = 17.57m Average Grade

BUILDING A HEIGHT CALCULATION
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Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
 

Spreadsheet Methodology & Definitions                                                                        Page 1 of 2  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Box 48153 RPO - Uptown Victoria, BC  V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 
Fax: (250) 479-7050 

Email: tmtreehelp@gmail.com 
 

 
Tree Resource Spreadsheet Methodology and Definitions 

 
Tag: Tree identification number on a metal tag attached to tree with nail or wire, generally at eye 
level. Trees on municipal or neighboring properties are not tagged. 
 
NT: No tag due to inaccessibility or ownership by municipality or neighbour. 
 
DBH: Diameter at breast height – diameter of trunk, measured in centimetres at 1.4m above 
ground level. For trees on a slope, it is taken at the average point between the high and low side of 
the slope.  
* Measured over ivy  
~ Approximate due to inaccessibility or on neighbouring property 
 
Crown Spread: Indicates the diameter of the crown spread measured in metres to the dripline of 
the longest limbs. 
 
Relative Tolerance Rating: Relative tolerance of the tree species to construction related impacts 
such as root pruning, crown pruning, soil compaction, hydrology changes, grade changes, and 
other soil disturbance. This rating does not take into account individual tree characteristics, such 
as health and vigour. Three ratings are assigned based on our knowledge and experience with the 
tree species: Poor (P), Moderate (M) or Good (G). 
 
Critical Root Zone: A calculated radial measurement in metres from the trunk of the tree. It is the 
optimal size of tree protection zone and is calculated by multiplying the DBH of the tree by 10, 12 
or 15 depending on the tree’s Relative Tolerance Rating. This methodology is based on the 
methodology used by Nelda Matheny and James R. Clark in their book “Trees and Development: 
A Technical Guide to Preservation of Trees During Land Development.” 
 

 15 x DBH = Poor Tolerance of Construction 
 12 x DBH = Moderate  
 10 x DBH = Good  

 
To calculate the critical root zone, the DBH of multiple stems is considered the sum of 100% of 
the diameter of the largest stem and 60% of the diameter of the next two largest stems. It should 
be noted that these measures are solely mathematical calculations that do not consider factors such 
as restricted root growth, limited soil volumes, age, crown spread, health, or structure (such as a 
lean). 

 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
Consulting Arborists 
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Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
 

Spreadsheet Methodology & Definitions                                                                        Page 2 of 2  
 
 

 
Health Condition: 
 

 Poor - significant signs of visible stress and/or decline that threaten the long-term survival 
of the specimen 

 
 Fair - signs of stress 

 
 Good - no visible signs of significant stress and/or only minor aesthetic issues 

 
Structural Condition: 
 

 Poor - Structural defects that have been in place for a long period of time to the point that 
mitigation measures are limited 

 
 Fair - Structural concerns that are possible to mitigate through pruning 

 
 Good - No visible or only minor structural flaws that require no to very little pruning 

 
Retention Status: 
 

 X - Not possible to retain given proposed construction plans 
 

 Retain - It is possible to retain this tree in the long-term given the proposed plans and 
information available. This is assuming our recommended mitigation measures are 
followed 
 

 Retain * - See report for more information regarding potential impacts 
 

 TBD (To Be Determined) - The impacts on the tree could be significant. However, in the 
absence of exploratory excavations and in an effort to retain as many trees as possible, we 
recommend that the final determination be made by the supervising project arborist at the 
time of excavation. The tree might be possible to retain depending on the location of roots 
and the resulting impacts, but concerned parties should be aware that the tree may require 
removal. 
 

 NS - Not suitable to retain due to health or structural concerns 
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Advisory Design Panel Minutes Page 6 
November 27, 2019 

5.3 Development Permit Application No. 000558 for 1224 Richardson Street  

The City is considering a Development Permit application to construct multiple dwellings. 

Applicant meeting attendees: 

CHRISTINE LINTOTT CHRISTINE LINTOTT ARCHITECTS INC 
OLIVIA LYNN CHRISTINE LINTOTT ARCHITECTS INC 
TIM STEMP APPLICANT 

Alec Johnston provided the Panel with a brief introduction of the application and the areas 
that Council is seeking advice on, including the following: 

• transition with adjacent properties

• any other aspects of the proposal on which the ADP choose to comment.
Christine Lintott provided the Panel with a detailed presentation of the site and context of 
the proposal and Olivia Lynn provided the Panel with details of the proposed landscape 
plan. 

Pamela Madoff left meeting at 3:00pm. 

The Panel asked the following questions of clarification: 

• there is already a public lane along Rockland Avenue, does this mean that
eventually private lane owners will not be able to utilize their back lane?

o Alec Johnston clarified that the portion that would provide access to the
proposed parking area on the subject property is public. The rest of the lane
going north is privately owned by the properties that front onto Linden
Avenue. Currently, there is informal use of this private lane by the public.

• where would moving vans park?
o this would be challenging, and they may block driveways

• was the public right of way used as a pedestrian route?
o yes, for pedestrians and vehicles.

• is a private easement agreement on title?
o yes, drafted in 1902

• has this lane issue been discussed with the fire department?
o yes, they are okay with it because there are fire hydrants in close proximity

• where are the rain gardens on the plan?
o they run across and down the private lane on the west side

• are the windows in wells on the lowest level of each building? And are there
concerns for stormwater with this aspect?

o there is a rendering issue affecting the site grading
o stormwater will be directed throughout the site. Where the buildings come

together, the grading will meet at a gentle slope

• is the rain collected from the private walkway?
o yes

• what is the walkability of this development to retail amenities?
o it is very high; Cook Street Village is approximately a 5-7 minute walk

• will the parking be assigned and titled?
o yes, there will be two spaces that will be visitor stalls and 1 car share stall.

ATTACHMENT G
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Advisory Design Panel Minutes  Page 7 
November 27, 2019 

Panel members discussed: 
 

• lack of green space on the sidewalk adjacent to the lane 

• concern for the extensive hard surfaces 

• concern for the fire pit location 

• need to revise the institutional appearance of the front entrance stairs 

• acknowledgment of the density on the site 

• concern for the building’s relationship to the public lane 

• lack of parking for the scale of the development 

• the building’s large footprint 

• the site’s lack of accessibility from the street, and lack of accessibility within each 
unit 

• opportunity to examine other building options, such as a house and two guest 
houses. 

 
Motion: 
 
It was moved by Stefan Schulson, seconded by Marilyn Palmer, that Advisory Design Panel 
recommend to Council that Development Permit Application No. 000558 for 1224 
Richardson Street be declined until further consideration of the following items: 

• clarification of pedestrian use of the lane 

• clarification of public and private site access  

• adjustments to the character of units B and C to better fit the property 

• accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site  

• clarification of site functionality, including loading.  
 

Carried Unanimously 
 
 
 
6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The Advisory Design Panel meeting of November 27, 2019 was adjourned at 3:20 pm. 
 
 
      
Stefan Schulson, Chair 
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1224 Richardson Property Corp 

1153 Burdett Ave 

Victoria, BC V8V 3H3 

250.384.1969 

1224 Richardson Street 
Rezoning & Development Permit (REZ-00705 & DP-00558) 

Advisory Design Panel Motion Response & Additional Neighbour Consultation 

January 24, 2020 

Response to the Advisory Design Panel Motion of Nov 27, 2019 

& Additional Neighbour Consultation 

Reooived 
Ci)f of Victorii 

JAN 2 4 2020 
Planning & Dtvtlo1t111tlll Department 

Development SNVices Divmon 

Attention: Alec Johnston, Area Planner, Development Services Division, City of Victoria 

Dear Mr. Johnston, 

This letter is in response to the Advisory Design Panel Motion of November 27, 2019 regarding the proposed rezoning & 

development permit for 1224 Richardson Street. It also provides some updates on minor revisions to development plans to 

accommodate changes made to address the panel's concerns and/or requests from surrounding neighbours. 

The Advisory Design Panel's motion was to recommend that Council decline the application until further consideration of the 

following items: 

l. Clarification of pedestrian use of the lane 

2. Clarification of public and private site access 

3. Adjustments to the character of units B and C to better fit the property 

4. Accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site 

5. Clarification of site functionality, including loading. 

Due to the format of the meeting where the panel discusses and debates the application after the proponent has presented and 

responded to some limited preliminary questions, we were not able to respond or provide this clarification at the time of the 

meeting. Most of the concerns identified above were not directly raised as questions to our team, but rather developed during 

the debate amongst panel members during the later half of the meeting which we were not permitted to respond to. This is 

unfortunate as, had we been given the opportunity to respond to questions or provide clarifications during the panel's debate we 

believe we could nave resolved any concerns or confusion they had and that the motion would have been more positive. 

As such we have provided additional information, clarification and responses below to address the panel's concerns. 

1. Clarification of pedestrian use of the lane. The Current lane is approx. 4.6 m in width and runs from 

Richardson Road at the south end to Rockland Ave at the north end. The southern most 120 feet of the lane 

is a public laneway owned by the City of Victoria. The remainder of the lane north to Rockland Ave is privately 

owned by the properties on the east side of the 700 and 800 Block of Linden. 

The lane is open at both ends and used by the public at large along its entire length for vehicle, bicycle and 

pedestrian traffic between Richardson and Rockland. The lane is also used by City garbage crews servicing the 

700 and 800 block of Linden Ave, 1224, 1230, & 1232 Richardson as well as the carriage house at 1232 

Richardson. 

During the City's initial review of our proposed development, Engineering staff indicated that the most 

appropriate driveway access to our proposed parking lot was off of the public portion of the lane as the 

current driveway for 1224 Richardson was too close to the intersection of Richardson and the Lane to meet 

the_City's requirements and standards of practice. They also indicated that the lane did not meet the City's 

design requirements for two way traffic, i.e., a 6 m lane width, and so requested a 1.4m Statutory Right Of 

ATTACHMENT IATTACHMENT H
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Way along the West side of our property for the length of the public lane way. We are prepared to grant that 

SROW. In so doing, this will improve the safety of the lane for all users of the public lane and also permit 

more effective access to our property . 

We also planned to provide a sidewalk along the west side of our property from Richardson to the rear of the 

northern most proposed building which would have been open to the public to improve pedestrian safety 

along the public and private lane section that abuts our property . Unfortunately, a number owners in the 700 

block of Linden who own the private section of the lane have insisted that we install a fence along our west 

property line where it abuts the private portion of the lane to prevent any residents in the proposed 

development from using the lane for pick up or drop of purposes. As such the sidewalk along the west side of 

our property , north of the public section of the lane will be fully enclosed within the fenced section of our 

property and not accessible to the public. 

As noted above, the private portion of the lane is owned by the properties on the east side of the 700 and 800 

block of Linden. The control and access for public pedestrian use of that portion of the lane is entirely in the 

control of those owners and we have no ability to influence or alter that control. If they choose to close off 

that access or leave it open, that is entirely up to them. Having said all of this, our development has been 

designed to ensure that the residents do not have direct access from our property to the private section of 

the lane as requested by some of the owners of that portion of the lane. Our proposed pedestrian access as 

described below under items 2 & 4 is entirely from Richardson and/or the City-owned, public portion of the 

lane. 

2. Clarification of public and private site access. As noted above public pedestrian access to the site would be via 

the sidewalk on Richardson Road and/or a new public sidewalk along the east side of the public section of 

lane. Public vehicle traffic would access the site via the city owned section of the lane into the private parking 

lot on the subject site. As we have previously indicated we intend to work with City Traffic Engineering staff 

to design signage that directs vehicles leaving our property to turn south into the public section of the lane 

and curbing on our property that prevents vehicles from turning north into the private section of lane. This 

curbing will prevent vehicles from turning north out of our parking lot but will not impact north bound public 

or private vehicle access from Richardson to ensure we do not impact what is currently accessible. 

3. Adjustments to the character of units Band C to better fit the property. Based on our notes of the panel's 
discussion of this point we believe this request is to address two issues the panel raised. The first was a desire 

among some of the panel members to have the buildings face the lane due to the confusion regarding 

ownership and access to the lane. As noted above in item 1 the lane to the west of building Band C is not a 

public lane, it is private property. 

The City of Victoria Design Guidelines for: Multi Unit Residential, Commercial and industrial states: 

2.3.1 - Buildings should be oriented towards public streets, walkways and amenities (parks, harbour and coastline, etc). 

Turning the building to face the lane would be directly contrary to this section of the City's guidelines. This is 

precisely why our design has all three buildings facing the "public street," not the lane. 

The second issue of adjustment discussed by the panel was the large wide front stairs that one member 

commented looked too wide and institutional. Modifications have been made to "de-institutionalize" the 

stair while also acknowledging the Building Code requirements associated with exposure protection of the 

exits from each dwelling unit. The lower lift of stairs are narrowed to ease the overall width and address the 

comments, while also meeting the intent of the requirements for exposure protection. 

4. Accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site. The Edwardian/Craftsman Character and style of the 

buildings have been chosen to fit in with the existing streetscape, massing and context of the neighbourhood. 

This type of structure, along with the City's design guidelines that encourage separate individual front doors 

(ground orientated units), and the desire to deliver 24 affordable home ownership opportunities makes it 

very difficult to also make these units accessible to those with physical disabilities. We looked at using ramp 
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systems to allow some of the lower or mid floor units to be accessible, but the length of ramp required was 

not feasible given the height of the buildings in relationship to the average exterior grade. We.also looked at 

raising the buildings to decrease the length of ramp required to make lower units accessible, but this would 

have raised the overall height of the buildings beyond its surrounding neighbours and would likely create 

significant concern from the community. We also looked at providing an elevator but the design is ground 

orientated to give each unit its own front door which does not allow for the use of an elevator. As such we 

are not able to offer any accessible units in this development but believe that providing 24 affordable for sale 

units in this highly desirable neighbourhood is of sufficient value to offset this concern. 

5. Clarification of site functionality, including loading. This concern appears to be related to how the 

development would accommodate service vehicles or people moving in and out without blocking sections of 

the private lane. Service vehicles (repair men, parcel delivery etc would enter the site via the public lane off 

Richardson and park in the reserved visitors spot in the parking lot. Small moving vans would utilise the same 

visitor spot with no disruption to the development residents or surrounding neighbours. Where larger 

moving vans are used this would be pre booked with the strata manager to allow temporary closing of some 

of the stalls on the North or South side of the parking lot to accommodate a larger moving truck. This is the 

same process that is used at many apartment or condo projects for move ins or for cleaning and sealing 

parking surfaces, or repairing piping, lighting etc. in underground parkades. Vehicles would be discouraged 

from parking in the private lane to unload as the fence between the lane and the subject site cuts off access 

to the buildings on the subject development site. 

In addition to the issues raised by the ADP one of the neighbours on Linden has expressed concern over the proposed 

fence along the west side of the site separating it from the private lane. As you know this fence was requested by 

some, but not all of the neighbours along Linden. We therefore agreed to install a continuous 4-foot solid fence along 

this property line from the north end of the property south to the point where the public lane begins. Ms. Tamsin 

McIntosh of 721 Linden expressed concern that this fence was not tall enough to ensure that delivery vans did not 

park in the private lane and pass items over the fence. While this is highly unlikely as there would be no way for 

delivery drivers to notify the residents they were parked there, we have made attempts to meet with Ms McIntosh 

over the last couple of weeks but have not received a response from her. We also spoke with one of the residents of 

727 /29 Linden who agreed with our concern that a taller solid board fence would create a graffiti target like the fence 

on this side of the lane to the north of the subject property and that it was counter active to eyes on the alley way for 

safety & security purposes. This resident also agreed that a taller open lattice type fence would sufficiently 

discourage delivery drivers from stopping in the lane to pass packages over the fence while enhancing the eyes on 

the lane as well as allowing for views of the site landscaping from the lane which she believed would be a positive 

addition. We have therefore revised the fence along the West property line from a 4-foot solid board fence to a 5- 

foot open lattice fence as shown on the revised landscape plan as well as the updated building renderings. 

We trust this adequately responds to the clarification requirements outlined in the ADP's motion and will allow you to 

finalize your report and present our proposal to Committee of The Whole as soon as possible. Please do not hesitate 

to contact the undersigned if you have any questions or further concerns. 

Best Regards, 

TimStemp~ 

1224 Richardson Property Corp 
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Sustainable Planning and Community Development
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC  V8W 1P6

Tenant Assistance Plan

This form must be submitted with your rezoning or development application. For contact, please 
send questions to your development services planner. 

SUMMARY: Instructions and steps for Developers and Property Owners 

STEP 1
BACKGROUND: Understand your rights and responsibilities as a landlord. Please review the documents in the background 
section pertaining to relocating tenants and the City’s rental replacement policies.

STEP 2 POLICY APPLICATION: Complete tenant impact assessment to determine the requirements of your application.

STEP 3

Complete application requirement, including:

a. Current Site Information

b. Tenant Assistance Plan

c. Tenant Communication Plan

d. Appendix A - Current Occupant Information and Rent Rolls (For office use only)

e. Appendix B - Correspondence with Tenants Communication (For office use only)

STEP 4 
SUBMIT: Complete form and submit to:

a. Email digital copy of plan to housing@victoria.ca (include appendices)

STEP 5 REVISE: Applicant to update and return application requirements with staff input.

STEP 6
FINALIZE: City staff to finalize the review and signs off application requirements and used as attachment for the Committee 
of the Whole report.

BACKGROUND: Rights and Responsibilities of Landlords and Tenants
The rights and responsibilities of landlords and tenants are regulated by the Province and is set out in the Residential Tenancy Act. 

Please refer to the City of Victoria’s website for more information regarding the City of Victoria’s rental housing policies. Supporting 
documents include:

• Tenant Assistance Instructions and Checklist
• Tenant Assistance Policy
• Frequently Asked Questions
• Sample Letter to Tenants
• Request for Tenant Assistance Form and Privacy Guidelines
• Final Tenant Assistance Report

POLICY APPLICATION: Tenant Impact Assessment to Determine the Requirements 
of your Application
Answer the questions below to determine whether a plan is required with your application:

Tenant Impact Indicate: Application Requirement

Are you redeveloping or demolishing a building that 
will result in loss of existing residential units?

Yes No
If yes, complete the next question.

Does your work require the permanent relocation of 
tenant(s) out of the building? Yes No

If yes, complete and submit a tenant assistance plan.

Do you have tenant(s) who have been residing in the 
building for more than one year?

Yes No
If yes, tenants are eligible under the tenant assistance 
plan

If any are selected no, then a tenant assistance plan is not required as part of your application.

ATTACHMENT I
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Site Address:

Owner Name:

Company Name:

Tenant Relocation 
Coordinator 
(Name, Position, 
Organization):

TENANT ASSISTANCE PLAN 

A. Current Site Information

EXISTING RENTAL UNITS
Unit Type # of Units Average Rents ($/Mo.)

Bachelor

1 BR

2 BR

3 BR

3 BR+

Total

B. Tenant Assistance Plan

For any renovation or redevelopment that requires relocation of existing tenants, the property owner must create a Tenant Assistance 
Plan that addresses the following issues:

• Early communication with the tenants

• Appropriate compensation

• Relocation assistance

• Moving costs and assistance

• Right of first refusal

The City has developed a Tenant Assistance Plan template that is available for applicant use.  The template includes the required 
FOIPPA section 27(2) privacy notification which should be identified for tenants.

Please refer to the Tenant Assistance Policy with Tenant Assistance Plan guidelines for Market Rental and Non-Market Rental Housing 
Development. 

Required under the Residential Tenancy Act

Notice to End Tenancies

A landlord may issue a Notice to End Tenancy only after all necessary permits have been issued by the City. In addition, landlords must 
give four months’ notice to end tenancies for renovation, demolition, and conversions. Tenants have 30 days to dispute the notice. 

For more information, please refer to the Landlord Notice to End Tenancy.

Renovations and Repairs

Renovations and repairs must be so extensive that they require the unit to be empty in order for them to take place, and the only way to 
achieve the necessary emptiness or vacancy is by terminating a tenancy. The RTA and associated guidelines provide specific guidance 
pertaining to whether a landlord may end a tenancy in order to undertake renovations or repairs to a rental unit. 

For more information, please refer to Ending a Tenancy for Landlord’s use of Property.

Right of First Refusal 

In instances of renovations or repairs requiring vacancy, the RTA requires tenants be offered the right of first refusal to enter into a new 
tenancy agreement at a rent determined by the landlord. This right of first refusal applies only to a rental unit in a residential property 
containing 5 or more units, and there are financial penalties for non-compliance. 

For more information, please refer to Tenant Notice: Exercising Right of First Refusal. 

For full details, please check the Government of British Columbia website.
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Tenant Assistance Plan 
Components

APPLICANT CITY STAFF

Tenant Assistance Plan

Did the 
Applicant 

meet 
policy?

Date: dd/mm/yyyy dd/mm/yyyy

Compensation

Please indicate how you 
will be compensating the 
tenant(s).

Yes

No

Moving Expenses

Please indicate how the 
tenant(s) will receive 
moving expenses and 
assistance.

Yes

No

Relocation Assistance

Please indicate how the 
tenant(s) will receive 
relocation assistance.

Yes

No

Right of First Refusal

Please indicate whether 
the applicant is offering 
right of first refusal to the 
tenant(s). Please indicate 
your reasoning.

Yes

No

Tenants Requiring 
Additional Assistance

Please indicate whether 
there are tenants requiring 
additional assistance. If so, 
please indicate how the 
applicant plans to provide 
additional support.

Yes

No

Other Comments
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Tenant Communication 
Plan Components

APPLICANT

Tenant Communication Plan

Date: dd/mm/yyyy

How and when did you 
inform tenants of the 
rezoning or development 
application? 

How will you be 
communicating to tenants 
throughout the rezoning or 
development application 
(including decisions made 

by Council)?

What kind of resources 
will you be communicating 
to your tenants and how 
will you facilitate tenants 
in accessing these 
resources?
(Please see the City’s 
website for a list of 
resources) 

Have tenant(s) confirmed 
with you whether they 
request assistance? If so, 
please indicate the staff 
responsible or whether 
a third-party service is 
requested.

Other communications 
notes:
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FINAL TAP Review - [For City Staff to complete]
 
Application received by ____________________________________________________ (City Staff) on _________________________ (Date)

Staff Comments on  
final plan: 

Did the applicant meet TAP policy?  Yes  No  
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1

Monica Dhawan

From: Patricia Manly <
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2019 9:43 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Cc:
Subject: 1224 Richardson proposed development

Dear Mayor and Council: 

I regret that I will be out of town on Wednesday, June 19 and will thus be unable to attend the community 
information meeting regarding this development proposal. 

I have been informed by neighbours who live closer to Richardson that the proposal is to develop the lot from 
its current duplex to a 24 strata units with 10 parking stalls. 

Personally, I support increasing density in Victoria in order to mitigate our housing shortage, provided that this 
can be done wisely.  I do not object to increasing the density at 1224 Richardson to provide additional housing 
in the neighbourhood.  In particular, I support efforts to make our neighbourhood more affordable for families 
with young children. 

I do have some concerns: 

 The scale of this development seems excessive.  I would be much more agreeable to a proposal half this
size.

 The site is close to the intersection of Harbinger and Richardson.  The potential of additional traffic
along Harbinger is a concern that could affect our quality of life and property values.  Traffic calming
strategies may be helpful and should be considered.

 The lane that runs between Richardson and Rockland to the west of the property is actually a family
friendly resource that needs to be protected, in my view.  The lane currently has next to no traffic, which
makes it an ideal place for children to learn to ride bicycles, skateboards, etc. without danger.  Although
I do not have children myself, I would hate to see the loss of a bike friendly space that is currently
suitable for young children to develop their skills.

 Preserving and enhancing Victoria's green space should always be a priority, and I would hope that this
has been taken into consideration in this proposal.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.  I am hopeful that development can proceed on this site at a 
scale that will add to Victoria's housing supply while preserving Fairfield and Rockland's quiet, leafy 
atmosphere. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Manly, Ph.D. 
608 Harbinger Avenue 
Victoria, BC  V8V 4J1 

ATTACHMENT J
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Heather McIntyre

From: Raphael Beck 

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2019 4:25 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; 

Subject: Fwd: Development at 1224 Richardson

As we are unable to attend the June 19 meeting, we would like to voice our concerns regarding the proposed 
development on Richardson: 
1. The size of the development is out of proportion to the surrounding neighborhood. It will turn a quiet
residential area into a busy urban environment. 
2. Privacy of residents west of the lane could be compromised as tenants from the development seek to shortcut
through to Linden avenue.  
3. Parking: it is unrealistic to assume that 24 “families” will own 10 cars. More likely, most of them will. That
means that they will seek parking in adjacent streets, resulting in residents of these streets having trouble 
finding a parking place.  
4. Lane traffic: our big concern is that the narrow private lane will be transformed into a high-traffic area. This
will compromise the safety of young children living along the lane, as well as pedestrians and bikers who often 
use the lane now.  
5. Is paying $850 per square foot considered “affordable housing”?

The development should be scaled down to fit the neighbourhood. 

Raphael and Dahlia Beck 
3-727 Linden Ave 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Melanie and Morgan Finley 

Sent: September 5, 2019 5:41 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Proposed Development 1224 Richardson Street

Hi, 

We are opposed to the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street changing from single family to 24 

strata units. 

We live within close proximity to 1224 Richardson Street and have received a notice about the proposed 

development to change the zoning from R1-B (single family house) to 24 strata units.  This does not align with 

other neighbourhood developments to date. It changes the family residential feel of our neighbourhood. It 

does not meet proposed or active community development plans. We also have grave concerns about lack of 

parking that will be provided and the increased traffic on a laneway that is on an elementary school walking 

route.  

While we appreciate the desire to densify our residential neighbourhoods this proposal is not suitable for our 

area. Please consider changing this high density proposal to one that suits the neighbourhood. Other lots 

close by have been subdivided into single family houses or large 2 story houses on large lots have been strata 

converted into 3 or 4 units.  

Thank you, 
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Heather McIntyre

From: Development Services email inquiries

Sent: September 6, 2019 11:03 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: FW: 1224/1226 Richardson St- Proposedredevelopment

-------- Original Message -------- 
Subject: 1224/1226 Richardson St- Proposedredevelopment 
Date: 2019-09-05 19:32 
 From: ANGELE MUNRO 

To Whom it may concern, 

I live at 3-602 Trutch St and am in favour of the proposed site specific development of this property with the following 
suggestions. 

  I drive along Richardson St 6 days a week past that location on my way to Oak Bay Recreation. It is a very busy street 
even early in the morning ( usually 6:45 am). It is a bicycle route and there are lots of vehicles parked along the street as 
well as vehicular traffic. 
. 

  To address these concern, I would suggest that the Developer provide enough on-site parking for residents and visitors 
also bicycle storage. 

This location would be great for residents who wish to cycle or walk to work Downtown which would benefit the traffic and 
parking in the city. 

Also, it should be considered that this building has no Heritage value.  
A new building would provide a safe and healthy environment for its residents and be an asset to Fairfield. Some older 
buildings in the area have been a safety issue. There have been fires in the neighbourhood in the last couple of years as 
well as lead and asbestos issues. 

I appreciate having the opportunity to voice my opinion. 

Thank you 

-- 
ANGELE MUNRO,BA 
Realtor 
Pemberton Holmes Ltd 

...Tell ANGELE 
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Heather McIntyre

From: Loretta Blasco 

Sent: September 18, 2019 10:07 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Proposed development of 1224 Richardson

Good morning, 
I wasn’t able to attend last nights meeting, but I thought it was important to share with you what I see as going in the 
wrong direction with development.  What I mean by that is, for example, 1201 Fort Street and the Black and White 
developments that are currently being constructed.  
What Victoria DOES NOT NEED are more condo developments in our neighbourhoods. 
What Victoria DOES NEED is affordable rental/co-op housing stock.  And by affordable, I don’t mean subsidized units, 
nor do I  mean, 300 sq. ft. units for $1400 per month.  We need housing where people can get on with their lives and build 
community.  I do understand that all levels of government need to be involved, but it’s time to say no to over development 
in our neighbourhoods.  It’s time to think differently about housing, other than condo units, and the time is now to make it 
happen. 
Please pay attention to the set backs on these developments that are coming to you for approval.  There is no need, 
except greed, to have buildings encroaching on sidewalks, and neighbours.  As well, greed drives the need to increase 
the height of these buildings.  A two story building on Richardson fits in better with the neighbourhood, not 3 stories. 
And for goodness sake, if you going to allow this development, please make sure the city receives some amenities for the 
privilege of building in a neighbourhood, for example, money for better roads, or maybe green space.  Stop giving our 
valuable land away for nothing, for free. 
I hope you, the Mayor, and city council will carefully consider the legacy you are trying to leave for Victorians living and 
working here.  I’m sure, you would rather have a legacy with a different headline, Instead of the headline saying that 
Victoria is one of the worst places in Canada to be a renter now.  Wouldn’t it be exciting to change that statement around 
to something more community based, affordable and inclusive? 
Please think carefully as you consider the proposed development of 1224 Richardson. 
Thank you. 
Loretta Blasco 
301-1025 Linden Avenue 
Victoria BC 

Sent from my iPad 
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Heather McIntyre

From: PW 

Sent: October 14, 2019 10:40 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Development Services email inquiries

Subject: 1224 Richardson development. 

Hello 

Hope you all had a wonderful weekend. 

Concerns over the 24 unit proposed  development at 1224 Richardson. Developer is using affordable housing to propose 
rezoning reduced set backs over hight and to many units on a lot that in the past had one house with access only and 
required off Richardson.  
We have had two resident meetings the residents concerns are not a development , just the kind of development. 
We would appreciate your attention to our Concerns. The lane adjacent to the development ( Richardson to Rockland ) is 
owned by the residents on Linden we allow the public to use the back lane ..it’s nice to share a quiet walk on the lane. We 
have a problem regarding the lane. The development is proposing they use the lane ( small portion off Richardson owned  
by city) to access the development off the lane. This is nothing but trouble. It is a lane not a road, it is narrow and does 
not meet code and will creat unsafe traffic problems, all traffic from the development will use the private lane. There is a 
proposal for a curb to direct vehicle traffic into the development. The lane needs to be left alone. The driveway clearly 
needs to be separate and off Richardson. The lane should not be used as an allowance for variance to the proposed 
development. The owners of the lane pay taxes every year On the lane and at this point would like to keep the lane open 
for the public. The owners of the lane have not been offered compensation from the developer or the city might consider 
the purchase or reducing the property tax bill. The planning department needs to keep this in mind. Time and money 
should not be spent on re-engineering the lane.  
The Development for that sight is wrong  it is are opinion the sight zoning must be attached to the building plans. Plans of 
6-8 family units. Reasons ..the condo market is flooding and prices reasonable we need the next step up for family 
homes. This aria is suitable. 
Parking is a big issue with this development.  
The developer seems to have hart please encourage them to build family units ,less density with no use or allowances 
with the “Lane”   

Regards, 
Peter Willis 
Victoria 

Sent from cell 
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Heather McIntyre

From: ron 

Sent: February 14, 2020 12:58 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson development

Good day, 

As we live at 1232 Richardson,next door to this proposed development, we would like to raise our concerns. 

This has already been turned down by the Advisory Design Group. This proposal will now be presented to you without 
addressing any of the concerns. That is, over height, over dense, minimal parking. 

We would have no problem with half  that many units in smaller buildings but as it stands now we will be subject to a wall 
of three story windows the full length of our property. There is no solution presented for the protected tree on the 1232 lot 
which over stands the proposed building "C". Both 1224 and 1232 lots are only 55 feet wide so this development on 1224 
would totally devalue any resale options for 1232 as the present code calls for a 60 foot lot for a panhandle development. 

Regards, 

Maureen and Ron Pugh 

1232 Richardson Street 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Tamsin McIntosh 

Sent: March 5, 2020 12:17 PM

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Subject: 1224 Richardson

>  
> To Mayor Lisa Helps and Council 
>  
> I have several concerns about the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Avenue. 

> The developers are not working with the neighbors, and are going ahead after being turned down by your Advisory 
Design Group.  It seems that by calling 
the development  "affordable", they believe this development will pass council, even though this is a huge jump in density 
for profit. I am totally supportive of affordable housing, but this proposed development does not meet the community's 
needs.  We are just a few blocks from an elementary school and  a Community Centre. We have more affordable small 
units already on the market. We really need some family housing. 
>  
>  
> This is essentially a panhandle development, with the two back buildings having no street access. I am told by City 
planners that it is not a panhandle because it is not wide enough to qualify. With a lane way house, or panhandle lot there 
are extra restrictions, designed to protect neighbors from a big building looking into and shading our back yards. This 
development dwarfs my neighbors properties to the East. The developers drawings are shown from an angle that makes 
them appear to fit in. Please hold them to the set backs and height restrictions in R1A, as other properties that actually 
have street access are held to this zoning. 

> The back two buildings have no street access and the building at the back has no vehicle access for fire, ambulance or 
deliveries. 
> The lane at the back is a PRIVATE DRIVE owned by the houses to the south. I own 721 Linden, and I own the lane at 
the back of my property. 

> 1224 Richardson has always had it’s own driveway, but that is not in the new plans. My neighbours have never minded 
the foot and bicycle traffic, 
> but are tired of getting blocked, and have voted to put up PRIVATE LANE and  NO PARKING signs.    
The lane is not wide enough for cars to pass, and this development creates a number of dangerous situations such as 
having to back out onto Richardson, driving onto a pedestrian sidewalk and limited visibility at both ends. It will be even 
more dangerous for the proposed bike lane. Closing the lane to through traffic would solve some of the problems, but 
would also create some. 

> I invite you to come out, and will happily walk the lane and show you our concerns. Please give me a call or email with 
the time you would like to come, and I will do my best to meet you or have a neighbor meet you. 
>  
> Tamsin McIntosh 
> 721 Linden Ave 
> Victoria B.C. V8V4G8 
> 
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Richard Elliott

From: Calum Ramsay 

Sent: June 23, 2020 12:34 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: 1224 Richardson St. Development - Letter of Support

Attachments: 1224 Richardson St. Letter of Support - City of Victoria.pdf

To the Mayor and Council, 

  

My name is Calum Ramsay. I currently rent at 103-100 Saghalie Rd, and I’d like to own one of the new units 

proposed for 1224 Richardson St. 

  

The addition of 24 affordable, walk-up single and double bedroom homes will greatly improve the local area, 

as well as boosting the supply of affordable housing in Victoria. The location – close to downtown, Cook St. 

village, bike lanes, and transit – will increase the density and vitality of the area, while maintaining its current 

form and character. 

  

Personally, the most important factor is proposed prices – at $420 000 for a 2-bedroom home, my partner 

and I will be able to afford our own place in Victoria. I've attached a copy of this letter in PDF form to this 

email. 

  

Please support this new endeavor, and help us out by improving availability of affordable housing in Victoria, 

  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Calum Ramsay 

103



City	of	Victoria	
1	Centennial	Square	
Victoria	BC	V8W	1P6	
	
ATTN:	Mayor	&	Council	
	
Also	emailed	to:	mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca,	ajohnston@victoria.ca		
	
Re:	Development	Proposal	for	1224	Richardson	St.	
	
To	the	Mayor	and	Council,	
	
My	name	is	Calum	Ramsay.	I	currently	rent	at	103-100	Saghalie	Rd,	and	I’d	like	to	own	one	of	
the	new	units	proposed	for	1224	Richardson	St.	
	
The	addition	of	24	affordable,	walk-up	single	and	double	bedroom	homes	will	greatly	improve	
the	local	area,	as	well	as	boosting	the	supply	of	affordable	housing	in	Victoria.	The	location	–	
close	to	downtown,	Cook	St.	Village,	bike	lanes,	and	transit	–	will	increase	the	density	and	
vitality	of	the	area,	while	maintaining	its	current	form	and	character.	
	
Personally,	the	most	important	factor	is	proposed	prices	–	at	$420	000	for	a	2-bedroom	home,	
my	partner	and	I	will	be	able	to	afford	our	own	place	in	Victoria.	
	
Please	support	this	new	endeavor,	and	help	us	out	by	improving	availability	of	affordable	
housing	in	Victoria,	
	
Respectfully	submitted,	
	

	
	
				Calum	Ramsay	
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Richard Elliott

From: stauft 

Sent: June 23, 2020 11:03 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

Attachments: Letter.Vic.Council.pdf
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City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6

Attention: Mayor & Council

Re:  Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

Dear Mayor & Council,

As as senior and current home owner in Fairfield (1355 Carnsew Street) , I am intriqued and optimistic 

about the addition of a more affordable option for seniors in our neighborhood.  I currently use Car 

Share, do not own a car, and ride cycles (and motorcycles) in part to support a green lifestyle.

This development looks to be both affordable and functional for a senior such as myself wishing to 

downsize.  I would gladly move into a 450sq ft living space, without the added headache of yard upkeep 

and possibly to add a more social living environment.  

While I guess I would prefer a more acoustically isolated structure than the currently proposed wood 

structure walk ups [ concrete floors and walls assure better privacy and noise isolation ], I might still be 

amenable to one of these units if I could be assured of peace and privacy.  That said, I firmly believe well

designed tiny living spaces are the way to go for both the young and old alike.  The area is ideally suited 

to walk anywhere vital in Victoria in under half an hour.

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable to buy homes in Victoria.

Sincerely,

John Stauft   ( M.B.A.  B.A.Sc . Retired ]
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Richard Elliott

From: Ryan Jabs 

Sent: June 23, 2020 2:22 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Support for housing proposal at 1224 Richardson

Dear Mayor and Council: 

 

My name is Ryan Jabs. I live at 1560 Oakland Ave. and am a small developer that focuses on proposing more missing 

middle housing in core Victoria.  

 

I am supportive of the housing being proposed for 1224 Richardson, as it fits well within the fabric of the 

neighbourhood and will provide homes for people who want to work and live in the city.  

 

In my view, this proposal aligns with city values as it offers gentle density in a neighbourhood that needs more homes, 

as well as relatively affordable home ownership in a neighbourhood that has become unaffordable to many. It will also 

cater – and, in fact, encourage – people who don’t need or don’t want to own or use a car to live a car free lifestyle by 

being in a walkable neighbourhood, with great bicycle amenities and with a car share vehicle on site.  

 

There are relatively few of these types of missing middle projects being proposed in the city, as they often take more 

time and effort to be approved – and cost more per home to develop – compared to some of the large-scale 

developments that are proposed for the city.  

 

However, these types of homes are more likely to foster strong community and family values compared to much larger 

multi-family buildings, as people within these buildings are more likely to recognize and get to know and support each 

other and their neighbours (regular eye contact is key!).  

 

I am looking forward to the outcome of this proposal, as I consider how I can also provide more of this type of housing 

in the city.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ryan JabsRyan JabsRyan JabsRyan Jabs |President, Community Builder  

Lapis Homes |  www.lapishomes.com 
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Richard Elliott

From: Colin Jerome 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:06 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: Proposed development at 1224 Richardson St

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

  We are writing in support of the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.  We live in Ladysmith, BC but are 

considering moving to Victoria if we can afford to purchase a home.  We would like to buy one of the units at 1224 

Richardson Street. 

 

  The proposed development of 3 Dockland-Style homes divided into 24 affordable, walk-up, 1 and 2 bedroom units 

enhances the neighbourhood and improves the stock of affordable housing available to purchase in Victoria. 

 

  With easy access to downtown and Cook St Village, bicycle and bus routes, this is an ideal location to gently increase 

the density and vitality of the neighbourhood, while respecting its current form and character. 

 

  Most importantly, at the proposed prices: $330,000 for 1 bedroom units and $420,000 for a 2 bedroom unit, we will be 

able to buy a home in Victoria. 

 

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable homes in Victoria. 

 

Sincerely, 

Colin and Marie Jerome 
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Richard Elliott

From: christine knussmann <cknussmann@gmail.com>

Sent: June 29, 2020 3:08 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Re: Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

 

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I currently live at Linden Ave. and I would like to live in one of the units proposed for 1224 Richardson St. 

The proposed development, of 3 Rockland-style homes divided up into 24 affordable, walk-up, 1 and 2 

bedroom units, enhances the neighborhood and improves the stock of affordable housing available to purchase in 

Victoria. 

With easy access to downtown and Cook Street Village, bicycle and bus routes, this is an ideal location to gently increase 

the density and vitality of the neighbourhood, while respecting its current form and character. 

 

I have been living in this neighborhood for over 15years and would like to purchase my own place in the near future. At 

the proposed prices: $330,000 for a 1 bedroom unit this would be the ONLY place, amongst the new developments in 

this neighborhood, I could afford.  

 

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable homes to buy in Victoria and help me to have a 

chance to stay in my    

beloved neighborhood. 

Yours sincerely, 

Christine 
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Richard Elliott

From: Douglas Curran 

Sent: June 29, 2020 10:52 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: RE: ASH Proposal for 124 Richardson Street / July 2 Council Meeting

Attachments: RE-1224 Richardson ASH proposal.docx

Please see attached letter, regarding the development proposal for 1224 Richardson. 

 

cheers,  Douglas Curran 

 

 

 

Douglas Curran 

1161 Burdett Avenue 

Victoria, BC Canada  V8V 3H3 

 

 

 

dougcurran.photography 
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Douglas Curran – Photographer 

1161 Burdett Avenue, Victoria BC, Canada  V8V 3H3 

 

 

June 27, 2020 

 

 

Mayor and Council 

City of Victoria 

City Hall 

1 Centennial Square 

V8W 1P6 

 

RE: 124 Richardson ASH proposal 

 

Mayor and council, 

 

I am writing is support of the development of 1224 Richardso St. as a development 

of 3 houseplex structures for this location. 

 

As a Fairfield community resident, I was engaged in the In-fill housing process for 

Fairfield, looking for viable responses to housing needs in this near downtown 

section of the city. 

 

As has been long recognized, residents of this community are looking for workable 

designs that offer an expanded choice in housing forms, beyond the traditional 

single-family homes, while still preserving the scale and design elements of that 

traditional form. 

 

The ASH concept (affordable, sustainable housing) is a lower cost concept that 

addresses many of the concerns we explored through our community working 

group and also through the Cook Street pop-up information centre.  More directly, in 

the immediate neighbourhood of Rockland and Burdett Avenues, the ASH concept 

houseplexes of this scale were widely supported as a preferred choice to 

accommodate the budgets of first-time buyers, while reinforcing the scale and form 

most representative of this traditional part of Fairfield. 

 

I urge Council to look carefully at the core aspects of this project and recognize the 

multiple ways in which this project answers Council’s own ambitions for expanded 

housing within an affordable and innovative cost structure for infill housing in the 

traditional neighbourhood. 

 

 

Regards,  Douglas Curran 

 

1161 Burdett Avenue                                                                 
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Richard Elliott

From: Denton Pendergast 

Sent: June 29, 2020 12:51 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: In support of Richardson project

Attachments: Richardson support letter.docx
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28 June, 2020 

 

 

 

Mayor and Council, 

 

I’ve been following the development and rezoning of 1224 

Richardson with a great deal of interest. It would seem to me 

that the project is a perfect use, not only for the land 

configuration but for providing what seems to be reasonably 

priced home ownership for a number of families and 

individuals. 

 

I hope the Mayor and council grasp this opportunity to move 

such meretricious project forward, both in and within itself, 

and as a new housing option for our forward thinking city. 

 

Respectuflly 

114



 

Denton Pendergast 

406, 890 Academy Close 

Victoria, V8V 2Y1 
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Lisa Helps (Mayor)

From: Joel Bryan 

Sent: June 29, 2020 3:57 PM

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Cc: Harry Newton

Subject: 1224 Richardson development support

Good Day, 

 

I am writing today to voice my support for the proposed development at 1224 Richardson.  

 

My family and I live on nearby Cornwall Street and commute to work and school by bike, foot and car almost daily past 

the proposed site. 

The development seems to meet city plans for both density and affordable housing and would be a welcome addition to 

the neighbourhood where additional affordable units are very much needed. 

 

Cheers, 

Joel Bryan 

631 Cornwall St,  

Victoria, BC 
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Richard Elliott

From: Michael Richardson 

Sent: June 29, 2020 7:37 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Mayor and Council, 

 

 I am writing in support of the rezoning and building of the multi-unit housing development at 1224 Richardson. 

 It shows imaginative use of this oddly shaped piece of land in Fairfield.  The proposed units fit within the 

surrounding streetscape and would be a welcome addition to the neighbourhood.  The fact that it meets an affordability 

level is enough to ‘seal the deal’. 

 

M. Richardson 

150 Wellington Avenue 

Victoria, BC. 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Richard Elliott

From: Rosa Harris 

Sent: June 29, 2020 8:52 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Gene Miller

Subject: In support of 1224 richardson proposal

To Mayor Helps and Victoria City Council 

  

As a longstanding resident of the city, I want to put my full support behind the proposed development project at 1224 

Richardson and the rezoning required to realize it. 

  

A denser city is a more vibrant and functional city – provided such density is undertaken with respect. I believe that’s 

the case in this instance. The prospective buildings are clearly designed to maintain the character of the neighbourhood. 

Just as important, erecting them would increase the stock of much-needed affordable housing in the city. 

  

This well-thought-out enterprise, which makes clever and appropriate use of land, could serve as a template for future 

such undertakings in other neighbourhoods.  Victoria needs to execute fresh ideas like this one. 

  

  

Sincerely, 

  

Rosa Harris 

206-649 Bay Street 

Victoria 

V8T 5H8 
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Richard Elliott

From: Steve Woolrich 

Sent: June 29, 2020 4:35 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: LETTER OF SUPPORT | DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL | 1224 RICHARDSON STREET

Attachments: Letter of Support 1224 Richardson.pdf

Importance: High

Good Day, 

 

Please find my Letter of Support for this exciting project attached. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve 

 

 

 

Steve Woolrich | Principal 

People • Place • Connection  
 

@RethinkUrban | rethinkurban.com 

 

                                      

The world we shape is the world we touch - with our words, our actions, our dreams.”  - Ken Nerburn 
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June 29, 2020 

To Mayor and Council,  

I’m writing to strongly support the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 
Richardson Street. 

As neighbourhoods throughout Victoria continue to explore new developments that will 
support affordable housing and well thought out designs that bridge the many concerns 
around density, this project meets the needs of the Rockfield/Fairfield area. 

For over two decades I’ve been directly involved in reviewing land use applications, 
bylaws and designs, as they relate to community safety and wellbeing. This particular 
housing concept provides our city with a viable alternative worth considering. I feel it’s 
imperative that people live in neighbourhoods that are healthy and safe, and don’t 
compromise the character of their surroundings. This project is compelling, and strikes a 
great balance. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve Woolrich 
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Richard Elliott

From: Lucas De Amaral

Sent: June 30, 2020 9:26 AM

To: Richard Elliott

Subject: Fw: 1224 Richardson St letter of support

From: Erin Fisher  

Sent: June 29, 2020 5:46 PM 

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor) <LHelps@victoria.ca> 

Subject: 1224 Richardson St letter of support  

  

Hello Mayor Lisa Helps and city council,  

 

I'm a supporter of what you've done for lower income housing rentals and condo developments in the city, as well as 

the bike lanes and help for the homeless population throughout the pandemic. 

 

I've been a music instructor at the Victoria Conservatory of Music for the last sixteen years, and during that time have 

found renting or buying in the city increasingly difficult. 

 

Harry Newton is currently my landlord, and the buildings he's developed on Pemberton rd have stood out from 

everywhere else in terms of quality. I've been living in 1016 Pemberton for the last 8 years, and would very much like to 

see 1224 Richardson and developments like it go forward. 

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Erin Fisher 

 

--  

--- 

Erin Fisher 

Victoria, BC, Canada 
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Richard Elliott

From: Gene Miller 

Sent: June 30, 2020 8:07 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Street View[1].jpg; Building B - North[1].jpg; Aerial[1].jpg; Building B[1].jpg; Building 

A[1].jpg

Dear Lisa, 

Your Committee of the Whole agenda this Thursday (tomorrow) includes a land use item 
regarding 1224 Richardson Street: a proposal requiring rezoning. 

The planner’s report recommends that the proposal advance to public hearing, and in support of 
that outcome I want to bring a few of the project features to your attention. 

The proposal is to develop a 55x360ft. lot as three new multi-suite  ‘houseplexes’ with a total of 
24 one- and two-bedroom apartment homes and surface parking, a Modo share-car, and secure 
bike parking. Each unit will have its own front door, meaning a stronger sense of home and no 
space (or cost) wasted in lobbies or corridors. 

At the developer’s initiative, in support of the case for housing affordability, these units will be 
offered for sale at a significant 10% below average comparable market prices. To avoid 
speculation, a buyer who sells in less than three years will be obliged to return half of any 
profits to the City of Victoria’s housing affordability fund.   

The buildings have been designed to fit—not fight—with the existing homes in the immediate 
area, and the property will be heavily landscaped.  Vehicular access has been designed to utilize 
the 120 ft. of public lane beside the property (off Richardson), and not the balance of the lane 
which is privately and cooperatively owned.  

We believe this proposal will offer affordable home ownership largely to move-up homebuyers 
(liberating rental units), and will provide the city with an innovative and significant study 
model for increasing density in neighbourhoods without damaging character. (See attached 
images.) 

We hope this proposal merits your support. 

Best, 

Gene Miller
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Richard Elliott

From: Norma Butterfield 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:00 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Rezoning of 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Mayor anc Council Richardson 1.pdf

 

To Mayor and Council, 
  
Re: Rezoning proposal 1224 Richardson (There is a signed copy of my letter in the attachment 
below). 
  
  
I want to voice my support of the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  
  
I like the design and the idea of having 24 affordable homes, each with their own front door, while 
respecting and enhancing the character of the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood. This type of 
housing is needed in this area and other parts of our city. 
  
It is a sensible and considerate way to add to the density of this beautiful area. I also like the 
proposed covenant regarding the sale of the homes prior to the first three years. 
  
I think this is an important housing idea and design that the city can consider for other areas.  
  
  
Thank you, 
  
  
  
  
Norma Butterfield 

  
1201-21 Dallas Road, 
Victoria, BC 

 V8V 4Z9 
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Richard Elliott

From: Norma Butterfield 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:08 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Rezoning proposal for 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Mayor anc Council Richardson 2.pdf

To Mayor and Council, 
  
Re: Rezoning proposal 1224 Richardson (There is a signed copy of my letter in the attachment 
below). 
 

I sent this email to you a few moments ago but the attachment I sent was blank. Here is the  correct 
attachment.  
  
I want to voice my support of the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  
  
I like the design and the idea of having 24 affordable homes, each with their own front door, while 
respecting and enhancing the character of the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood. This type of 
housing is needed in this area and other parts of our city. 
  
It is a sensible and considerate way to add to the density of this beautiful area. I also like the 
proposed covenant regarding the sale of the homes prior to the first three years. 
  
I think this is an important housing idea and design that the city can consider for other areas.  
  
  
Thank you, 
 

Norma 

  
  
Norma Butterfield 

  
1201-21 Dallas Road, 
Victoria, BC 

 V8V 4Z9 
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Richard Elliott

From: E Davies 

Sent: June 25, 2020 12:39 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Support for proposal development at 1224 Richardson St.

Attachments: City of Victoria.pdf

Good afternoon,  

 

I am writing to you today in support of the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street, Victoria. Please see the 

attached letter of support.  

 

Thank you, 

 

Eleri Davies  

 

 

--  
 

Eleri A. Davies  

778.873.6958  
  

 

 

 

131



Attention: Mayor & Council  

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

 

June 25, 2020  

 

Re: Support for proposed development at 1224 Richardson St.  
 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

I live at 100 Saghalie Road, Victoria. I am writing you today to support the proposed development at 

1224 Richardson Street.   

 

As someone who works in the sustainability sector and is looking to enter the housing marketing for the 

first time in Victoria, this is precisely the type of Gentle Density development we need.  

 

This is an exciting project, as it will enhance the community well-being by encouraging a diverse group 

of socio-economic homeowners to enter a market. Ultimately, this will develop an inclusive community 

where young people from the area can stay in the neighbourhood they grew up in, retirees can 

downsize in the area they have called home, and renters can become homeowners without having to 

move to the suburbs.  

 

Having reviewed the project proposal, I see several links to the City of Victoria’s Community Plan to 

increase affordable home ownership without negatively affecting the existing neighbourhood.  In 

addition, the proposed sustainability features of the project align with the provincial government’s 

CleanBC plan, Active Transportation Plan and the city’s Go Victoria strategy. 

 

 It is clear that the project team has provided thoughtful integration of the City of Victoria’s 

transportation, affordable housing, climate solutions, and community well-being strategies while 

designing to fit with the current neighbourhood aesthetic.  

 

For these reasons, I urge you to approve this development.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Eleri A. Davies  
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Richard Elliott

From: Mary Ann Espedido 

Sent: June 26, 2020 11:46 PM

To: Alec Johnston

Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson Street

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

 

Attention:    Mayor & Council 

 

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I am a Victoria resident.  I am writing you today to support the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.   

 

This is precisely the type of Gentle Density development we need in Victoria.  It will provide desperately needed 

affordable housing without negatively impacting the existing neighbourhood.  This project will allow young people from 

the area to stay in the neighbourhood they grew up in, retires to down size in the area they have called home and 

renters to become home owners without having to move to the suburbs.    

 

I urge you to approve this development.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mary Ann Espedido 
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Richard Elliott

From: trevor rowe 

Sent: June 26, 2020 11:58 PM

To: ajohnston@victoria.bc

Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson Street

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

 

Attention:    Mayor & Council 
 

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I am a Victoria resident.  I am writing you today to support the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.   

 

This is exactly the type of Gentle Density development we need in Victoria.  It will provide affordable housing without 

negatively impacting the existing neighbourhood.  This project will allow young people, such as my young adult children, 

to stay in the neighbourhood they grew up in, retirees to down size in the area they have called home and renters to 

become home owners without having to move to the suburbs.    

 

Please support adfordable living. 
 

Trevor Rowe 
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Richard Elliott

From: ryley rohan 

Sent: June 27, 2020 7:58 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson development

Dear Mayor & Council. 

 

My name is Ryley Rohan and I am inquiring about the development at 1224 Richardson. 

I am interested in this development due it’s location. I do not have a vehicle and I work construction mostly in the 

downtown area where I commute by bike and have had a hard time finding housing in the near by areas for long term 

periods. I was wondering when this project was scheduled to be completed and if it still needed approval because I 

would be interested , 

 

Thank you for your time 

 

Ryley 
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Richard Elliott

From: Bill Weaver 

Sent: June 28, 2020 1:46 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: re: Development and Rezoning at 1224 Richardson.

To Mayor and Council: 

 

We're delighted and excited to support the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  We 

already know Fairfield residents who would love a development like this.  

 

For several years, I've been hearing about the Affordable Sustainable Housing concept, and have been hoping 

to see it brought to life. In my opinion, it's the perfect answer to Victoria's affordable housing needs, while 

maintaining the character our neighbourhood of Fairfield is known for.  

 

Victoria has another chance to innovate. We need to breathe life into more ideas like this. Please greenlight 

this project.  

 

Many thanks 

 

BIll Weaver and Siobhan Robinsong 

1316 Point St, Victoria, BC V8S 1A5 

 

. 

 

 

 

 

--  

Bill Weaver 

Across Borders Media 

www.natureofmedia.org 
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Richard Elliott

From:

Sent: June 28, 2020 3:32 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Support for development at 1224 Richardson St.

To Mayor Lisa Helps and Victoria City Council  

  

  

Dear Mayor and Council,  

  

I’d like to show my support for an exciting and timely new multi-family housing 

development and rezoning proposed for 1224 Richardson St. in Fairfield.   

  

I’ve lived in Fairfield/Rockland  and James Bay for the last 30 years and welcome this 

approach to re-development and densification of our residential neighbourhoods.  The 

proposed units are affordable enough to ensure diversity in the community while 

reflecting the architectural character of the adjacent homes and streets.   

  

I currently rent a character home which, with its 3 adjacent houses, is scheduled for 

demolition in the next year for another multi-family development.  I would welcome 

seeing an ASH project as an alternative to wiping out the character of my neighbourhood.  

  

I hope you will approve the Richardson St. project which will provide a path to follow for 

other land owners in Victoria.   

  

Sincerely,  

  

Geoff Gosson  

415 Parry St.  

Victoria, BC  
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“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with Variances 
Application No. 00135 for 43, 45 and 55 Gorge Road East and 2827, 2829 and 
2831 Irma Street, in accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped May 22, 2020.

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for
the following variances:

i. reduce the required number of residential parking spaces from 141 to 106

ii. reduce the required number of visitor parking spaces from 15 to 7 parking
spaces

iii. reduce the rear yard setback from 6m to 2.93m.

3. The applicant provide the details of the proposed public art to be installed on
the brick facade on the west elevation drawing to the satisfaction of the
Director of Community Planning and Sustainable Development.

4. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

F.3 1224 Richardson Street - Rezoning Application No. 00705 and Development 
Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 (Rockland) 

Committee received a report dated June 18, 2020 from the Director of 
Sustainable Planning and Community Development regarding the rezoning and 
development permit with variance for the property located at 1224 Richardson 
Street.  The rezoning proposal would allow for a new site-specific zone in order 
to increase the density and allow for multiple dwellings and the development 
permit with variances application would allow for varied parking, height and 
number of storeys and allow for a roof deck. 

Committee discussed: 

 The reasoning for the applicant adding a covenant to the property without
being prompted by the City.

Moved By Mayor Helps 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in 
Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street, that first and 
second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by 
Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following:

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-
owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and
Community Development;

ATTACHMENT B
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b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit 

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane; 

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for 
one bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and 

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their 
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing 
Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase. 

  

Amendment: 
Moved By Mayor Helps 
Seconded By Councillor Alto 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in 
Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street, that first and 
second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by 
Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-
owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and 
Community Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit 

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane; 
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d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for 
one bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and 

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their 
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing 
Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase. 

f. That Council direct staff to work with the applicant to establish an 
administrative way to implement affordable home ownership 
including mechanisms to measure income of prospective buyers 
and report to Council at first and second reading of the bylaws for 
this proposal. 

 

Amendment to the amendment: 
Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in 
Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street, that first and 
second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by 
Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-
owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and 
Community Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit 

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane; 

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for 
one bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and 

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their 
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing 
Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase. 

f. That Council direct staff to work with the applicant to establish an 
administrative way to implement affordable home ownership 
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including mechanisms to measure income of prospective buyers 
and report to Council at first and second reading of the bylaws for 
this proposal. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

On the main motion as amended: 

FOR (3): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, and Councillor Potts 
OPPOSED (2): Councillor Thornton-Joe, and Councillor Young 

CARRIED (3 to 2) 
 

Moved By Mayor Helps 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment 
at a meeting of Council, and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning Application 
No. 00705, if it is approved, consider the following motion: 

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with 
Variances Application No. 00149 for 1224 Richardson Street, in 
accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped June 8, 2020. 

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except 
for the following variances: 

i. reduce the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls; 

ii. increase the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres; 

iii. increase the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3; 

iv. allow for roof decks. 

3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this 
resolution.” 

FOR (3): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, and Councillor Potts 
OPPOSED (2): Councillor Thornton-Joe, and Councillor Young 
 

 
CARRIED (3 to 2) 

 
Committee recessed at 12:12 p.m. and returned at 12:45 p.m. 

 

F.4 146 Kingston Street - Application for a Change to Hours for Coast Victoria 
Harbourside Hotel, Liquor Primary License (James Bay) 

Committee received a report dated June 18, 2020 from the Director of 
Sustainable Planning and Community Development regarding a proposal to 
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E.1.a.d 1224 Richardson Street - Rezoning Application No. 00705 and
Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 
(Rockland) 

Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

Rezoning Application No. 00705 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning 
Regulation Bylaw Amendment that would authorize the proposed 
development outlined in Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 
Richardson Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning 
Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by Council and a 
Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the
following:

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of
units to non-owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Sustainable Planning and Community Development;

b. to secure the following transportation demand
management measures, to the satisfaction of the Director
of Engineering and Public Works:

i. one car share vehicle

ii. one car share parking spot

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per
membership

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls

vi. one bicycle repair station;

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to
the lane;

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of
$330,000 for one bedroom units and $480,000 for two
bedroom units; and

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference
between their purchase price and the increased sale price
to the City’s Housing Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within
three years of purchase.

2. That Council direct staff to work with the applicant to establish
an administrative way to implement affordable home
ownership and report to Council at first and second reading of
the bylaws for this proposal.

ATTACHMENT C
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  Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for 
public comment at a meeting of Council, and after the Public 
Hearing for Rezoning Application No. 00705, if it is approved, 
consider the following motion: 

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with 
Variances Application No. 00149 for 1224 Richardson Street, in 
accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped June 8, 2020. 

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
requirements, except for the following variances: 

i. reduce the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls; 

ii. increase the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres; 

iii. increase the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3; 

iv. allow for roof decks. 

3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of 
this resolution.” 

FOR (7): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, Councillor Isitt, Councillor Loveday, Councillor Potts, 
Councillor Thornton-Joe, and Councillor Dubow 
OPPOSED (1): Councillor Young 
CARRIED (7 to 1) 
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E.1.a.d 1224 Richardson Street - Rezoning Application No. 00705 and 
Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 
(Rockland) 

Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

Rezoning Application No. 00705 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning 
Regulation Bylaw Amendment that would authorize the proposed 
development outlined in Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 
Richardson Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning 
Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by Council and a 
Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the 
following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of 
units to non-owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Sustainable Planning and Community Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand 
management measures, to the satisfaction of the Director 
of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit 

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per 
membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to 
the lane; 

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of 
$330,000 for one bedroom units and $480,000 for two 
bedroom units; and 

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference 
between their purchase price and the increased sale price 
to the City’s Housing Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within 
three years of purchase. 

2. That Council direct staff to work with the applicant to establish 
an administrative way to implement affordable home 
ownership and report to Council at first and second reading of 
the bylaws for this proposal. 
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  Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for 
public comment at a meeting of Council, and after the Public 
Hearing for Rezoning Application No. 00705, if it is approved, 
consider the following motion: 

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with 
Variances Application No. 00149 for 1224 Richardson Street, in 
accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped June 8, 2020. 

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
requirements, except for the following variances: 

i. reduce the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls; 

ii. increase the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres; 

iii. increase the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3; 

iv. allow for roof decks. 

3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of 
this resolution.” 

FOR (7): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, Councillor Isitt, Councillor Loveday, Councillor Potts, 
Councillor Thornton-Joe, and Councillor Dubow 
OPPOSED (1): Councillor Young 
CARRIED (7 to 1) 
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F.3 1224 Richardson Street - Rezoning Application No. 00705 and Development 
Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 (Rockland) 

Committee received a report dated June 18, 2020 from the Director of Sustainable 
Planning and Community Development regarding the rezoning and development 
permit with variance for the property located at 1224 Richardson Street.  The 
rezoning proposal would allow for a new site-specific zone in order to increase the 
density and allow for multiple dwellings and the development permit with variances 
application would allow for varied parking, height and number of storeys and allow 
for a roof deck. 

Committee discussed: 

• The reasoning for the applicant adding a covenant to the property without 
being prompted by the City. 

 

Moved By Mayor Helps 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning 
Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street, that first and second reading of 
the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by Council and a Public 
Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-
owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and 
Community Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit 

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane; 

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for one 
bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and 

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their 
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing Reserve 
Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase. 
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Amendment: 
Moved By Mayor Helps 
Seconded By Councillor Alto 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning 
Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street, that first and second reading of 
the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by Council and a Public 
Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-
owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and 
Community Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit 

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane; 

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for one 
bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and 

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their 
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing Reserve 
Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase. 

f. That Council direct staff to work with the applicant to establish an 
administrative way to implement affordable home ownership 
including mechanisms to measure income of prospective buyers and 
report to Council at first and second reading of the bylaws for this 
proposal. 

 

Amendment to the amendment: 
Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
Amendment that would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning 
Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street, that first and second reading of 
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the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by Council and a Public 
Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-
owners, to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and 
Community Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit 

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane; 

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for one 
bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and 

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their 
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing Reserve 
Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase. 

f. That Council direct staff to work with the applicant to establish an 
administrative way to implement affordable home ownership 
including mechanisms to measure income of prospective buyers 
and report to Council at first and second reading of the bylaws for 
this proposal. 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

On the main motion as amended: 

FOR (3): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, and Councillor Potts 
OPPOSED (2): Councillor Thornton-Joe, and Councillor Young 

CARRIED (3 to 2) 
 

Moved By Mayor Helps 
Seconded By Councillor Potts 

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at 
a meeting of Council, and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning Application No. 
00705, if it is approved, consider the following motion: 
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“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with 
Variances Application No. 00149 for 1224 Richardson Street, in 
accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped June 8, 2020. 

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except 
for the following variances: 

i. reduce the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls; 

ii. increase the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres; 

iii. increase the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3; 

iv. allow for roof decks. 

3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this 
resolution.” 

FOR (3): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, and Councillor Potts 
OPPOSED (2): Councillor Thornton-Joe, and Councillor Young 
 

 
CARRIED (3 to 2) 

 
Committee recessed at 12:12 p.m. and returned at 12:45 p.m. 

 

  

173



 

Committee of the Whole Report June 18, 2020 
Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street Page 1 of 9 

 
 
Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of July 2, 2020 

 

 

To: Committee of the Whole  Date: June 18, 2020 

From: Karen Hoese, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Subject: Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 Richardson Street  

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment that 
would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 
Richardson Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be 
considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-owners, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 

iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit  

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership 

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls 

vi. one bicycle repair station; 

c. to secure a 1.43 metre Statutory Right-of-Way adjacent to the lane. 

 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 
 
In accordance with Section 479 of the Local Government Act, Council may regulate within a 
zone the use of land, buildings and other structures, the density of the use of the land, building 
and other structures, the siting, size and dimensions of buildings and other structures as well as 
the uses that are permitted on the land and the location of uses on the land and within buildings 
and other structures. 
 
In accordance with Section 483 of the Local Government Act, Council may enter into a Housing 
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Agreement which may include terms agreed to by the owner regarding the occupancy of the 
housing units and provided such agreement does not vary the use of the density of the land 
from that permitted under the zoning bylaw. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for a Rezoning Application for the property located at 1224 Richardson Street.  The proposal is 
to rezone from the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, to a new site-specific zone in 
order to increase the density to 0.67:1 floor space ratio (FSR) and allow for multiple dwellings at 
this location.  A concurrent development permit with variances application would vary the 
parking, height and number of storeys and allow for a roof deck. 
  
The following points were considered in assessing this application: 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP, 2012) 
Traditional Residential Urban Place Designation in terms of use, density, built form and 
place character  

 the proposal would create new homeownership options and advance the OCP’s 
objectives with regards to providing a diversity of housing types in each neighbourhood  

 the proposal is inconsistent with the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan (1987), which 
encourages consideration of duplex or small-scale townhouses as an appropriate form 
of infill in the R1-B Zoned areas of the neighbourhood 

 the proposal meets the Tenant Assistance Policy. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Description of Proposal 
 
This Rezoning Application is to allow for three ground-oriented residential buildings, with 
approximately 24 dwelling units, at an overall density of 0.67:1 floor space ratio (FSR).  
Although similar in width to adjacent properties, the subject site is a relatively deep lot with a 
total site area of approximately 1738m2.  The new zone would allow for houseplexes as a form 
of ground-oriented multiple dwelling, as well as increased height and reduced setbacks in 
comparison to the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District. 
 
Variances related to parking, number of storeys, height and roof decks are also associated with 
this proposal and reviewed in relation to the concurrent Development Permit with Variances 
Application.  
 
Affordable Housing 
 
The applicant proposes the demolition of two dwellings and creation of 24 new one- and two-
bedroom units which would increase the overall supply of housing in the area.  A Housing 
Agreement is also being proposed which would ensure that future Strata Bylaws could not 
prohibit the rental of units.  
 
The subject site is designated as Traditional Residential in the Official Community Plan (OCP, 
2012) and is therefore not subject to the Inclusionary Housing and Community Amenity Policy. 
Nevertheless, as a voluntary measure, the applicant is offering to secure the initial sale of the 
units at an average of $330,000 for one-bedroom units and $480,000 for two-bedroom units.  An 
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additional covenant on the dwellings would require an owner to pay fifty percent of the 
difference between their purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing 
Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase.   
 
In order to meet the definition of affordable homeownership, as outlined in the Victoria Housing 
Strategy Phase Two, an applicant must partner with a government agency or establish non-
profit housing organization to administer the unit sales, income test potential buyers, and to 
monitor and enforce the affordable housing program. This is typically done through agencies 
such as BC Housing or the Capital Regional District which, unlike the City, are resourced to run 
these programs and staff have recommended that the applicant pursue such a partnership. 
However, the applicant has chosen not to do so, and has not provided an alternate way of 
administering the program or ensuring that affordability is passed on to future owners. Further, 
the proposed below-market rates for the initial sale have not been verified by an independent 
third-party, nor have maximum income criteria for potential buyers been established.  
 
Therefore, although these voluntary covenants could potentially help in limiting housing prices 
and curbing speculation, in the absence of appropriate administrative measures in place it is 
uncertain as to what extent the application would provide a contribution to affordable housing in 
Victoria. However, an alternate motion is provided should Council decide to direct staff to work 
with the applicant on executing these covenants.  
 
Tenant Assistance Policy 

 
The proposal is to demolish an existing building which would result in a loss of two existing 
residential rental units.  Consistent with the Tenant Assistance Policy, the applicant has 
provided a Tenant Assistance Plan which is attached to this report. 

 
Sustainability 

 
The applicant has identified a number of sustainability features which will be reviewed in 
association with the concurrent Development Permit with Variances Application for this property. 

 
Active Transportation 

 
The application proposes short and long term bicycle parking, including two spaces for over-
sized bicycles, which supports active transportation. 

 
Public Realm 

 
No public realm improvements, beyond City standard requirements, are proposed in association 
with this Rezoning Application. 

 
Accessibility 

 
The British Columbia Building Code regulates accessibility as it pertains to buildings.   

 
Land Use Context 

 
The area is characterized by single family dwellings, duplexes and house conversions to 
multiple dwellings.  Several of the properties to the west, along Linden Avenue, are either 
heritage-registered or designated properties. 
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Existing Site Development and Development Potential 

 
The site is presently developed as a single family dwelling that has been converted to a duplex.  
 
Under the current R1-B Zone, the property could be developed as a single family dwelling with 
either a secondary suite or a garden suite.  Alternatively, subject to Council approval of a 
development permit for panhandle subdivision, the property could be subdivided into three lots 
and each lot could have a single family dwelling with either a secondary suite or garden suite.  
 
Data Table 
 
The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R1-B Zone, Single Family 
Dwelling District.  An asterisk is used to identify where the proposal does not meet the 
requirements of the existing zone. 

 

Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Site area (m2) – minimum 1738.22 460 - 

Number of units – maximum 24 2 - 

Density (Floor Space Ratio) – 
maximum 

0.67:1 - 1:1 

Total floor area (m2) – maximum 1156.15 * 420 - 

Lot width (m) – minimum 17.36 15  

Height (m) – maximum 
9.4 * (Building A) 

10.08 * (Building B) 

9.95 * (Building C) 
7.6 - 

Storeys – maximum 3* 2 Up to 2-3 

Site coverage (%) – maximum 31 40 - 

Open site space (%) – minimum 56 - - 

Separation space between 
buildings (within the site) (m) – 
minimum 

27.05 (Buildings A 

and B) 
7.61 (Buildings B and 

C) 

-  -  

Roof deck 
Yes * (Buildings B 

and C) 
No - 

Setbacks (m) – minimum    
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Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Building A    

Front 
7.09 * (building) 

4.80 * (stairs) 
7.5 (building) 
5.0 (stairs) 

- 

Side (east) 1.84  1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 3.14 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Combined side yards 4.98 4.5 - 

Building B    

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Slide (west) 
3.13 (building) 

1.47 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width)  

Combined side yards 3.28 *  4.5 - 

Building C    

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 
3.09 (building) 

1.29 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Rear 9.35 * 25.25 (25% of lot depth) - 

Combined side yards 3.10 *  4.5 - 

Parking – minimum 10 * 23 - 

Visitor parking included in the 
overall units – minimum 

3 2 - 

Bicycle parking – minimum    

Long Term 26 26 - 

Short Term 18 18 - 

 
Community Consultation 
 
Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for 
Processing Rezoning and Variance Applications, the applicant has consulted the Rockland 
CALUC at a Community Meeting held on July 16, 2019.  A second CALUC meeting was held on 
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September 17, 2019 due to the potential for an Official Community Plan amendment.  All 
property owners and residents within 200m of the subject site were notified of the second 
meeting, whereas only those within 100m were notified of the first meeting. Meeting summaries 
are attached to this report. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Official Community Plan 
 
The Official Community Plan (OCP, 2012) Urban Place Designation for the subject property is 
Traditional Residential, which supports ground-oriented residential uses.  The OCP states that 
new development may have a density of generally up to 1:1 floor space ratio (FSR) and up to 
two storeys in height and approximately three storeys along arterial and secondary arterial 
roads.  The OCP also notes that within each designation there will be a range of built forms and 
that decisions about the appropriate scale for a particular site will be based on an evaluation of 
the context in addition to consistency with OCP policies, other relevant City policies and local 
area plans.  
 
The subject site is located on a collector road, not an arterial road, however the immediate 
context includes several older character houses that are similar in scale to the proposed 
buildings.  While the proposed development is technically three storeys in height due to the 
ceiling height of the basement relative to average grade, the buildings present as two storeys 
with a raised basement.  This form of development fits with the existing context and is 
considered consistent with the spirit of the Traditional Residential Urban Place Designation.  
 
Some of the adjacent houses remain as single family dwellings while many have been 
converted to multiple dwellings – a common form of infill development in both the Rockland 
neighbourhood and Fairfield to the south of Richardson Street.  The proposed houseplexes, 
which are buildings of three or more units that appear as large single family dwellings, and 
density of 0.67:1 FSR, are considered a compatible form of infill development that is consistent 
with the use, density and place character envisioned in the OCP for Traditional Residential 
areas.  Furthermore, the proposed mix of one- and two-bedroom condominiums would help 
advance the OCP housing objectives, which encourage a diversity of housing types to create 
more home ownership options in each neighbourhood. 

 
Rockland Neighbourhood Plan 

 
The Rockland Neighbourhood Plan (1987) supports consideration of duplexes or small-scale 
townhouses as an appropriate form of infill in areas currently zoned R1-B.  The plan does not 
contemplate houseplexes as a potential housing typology in the neighbourhood.  Although the 
proposed development is not consistent with the envisioned use, it is aligned with the policies 
that support new buildings that compliment the larger estate houses of Rockland, and would 
add to the neighbourhood’s ground-oriented housing stock. 

 
Tree Preservation Bylaw and Urban Forest Master Plan 

 
The goals of the Urban Forest Master Plan include protecting, enhancing, and expanding 
Victoria’s urban forest and optimizing community benefits from the urban forest in all 
neighbourhoods.  
 
This application was received prior to October 24, 2019, so it falls under Tree Preservation 
Bylaw No. 05-106 consolidated June 1, 2015.  The tree inventory included in the attached 
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arborist report identifies five offsite trees that could be impacted by development activities: one 
bylaw-protected, three unprotected, and one City street tree.  The following is a summary of 
tree-related considerations: 

 a bylaw-protected European ash tree on the neighbouring property to the east is 
proposed for removal due to conflict with Building C (root loss from excavation and loss 
of canopy); therefore, two replacement trees will need to be planted at 1232 Richardson 
Street 

 an unprotected black locust tree on 1232 Richardson Street is also proposed for removal 
due to negative impacts from the proposed building excavation 

 two unprotected trees on neighbouring properties and a hawthorn tree on the City 
frontage are to be retained with mitigation measures such as tree protection fencing and 
arborist supervision 

 thirty new trees have been proposed to be planted on the site. 

 
Statutory Right-of-Way 
 
The applicant is offering a 1.43m wide Statutory Right-of-Way to help achieve a wider right-of-
way along the public portion of the lane. 
 
Regulatory Considerations  
 
Variances related to parking, number of storeys, height and roof decks are associated with this 
proposal and are reviewed with the concurrent Development Permit with Variances Application.  
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposal to rezone the site to construct three houseplexes on one lot is consistent with the 
use and density envisioned for this location in the OCP and would add to housing diversity in 
the Rockland neighbourhood.  Therefore, staff recommend that Council consider advancing the 
application to a Public Hearing.  
 
ALTERNATE MOTIONS 
 
Option 1 (with Legal Agreement related to Housing Offer) 
 
That Council instruct staff to prepare the necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment that 
would authorize the proposed development outlined in Rezoning Application No. 00705 for 1224 
Richardson Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be 
considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be set once the following conditions are met: 

1. Preparation and execution of legal agreements for the following: 

a. to ensure that a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units to non-owners, 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development; 

b. to secure the following transportation demand management measures, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works: 

i. one car share vehicle 

ii. one car share parking spot 
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iii. one care share membership per dwelling unit

iv. one hundred dollars in car share usage credits per membership

v. two oversized bicycle parking stalls

vi. one bicycle repair station;

c. to secure a 1.43 metre statutory right-of-way adjacent to the lane;

d. to secure the initial sale prices at a maximum average of $330,000 for
one bedroom units and $480,000 for two bedroom units; and

e. to ensure that an owner contribute 50% of the difference between their
purchase price and the increased sale price to the City’s Housing
Reserve Fund if the unit is sold within three years of purchase.

Option 2 (Decline) 

That Council decline Rezoning Application No. 00705 for the property located at 1224 
Richardson Street. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Alec Johnston 
Senior Planner 
Development Services 

Karen Hoese, Director 
Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development Department 

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: 

Date: June 23, 2020
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Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of July 2, 2020 

 

 

To: Committee of the Whole Date: June 18, 2020 

From: Karen Hoese, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Subject: 
 

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 for 1224 
Richardson Street 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at a meeting of 
Council, and after the Public Hearing for Rezoning Application No. 00705, if it is approved, 
consider the following motion: 

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with Variances Application 
No. 00149 for 1224 Richardson Street, in accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped June 8, 2020. 

2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the 
following variances: 

i. reduce the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls; 

ii. increase the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres; 

iii. increase the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3; 

iv. allow for roof decks. 

3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.” 

 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 
 
In accordance with Section 489 of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a Development 
Permit in accordance with the applicable guidelines specified in the Official Community Plan.  A 
Development Permit may vary or supplement the Zoning Regulation Bylaw but may not vary the 
use or density of the land from that specified in the Bylaw. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for a Development Permit Application for the property located at 1224 Richardson Street.  The 
proposal is to construct three buildings with multiple dwellings on one lot. The variances are 
related to reduced parking, increased height and number of storeys, and to allow for roof decks. 
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The following points were considered in assessing this application: 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Design Guidelines for Development Permit 
Area 16: General Form and Character, which seeks to integrate new development in a 
manner that compliments and enhances established place character 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan, 1987, which 
encourages new development that is compatible with the traditional architectural 
character of the area 

 the parking variance is considered supportable as the applicant is proposing 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to mitigate the potential impacts 
from this variance which would be secured by legal agreement in conjunction with the 
concurrent Rezoning Application. 

 the variances related to height and number of storeys are considered supportable 
because the proposed building is similar in scale and character to adjacent buildings  

 the variance to permit roof decks is considered supportable as the decks present as 
upper storey balconies and would have minimal impact on adjacent properties in terms 
of overlook.  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Description of Proposal 
 
The proposal is to construct three multiple dwellings (houseplexes) with approximately 24 
dwelling units.  The proposal includes the following major design components: 

 traditional architectural form and character that takes design cues from adjacent 
buildings 

 24 dwelling units in three buildings (Building A: 6 units, Building B: 9 units and Building 
C: 9 units)  

 individual at-grade entrances for each unit 

 clustered surface parking for ten vehicles located behind the street fronting building 
(Building A) accessed via the public portion of the laneway 

 bike parking rooms within each building 

 shared exterior garbage and recycling enclosure adjacent to Building A. 

 
Exterior building materials include: 

 fiber cement shingles (light tan, light grey and dark grey colour) 

 fiber cement horizontal siding (dark tan, slate and cream colour)  

 wood trim (white colour) 

 fiberglass roof shingles (charcoal colour) 

 wood stairs, guards and exterior doors (white colour). 
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Landscape elements include: 

 vegetated swale for on-site storm water management 

 private outdoor space for the majority of units in the form of a balcony or patio 

 shared gardening area with raised planters and fruit trees 

 common outdoor amenity space with outdoor fireplace, pergola and seating 

 metal grate boardwalk providing access to the buildings across the swale 

 perimeter landscaping and fencing for privacy. 

 
The proposed variances are related to: 

 reducing the vehicle parking from 23 stalls to 10 stalls 

 increasing the height from 7.6 metres to 10.08 metres 

 increasing the number of storeys from 2.5 to 3 

 allowing roof decks. 

 
Sustainability 
 
As indicated in the applicant’s letter dated May 20, 2020 the following sustainability features are 
associated with this proposal: 

 buildings would be designed and constructed to accommodate future solar panels and 
electric vehicle charging 

 landscape design that incorporates storm water retention swales and infiltration areas, 
drought tolerant plants, permeable pavers and infiltration areas 

 30 new on-site trees  

 relocation or recycling of the existing building. 

 
Data Table 
 
The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R1-B Zone, Single Family 
Dwelling District.  An asterisk is used to identify where the proposal does not meet the 
requirements of the existing zone. 

 

Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Site area (m2) – minimum 1738.22 460 - 

Number of units – maximum 24 2 - 

Density (Floor Space Ratio) – 
maximum 

0.67:1 - 1:1 
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Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Total floor area (m2) – maximum 1156.15 * 420 - 

Lot width (m) – minimum 17.36 15  

Height (m) – maximum 
9.4 * (Building A) 

10.08 * (Building B) 

9.95 * (Building C) 
7.6 - 

Storeys – maximum 3* 2 Up to 2-3 

Site coverage (%) – maximum 31 40 - 

Open site space (%) – minimum 56 - - 

Separation space between 
buildings (within the site) (m) – 
minimum 

27.05 (Buildings A 

and B) 

7.61 (Buildings B and 

C) 

-  -  

Roof deck 
Yes * (Buildings B 

and C) 
No - 

Setbacks (m) – minimum    

Building A    

Front 
7.09 * (building) 

4.80 * (stairs) 
7.5 (building) 
5.0 (stairs) 

- 

Side (east) 1.84  1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 3.14 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Combined side yards 4.98 4.5 - 

Building B    

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Slide (west) 
3.13 (building) 

1.47 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width)  

Combined side yards 3.28 *  4.5 - 

Building C    
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Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone 
OCP 

Traditional 
Residential 

Side (east) 1.81 (building) 1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Side (west) 
3.09 (building) 

1.29 * (stairs) 
1.74 (10% of lot width) - 

Rear 9.35 * 25.25 (25% of lot depth) - 

Combined side yards 3.10 *  4.5 - 

Parking – minimum 10 * 23 - 

Visitor parking included in the 
overall units – minimum 

3 2 - 

Bicycle parking – minimum    

Long Term 26 26 - 

Short Term 18 18 - 

 
ANALYSIS 
 
Official Community Plan 
 

The subject site is designated as Traditional Residential in the Official Community Plan (OCP, 
2012), which supports ground-oriented residential buildings with front and rear yards, variable 
landscaping and units oriented to face the street. 
 
Rockland Neighbourhood Plan 
 

The Rockland Neighbourhood Plan (1987) encourages the preservation of larger lots, 
architecture that relates to the traditional form and character of existing buildings, and retention 
and enhancement of landscape and streetscape features that contribute to the neighbourhood’s 
heritage character.  The proposal is generally consistent with these policies.  
 
Design Guidelines for Development Permit Area 16: General Form and Character 
 

The OCP identifies the site within Development Permit Area 16: General Form and Character.  
The objectives of this DPA are to integrate new developments in a manner that compliments 
and enhances the established place character of an area through high quality architecture, 
landscape and urban design.  Other objectives include providing sensitive transitions to 
adjacent properties with built form of three storeys or lower, and to achieve more liveable 
environments through considerations for human-scaled design, quality of open spaces, privacy 
impacts and safety and accessibility.  Design Guidelines that apply to DPA 16 are the Multi-Unit 
Residential, Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines (2012), Advisory Design Guidelines 
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for Buildings, Signs and Awnings (2006), and Guidelines for Fences, Gates and Shutters 
(2010). 
 
The proposal complies with the guidelines as follows: 

 the traditional building design and landscaping respects the character of the established 
area and incorporates exterior materials that are durable and will weather gracefully 

 street-oriented entrances are prominent and include entry canopies and porches that 
provide a transition from the public realm of the street and sidewalk to the private realm 
of the proposed residences 

 landscaped planting areas and communal outdoor spaces that foster community and 
contribute to the green character of the area  

 pedestrian oriented site planning with clustered parking located behind the street fronting 
building and accessed via a shared driveway, which limits the visual impact of vehicle 
parking on the existing street character and reduces the amount of site area taken up by 
vehicle access and parking.  

Advisory Design Panel  

The application was referred to the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on November 27, 2019. The 
ADP was asked to comment on the overall building and landscape design, with particular 
attention to the transition with adjacent properties. 
 

The ADP meeting minutes are attached for reference, and the following motion was carried: 

It was moved … that Advisory Design Panel recommend to Council that Development 
Permit Application No. 000558 for 1224 Richardson Street be declined until further 
consideration of the following items:  

• clarification of pedestrian use of the lane  

• clarification of public and private site access   

• adjustments to the character of units B and C to better fit the property  

• accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site   

• clarification of site functionality, including loading. 

 

The applicant provided a letter of response dated January 24, 2020, as well as revised plans to 
address the ADP comments and issues identified in the motion.  
 

Four of the five issues identified by the ADP appear to relate to the site planning and building 
orientation as it relates to the adjacent lane.  However, only the two ends of the lane are public 
right-of-way; the majority of the lane is located on private property.  While access to the lane is 
not currently controlled and the general public continues to use the lane for vehicle and 
pedestrian access, the subject site does not have legal access to the privately-owned portion of 
the lane.  Further, as noted in the applicant’s letter dated January 24, 2020, several owners of 
the lane raised concern with the proposed development having access via the lane and have 
requested a fence be installed to limit the potential for occupants of Buildings B and C to utilize 
the lane for dropoff and loading. Therefore, the proposed development has not been designed 
to utilize the private lane nor have the buildings been oriented to face the private lane.  Instead, 
consistent with the Design Guidelines, the buildings are oriented towards Richardson Street and 
the vehicle access is off the public portion of the lane as shown on the site plan.  To better fit the 
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property, the applicant has modified Buildings B and C to reduce the “institutional character” of 
the entrances, which was a concern noted by the Panel.  
 
Regulatory Considerations  
 
A number of variances related to height, setbacks, parking and roof decks are proposed as part 
of this application.  This approach is recommended to ensure that reduced siting requirements 
are not entrenched in a new custom zone and that any future alternative development proposals 
would need to apply to Council to achieve these, or different variances.  
 

Height and Number of Storeys 
 

In terms of height, the OCP envisions buildings up to approximately two storeys in most areas 
designated as Traditional Residential, with taller buildings up to approximately three storeys 
along arterial or secondary arterial roads.  Generally consistent with this policy direction, the 
new zone would establish a maximum height of 7.6m and 2.5 storeys.  The proposed buildings 
appear as two-storey buildings with a raised basement; however, the Zoning Regulation Bylaw 
considers the lower basement level as the first storey due to the ceiling height relative to 
average grade.  Therefore, the proposed buildings are technically three storeys in height.  The 
average grade is lowered by the sunken patios for the basement units.  Staff consider the 
increase in number of storeys from 2.5 storeys to three, and increase in building height from 
7.6m to 10.08m, as supportable because the building appears as a 2.5 storey building and the 
sunken patios contribute to the livability of the lower units, consistent with the Design 
Guidelines.  
Parking 
 
A variance is requested to reduce the required number of parking stalls from a total of 23 to 10. 
To mitigate some of the potential impacts from this variance the applicant is proposing the 
following Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures, which would be secured by 
legal agreement as a condition of the concurrent Rezoning Application: 

 one car share vehicle 

 one dedicated car share parking stall 

 car share memberships for each unit 

 $100 car share credit per membership 

 two over-sized bicycle parking stalls 

 one bicycle repair station. 

 
Given these measures, staff consider the parking variance as supportable.  
 
Roof decks 
 
Consistent with the existing R1-B Zone, , in order to limit the potential negative impacts on 
adjacent properties in terms of privacy in the event a different design was advanced in the 
future, the new zone would not permit roof decks as a right. The proposed upper storey 
balconies, which are a typical design feature of traditional buildings in the area, are technically 
roof decks as they are located above the second storey of the building.  However, these 
balconies are small in size and are oriented to the south and not towards the rear yards of 
adjacent properties.  Staff therefore consider these roof decks supportable as they are 
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consistent with the character of the area, provide private outdoor space for the upper units and 
would have minimal impact on adjacent properties. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposal to construct three houseplexes on one lot with 24 ground-oriented dwellings is 
considered consistent with the Design Guidelines for Development Permit Area 16: General 
Form and Character.  The buildings and associated landscaping would integrate with the mix of 
single family dwellings, duplexes and house conversions and the associated variances have 
been mitigated through design and appropriate TDM measures.  Therefore, staff recommend 
that Council consider approving the application.   

ALTERNATE MOTION 

That Council decline Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00149 for the property 
located at 1224 Richardson Street.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Alec Johnston 
Senior Planner 
Development Services Division 

Karen Hoese, Director 
Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development Department 

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: 

Date: 
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Revised May 20, 2020 

The City of Victoria 
Attention: Mayor and Council 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

RE: 1224 Richardson Street, Rezoning and Development Permit Application 

Utilizing the principles and practices of gentle density, this proposal for 1224 Richardson Street envisions 
24 affordable to buy, one- and two-bedroom strata units distributed in three traditionally designed 
house-like buildings. With the provision of modest car parking, car share services and extensive secure 
outdoor/indoor bike parking, this proposal also minimizes the need for and use of the automobile and 
better positions this neighbourhood for a sustainable future. 

These units will be provided without subsidy and at densities conforming to the OCP and existing built 
form and character of the neighbourhood. At an average target price of $330,000 for a new built one 
bedroom unit, and $480,000 for a new built 2 bedroom unit, this pricing is substantially lower than the 
average one bedroom  which is offered for $482,703 and the average two bedroom unit that is offered 
for $1,211,586 (see Schedule 1 attached, for MLS data, as of June 10, 2019). Further, all units in this 
project will meet BC Housing's definition of 'affordable housing' and 22 of 24 units will meet the City of 
Victoria's definition of "affordable housing'. 

The proponents guarantee that the current list price will be used upon completion, or adjusted no more 
than the Home Price Index through the Victoria Real Estate Board, based on the market change up or 
down as of June 2019 until the date the properties come to market. 

In addition to the at market affordability, the proponents further propose to place a covenant in 
perpetuity on all units: that any buyer must hold their unit for a minimum of 3 years. Should they sell 
their unit prior to 3 years, they will pay 50% of the difference between their purchase price and the 
increased sales price to the City of Victoria housing fund.  

In so doing, this proposal will significantly increase the supply of affordable housing for moderate income 
households, and encourage diversity of housing types within the Fairfield/Rockland neighbourhood now 
and in the future.  

Description of Proposal 

The proposal seeks to remove the existing duplex structure and replace it with 3 ground oriented house-
plex buildings and a surface automobile parking lot.  Each unit will have its own front door. All buildings 
are lobby and corridor-free, making the buildings reduced in scale and effectively 100% efficient. The front 
building will contain 6, 1 bedroom units and the two back buildings will each contain: 6-1 bedroom units 
and 3-2 bedroom units for a total of 24 affordable strata ownership units.  The proposal will rezone the 
existing R1-B “Single Family” zoned site to a site specific zone to support the proposed uses.  A concurrent 
Development Permit will also be required.  The proposal will result in increased density but with a 
resulting FSR of .67 and lot coverage of 31%, the density will be well within the form and character of the 
neighbourhood. Two existing tenants will be displaced and will be accommodated as per the City’s Tenant 
Assistance Policy.  
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Government Policies 

 
As a gentle densification approach to increasing affordable and sustainable housing options in the City, 
that respects the form and character of its neighbourhood, the proposed rezoning and development of 
1224 Richardson is consistent with a large number of the goals and objectives of the City of Victoria’s 
Official Community Plan, specifically: 
 

Land Management and Development 
6 (A). Victoria has compact development patterns that use land efficiently. 
6.1.5 Traditional Residential consists primarily of residential and accessory uses in a wide range of 
primarily ground-oriented building forms including single, duplexes, townhouses and row-houses, house 
conversions, and low-rise multi-unit residential 
6.2 consider the form, place character, use and density guidelines provided in Figure 8, providing finer 
grained policy and regulatory guidance in response to local context and development opportunity.  
Which for Traditional Residential Designated lands allows for an FSR up to 1.1:1   
 

Place Making- Urban Design and Heritage 
8 (d) That social vibrancy is fostered and strengthened through human scale design of buildings, 
streetscapes and public spaces. 
8.43 Encourage high quality architecture, landscape and urban design to enhance the visual identity and 
appearance of the City.  
8.44 Support new infill and building additions that respond to context through sensitive and innovative 
design.  
8.45 Encourage human scale in all building designs, including low, mid-rise and tall buildings, through 
consideration of form, proportion, pattern, detailing and texture, particularly at street level. 
8.48 Integrate off-street vehicle parking in a way that does not dominate development or streetscapes 
 
 Environment 
10.5 Enhance the adaptive capacity of ecosystems and the urban forest to withstand climate change 
impacts through increasing the use and diversity of native and climate change adapted species on both 
public and private lands 
 

Infrastructure 
11.20 Promote sustainable site design that reduces peak runoff volumes and rainwater contaminants 
through elements such as on-site retention, pervious surfaces, green space, and plantings. 
 

Climate Change and Energy 
12.4 Continue to promote the reduction of community greenhouse gas emissions, through:  
12.4.1 Compact land use patterns such as walkable and complete centres and villages.  
12.4.2 Transit-oriented development 
12.17 Continue to support and enable the private development of green buildings, subject to 
development control and building regulation, with features that may include but are not limited to: 
12.17.1 Alternative transportation facilities; 12.17.2 Sustainable landscaping; 12.17.5 Energy efficiency 
technology; 12.17.6 On-site renewable energy technology; and, 12.17.8 Efficient plumbing fixtures and 
systems.  
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Government Policies continued 
 

Housing and Homelessness 
13 (d) That a wide range of housing choice is available within neighbourhoods to support a diverse, 
inclusive and multigenerational community 
13.9 Support a range of housing types, forms and tenures across the city and within neighbourhoods to 
meet the needs of residents at different life stages, and to facilitate aging in place. 
13.10 Encourage a mix of residents, including households with children, by increasing opportunities for 
innovative forms of ground-oriented multi-unit residential housing. 
13.34 Promote a diversity of housing types to create more home ownership options such as multi-unit 
developments, the creation of small residential lots, street-oriented fee simple row-houses and other 
housing forms consistent with the guidelines in Figure 8. 
 
 Food Systems 
17.11 Encourage the provision of gardens and other food production spaces for the use of residents in 
new multi-unit housing. 
 
 
This lot is within the Rockland Neighbourhood  and borders the Fairfield Neighbourhood.  With respect to 
the Neighbourhood Directions for Rockland, Section 30 of the OCP, the proposal is consistent with the 
strategic directions which seek to “encourage a diversity of population and housing in consideration of 
the neighbourhood’s heritage and estate character” and “continue to conserve the historic architectural 
and landscape character of the neighbourhood”.  
 
With respect to Fairfield, Section 21 of the OCP, the proposal is consistent with the strategic directions 
which seek to “maintain and enhance established character areas”, and “maintain neighbourhood 
population to ensure to support the viability of community and commercial services and schools.”  
 
The addition of 24 residential units within the walkable Rockland/Fairfield community will also support 
the goals outlined in Figure 3 of the OCP, specifically, to accommodate an additional 2000 people in 
Victoria by 2041, in areas outside of the urban core, town centers and large urban villages.  
 
 
As the project is situated in General Development Permit Area #16, the design incorporates the strategies 
in “Advisory Design Guidelines for Buildings, Signs and Awnings” (1981), “Design Guidelines for Attached 
Residential Development” (2018), and “Guidelines for Fences, Gates and Shutters” (2010), as outlined 
below: 

 Units are oriented to the street [2018 1a) i, iv, 2] 
 Units have adequate separation to support landscape and sensitive transitions to adjacent 

existing development and open spaces, to maximize daylight and to minimize shadowing and 
overlook on neighbouring properties [2018 1a) iv, 2] 

 Vehicular access, circulation and parking are minimized to limit impact on fronting streets and 
neighbouring properties [2018 1a) vi] 

 Building form, design and materials are of a high standard, enhancing the form and character of 
neighbouring properties and on a human scale [2018 3 1), 2)] 

 Open space is enhanced to support the urban forest, provide privacy where needed, emphasize 
unit entrances and pedestrian accesses, reduce storm water runoff, and to ensure that front and 
rear yards are not dominated by parking. [2018 3 4)] 
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 Landscaping complements the building, is suited to local climate, and includes deciduous trees for 
light penetration in winter [2012, 5.1 & 5.6] 

 Private open space in form of balconies provided wherever possible [2012, 5.8] 
 Required parking located interior to the lot, with some paving of permeable materials [2012, 8.1.3 

& 8.3] 
 All proposed fencing is based on existing style to integrate into surroundings, and made of 

materials that will weather gracefully  [2010] 
 
Project Benefits and Amenities 
 
The key benefits of the project – adding 24 affordable strata units, while minimizing the need for and use 
of the automobile– are interlinked and foundational to the proposal’s ability to sensitively integrate with 
the neighbourhood, while providing much needed housing and adding resiliency to the City of Victoria.    
 
Need and Demand 
 
The proposal responds directly to a current shortage of affordable market housing, where extremely high 
prices have locked out many Victoria residents from home ownership.  While existing zoning permits only 
one detached residence, the proposed rezoning would permit a total of twenty-four (24) households on 
the property, so that more citizens can comfortably live, work and shop within blocks of downtown 
Victoria.  This ‘gentle density’ form of development offers more housing without impacting the residential 
character of the neighbourhood. 
 
Neighbourhood 
 
The context is typical of transitional urban-residential zones, with a mix of renovated heritage homes, 
house conversions and multi-storey apartment buildings of various ages. Many of the adjacent and 
neighbouring properties are already in fact larger and more densely sited than this proposal. As noted 
above, this proposal will help enhance this character with gentle densification infill housing. 
 
Impacts 
 
The configuration of the development was designed specifically to avoid visually impacting the character, 
and massing of the Neighbourhood.  The front building is smaller to more closely match other buildings 
fronting Richardson Street while the rear two buildings are slightly larger to match the more closely 
adjacent buildings on Linden located across the lane that runs up the west side of the subject property.  
While the result of the proposal will be more people living on the property, care has been taken to ensure 
all parking is discreetly incorporated within the property, such that the availability of street parking is 
unaffected.  The change to apartment use should not have an adverse noise impact and is complementary 
to the surrounding uses and buildings. 
 
Design and Development Permit Guidelines 
 
As the site is located within General Development Permit Area #16, there are no specific design guidelines 
applicable in this instance, beyond those mentioned in the Government Policies section above.   
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Safety and Security 
 
The proposal acknowledges and integrates key CPTED principles to maintain and enhance safety and 
security.  Entrances have been located for maximum visibility and directness from the street, and 
proposed living spaces facing all directions provide and promote passive surveillance.  Short term bicycle 
parking will be visible from the sidewalk, and/or internal sidewalks, thus discouraging opportunities for 
crime.  Exterior lighting will be provided at exits for safety but will also make them more secure.  Along 
the private alley to the west of the property, fencing will be lower and see through to encourage overlook 
into the alleyway and minimize opportunities for negative activity such as petty crime and graffiti.   Along 
the street, the increased proximity of the front building to the street will increase street overlook and 
better communicate an image of maintenance and care, further enhancing apparent street safety and 
comfort. 
 
Transportation 
 
An explicit objective of the project design has been to encourage non-automobile transportation options, 
such as walking, bicycling, bus and car share options, both to enhance the affordability of the development 
and lower its ongoing environmental impact. Nevertheless, all required off-street automobile parking 
requirements are still met on site, so as to minimize parking impacts to the surrounding neighbourhood.   
The property has a walk score of 87, considered very walkable and is within 20 minutes’ walk of downtown, 
several shopping areas, schools, parks and recreation facilities.  Additionally, this proposal will provide 
bicycle storage facilities in accordance with the requirements of Schedule C, (in fact, larger than required 
to accommodate cargo bikes and with potential to charge electric bikes).  Given the project fronts on 
Richardson St. (a future enhanced bike route) and is proximite to Vancouver Street, access to designate 
bike routes is superior. The site is also within blocks of major bus routes on Cook, Richardson, Fort and 
Fairfield Streets with connections to the entire CRD region. Finally, as part of this development the 
proponents will purchase a modo carshare vehicle and provide 24 car share memberships (attached to 
the units).  A dedicated parking spot will also be provided on site for the car share vehicle.  These 
transportation advantages will all serve to reduce the demand for single occupancy vehicle traffic and 
parking. 
 
Heritage 
 
The existing residence is not a designated or registered heritage building. While restoration and 
redevelopment were considered for the building, as part of this rezoning and development, its size and 
character do not allow for the efficient redevelopment of the site.  All efforts will be made to move and 
reuse the building.   
 
Green Building Features 
 
While the project is not seeking a third-party green building certification, it is targeting Step 3, Energy 
Code standards and achieves several sustainable objectives intrinsic to infill housing, namely walkable 
density and opportunities for comfortable compact living. Further, the buildings will be structurally 
designed and solar pre-plumbed to accommodate solar PV and electric vehicle charging.  All plumbing 
fixtures will be low flow and the landscape plan includes drought resistant design and species to reduce 
water usage. The landscape plan also accommodates stormwater retention swales, infiltration areas and 
permeable pavers in some of the hard surfaces required to meet the Schedule C parking requirements to 
limit peak storm water runoff.  The landscape features will also maximize planting areas, include space for 
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vegetable gardens and increase the urban forest via the net addition of 28 new trees, including a 
significant number of fruit trees. No excess vehicular parking is proposed, and additional short-term 
bicycle parking can be readily added in future.  The existing building will not be retained, as it does not 
allow for the efficient and sensitive redevelopment of the site.  The building will be moved to a suitable 
site if possible.   If not, the building will be deconstructed to reuse as much of the building materials as 
possible: structural old growth fir, copper wiring, metal plumbing fixtures, etc. 
 
Infrastructure 
There is adequate public infrastructure to support the proposal.  In fact, given its gentle infill nature, we 
believe densification will only lightly increase the load on existing infrastructure while substantially 
enhancing the economic and social vitality of the neighbourhood and city.   
 
Summary 
 
The proposed rezoning and redevelopment of 1224 Richardson St. represents a sensitive and contextually 
appropriate project for the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood.  Support of the proposal will serve to add 
24 affordable market strata units without need for subsidy and provide a ‘gentle density’ form of housing 
infill, which shall help enhance and sustain the community at large. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Tim Stemp, Gene Miller, Dan Pringle & Harry Newton 
Per, 
1224 Richardson Property Corp. 
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Schedule 1, MLS Market Data, new 1 bedroom strata units for sale as of June 10, 2019
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Schedule 1, MLS Market Data, new 2 bedroom units for sale as of June 10, 2019
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SENT VIA EMAIL 

July 16, 2019 

Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 

Re: 1224 Richardson Street Rezoning Application 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

On Wednesday, June 19th the CALUC Community meeting for the above project was held, with a turnout 
of approximately 50 neighbors to consider and discuss the project.  

While there was much support for the Affordable Sustainable Homes/Gentle Density concept behind the 
project, the general consensus was that there remained much further refinement required of the 
project to integrate well into the area. Of the 24 CALUC Community Meeting Feedback Forms returned, 
19 opposed the development as proposed, and 5 supported it. In addition, 5 additional  
e-mails the Rockland Land Use committee received wrote in opposition to the project as proposed. 

The greatest concern was expressed over the 8 + 2 visitor parking spaces proposed for 24 units. That 
concern was also stated in the majority of the Feedback Forms. It was widely expressed that it was 
unreasonable to think that most tenants would have no car, especially tenants with families. The 
neighbours expressed the concern that the streets of the neighbourhood where already oversubscribed 
for parking and there was no ability to absorb even more on street parking.   

A corollary concern to the lack of parking was the potential impact of the increased density on the 
private lane siding much of the property.  For many years this private lane has been used as a mixed use 
thru path for automobiles, bikes, and pedestrians but the Linden owners of that lane felt little was 
proposed to keep it safe for all. While the proponents discussed fencing, the concern was also on the 
impact of the addition 1224 owners using the lane as a driveway for vehicle access greatly increasing 
vehicle usage. 

There was general support for the ASH concept but it was frequently voiced that the number of units 
was too great as there was not space for parking to adequately support the units. It was suggested that 
the number of units be reduced by including 3 bedroom units. This was viewed as a way to offset 
parking shortfalls as well as an important addition to the affordable housing stock available in the city. 

Several suggested a more reasonable proposal would be to plan for 6 units per building complementing 
the existing conversions on Linden and in the general area. There was concern expressed over the size of 
the proposed buildings in overlook of the one storey homes immediately adjacent to the east along 
Richardson and it would be reasonable that the units maintain the height of the existing R1-B zoning. 
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At this time the RNA LUC would propose: 
 

1. The size and mix of the units be reconsidered, in particular the addition of 3 bedroom units. 
2. Additional analysis be done on all available parking resources on and off the property.  
3. That further discussion take place to alleviate neighbor concerns about the private lane usage. 
 

If you have any questions concerning the detail provided in this letter, please do not hesitate to contact 
our RNA LUC Chair, Bob June. Bob is copied here and will provide the detailed feedback referenced in 
this letter to you under separate cover. 
 
Respectfully, 
Marc Hunter 
President 
RNA 

cc: Bob June, RNA LUC Chair 
 Geoff Young, City of Victoria Councillor 
 Gary Pemberton, City of Victoria and Rockland City Liaison 
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1224 Richardson St, Victoria 

Construction Impact Assessment & 

Tree Preservation Plan 

Prepared For: 1224 Richardson Property Corp 

Attention: Tim Stemp 

1224 Richardson St 

Victoria, BC 

V8V 3E1 

Prepared By: Talbot, Mackenzie & Associates 

Noah Borges – Consulting Arborist 

ISA Certified # PN-8409A 

TRAQ – Qualified 

Date of Issuance: May 13, 2019 

Updated August 19, 2019 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
Consulting Arborists 

Box 48153 RPO - Uptown Victoria, BC  V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 

Fax: (250) 479-7050 

Email: tmtreehelp@gmail.com 

ATTACHMENT F
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1224 Richardson St – Tree Preservation Plan  Page 1 of 8 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Jobsite Property:     1224 Richardson Street, Saanich 

 

Date of Site Visit:  May 1, 2019  

 

Site Conditions:  Residential lot. No ongoing construction activity. 

 
Summary: We anticipate Ash tree #4 (81cm DBH), located on a neighbour’s property to the east, 

will be significantly impacted by excavation to construct building C’s foundation and surrounding 

retaining wall. A significant portion of its crown (~50%) would also conflict with the new building. 

We recommend this tree be removed prior to construction. Roots from Ash #2 and Black Locust 

#3 (both also located on adjacent properties) are also likely to be encountered during excavation 

for construction of buildings B and C, respectively. We anticipate both can be retained and 

recommend an arborist supervise any excavation within their critical root zones and prune any 

severed roots back to sound tissue. Black Locust #3 will also require pruning to attain clearance 

from building C but we do not anticipate its health will be significantly impacted as a result. 

 
Scope of Assignment:  

 

• Inventory the existing bylaw protected trees and any trees on municipal or neighbouring 

properties that could potentially be impacted by construction or that are within three metres of 

the property line 

• Review the proposal to demolish the existing building and construct three new buildings and 

a parking area 

• Comment on how construction activity may impact existing trees 

• Prepare a tree retention and construction damage mitigation plan for those trees deemed 

suitable to retain given the proposed impacts 

 

Methodology: We visually examined the trees on the property and prepared an inventory in the 

attached Tree Resource Spreadsheet. No trees were tagged. Information such as tree species, DBH 

(1.4m), crown spread, critical root zone (CRZ), health, structure, and relative tolerance to 

construction impacts were included in the inventory. The by-law protected trees with their 

identification numbers were labelled on the attached Site Plan. The conclusions reached were 

based on the information provided within the attached plans from Christine Lintott Architects 

(dated March 2019). 

 

Limitations: No exploratory excavations have been requested and thus the conclusions reached 

are based solely on critical root zone calculations and our best judgement using our experience and 

expertise. The location, size and density of roots are often difficult to predict without exploratory 

excavations and therefore the impacts to the trees may be more or less severe than we anticipate. 

 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
Consulting Arborists 
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An underground servicing plan was not available for comment.  

 

Summary of Tree Resource: Five trees were inventoried, none of which are on the subject 

property. There is one Hawthorn tree on the municipal frontage (#1) and four on adjacent 

properties #2-5) 

 

 
Municipal Hawthorn #1 (31cm DBH below union). 
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Ash #2 (~75cm DBH). We could not measure this tree’s DBH as it is growing through the neighbour’s fence. 

 

 
Black Locust #3 (left, ~60cm DBH) and Ash #4 (right, 81cm DBH). These trees are both growing within 1m of the 

fence. We did not measure the DBH of #3 as it is located on the neighbour’s property. The DBH of #4 was provided 

by City of Victoria Parks. 
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Black Locust #3 (left) had some dieback and large deadwood but is in fair health. The existing garage on 

the subject property is located within this tree’s CRZ. Ash #4 has some dieback and is in fair health. 
 

 
Holly #5 (~40cm DBH). We did not measure the DBH of this tree as it is located on the neighbour’s property. 
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Trees to be Removed: We anticipate one tree, Ash #4 (81cm DBH), will require removal as a 

result of the excavation to construct building C. The lower floor of the building, which will be 

constructed below the existing grade, and the surrounding retaining wall will likely require 

excavation to the east property line. The tree is approximately 0.5m from the fence. We anticipate 

large, structural roots will be encountered, resulting in significant health and structural impacts. In 

addition, about half of the tree’s crown would have to be pruned for building clearance and would 

likely require entire limbs to be removed. Therefore, we recommend the tree be removed prior to 

construction. If the neighbour wishes to retain this tree, we anticipate the risk associated with 

whole tree failure will increase considerably. The neighbour should be notified of the proposed 

impacts to their tree. This tree is bylaw protected. 

 

Potential Impacts on Trees to be Retained and Mitigation Measures 

 

• Ash #2 (~75cm DBH) is located across the driveway west of the subject property and is 

approximately 5.5m from the northwest corner of the retaining wall surrounding building B. 

Less than one-quarter of this tree’s CRZ will be impacted and we do not anticipate its health 

will be impacted. We recommend the project arborist prune any roots encountered back to 

sound tissue at the edge of excavation. We were unable to measure this tree as there it is 

growing through a neighbour’s fence and is conflicting with a garage roof. It may be by-law 

protected (80cm DBH or greater). 

 

• Black Locust #3 (~60cm DBH) is also located next to the east fence line but is approximately 

3m from the northeast building corner. To minimize root loss, we recommend limiting the 

extent of excavation at the northwest corner of building C. If excavation occurs 1m outside the 

building footprint, we anticipate less than one-quarter of this tree’s CRZ will be impacted. 

Large roots (>3cm in diameter) will likely be encountered, which may exacerbate this tree’s 

already declining health condition. We recommend the project arborist supervise all excavation 

within this tree’s CRZ and prune any roots encountered back to sound tissue at the edge of 

excavation.  

 

Crown pruning will also be required to attain building clearance. This tree is growing 

asymmetrically away from the adjacent ash tree, which limits the number of conflicting limbs. 

There appear to be suitable laterals to prune back to, and we anticipate the largest branches 

that will have to be removed are about 4cm in diameter. It should be noted that this tree is 

already in fair to poor health condition. Depending on the number and size of roots 

encountered, the root loss and crown pruning may expedite this tree’s decline. It may be 

prudent to remove this tree and plant young, well-structured replacement trees. The neighbour 

should be notified of the proposed impacts to their tree. This tree is not by-law protected. 

 

• Driveway: We do not anticipate any trees will be impacted by construction of the proposed 

common driveway or parking area. 

 

• Underground Services: An underground site servicing plan was not available for comment. 

Based on discussions with the applicant, the underground services will likely either be run 

down the west or east sides of the property. There is a sanitary sewer ROW on the west side 
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of the property. If underground services are run down the west side of the property, excavation 

will likely be required within the CRZ of Ash #2, potentially resulting in significant impacts if 

roots are damaged or severed. If they are aligned on the east side of the property, excavation 

may occur within the CRZ of municipal Hawthorn #1. Alternative excavation techniques (e.g. 

hydro-vac, air-spade, or a combination of machine and hand-digging) would likely be 

recommended in each case. We recommend the project arborist review the site servicing plan 

once it becomes available to evaluate the potential impacts to trees to be retained and 

recommend mitigation measures.  

 

• Arborist Supervision: All excavation occurring within the critical root zones of protected 

trees should be completed under supervision by the project arborist. Any severed roots must 

be pruned back to sound tissue to reduce wound surface area and encourage rapid 

compartmentalization of the wound. In particular, the following activities should be completed 

under the direction of the project arborist: 

 

• Excavation within the CRZs of Ash #2 and Black Locust #3 for construction of 

buildings B and C 

• Any excavation within the CRZ of trees to be retained for the installation of 

underground services 

 

• Barrier Fencing: The areas surrounding the trees to be retained should be isolated from the 

construction activity by erecting protective barrier fencing. Where possible, the fencing should 

be erected at the perimeter of the critical root zones. The barrier fencing must be a minimum 

of 4 feet in height, of solid frame construction that is attached to wooden or metal posts.  A 

solid board or rail must run between the posts at the top and the bottom of the fencing. This 

solid frame can then be covered with plywood, or flexible snow fencing. The fencing must be 

erected prior to the start of any construction activity on site (i.e. demolition, excavation, 

construction), and remain in place through completion of the project. Signs should be posted 

around the protection zone to declare it off limits to all construction related activity. The project 

arborist must be consulted before this fencing is removed or moved for any purpose. 

 

• Minimizing Soil Compaction: In areas where construction traffic must encroach into the 

critical root zones of trees to be retained, efforts must be made to reduce soil compaction where 

possible by displacing the weight of machinery and foot traffic. This can be achieved by one 

of the following methods: 

 

• Installing a layer of hog fuel or coarse wood chips at least 20 cm in depth and 

maintaining it in good condition until construction is complete. 

• Placing medium weight geotextile cloth over the area to be used and installing a layer 

of crushed rock to a depth of 15 cm over top. 

• Placing two layers of 19mm plywood. 

• Placing steel plates. 

 

• Demolition of the Existing Building: The demolition of the existing house and any services 

that must be removed or abandoned, must take the critical root zone of the trees to be retained 

into account. If any excavation or machine access is required within the critical root zones of 
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trees to be retained, it must be completed under the supervision and direction of the project 

arborist. If temporarily removed for demolition, barrier fencing must be erected immediately 

after the supervised demolition. 

 

• Mulching: Mulching can be an important proactive step in maintaining the health of trees and 

mitigating construction related impacts and overall stress. Mulch should be made from a 

natural material such as wood chips or bark pieces and be 5-8cm deep. No mulch should be 

touching the trunk of the tree. See “methods to avoid soil compaction” if the area is to have 

heavy traffic. 

 

• Blasting: Care must be taken to ensure that the area of blasting does not extend beyond the 

necessary footprints and into the critical root zones of surrounding trees. The use of small low-

concussion charges and multiple small charges designed to pre-shear the rock face will reduce 

fracturing, ground vibration, and overall impact on the surrounding environment. Only 

explosives of low phytotoxicity and techniques that minimize tree damage should be used. 

Provisions must be made to ensure that blasted rock and debris are stored away from the critical 

root zones of trees. 

 

• Scaffolding: This assessment has not included impacts from potential scaffolding including 

canopy clearance pruning requirements. If scaffolding is necessary and this will require 

clearance pruning of retained trees, the project arborist should be consulted. Depending on the 

extent of pruning required, the project arborist may recommend that alternatives to full 

scaffolding be considered such as hydraulic lifts, ladders or platforms. Methods to avoid soil 

compaction may also be recommended (see “Minimizing Soil Compaction” section). 

 

• Landscaping and Irrigation Systems:  The planting of new trees and shrubs should not 

damage the roots of retained trees. The installation of any in-ground irrigation system must 

take into account the critical root zones of the trees to be retained. Prior to installation, we 

recommend the irrigation technician consult with the project arborist about the most suitable 

locations for the irrigation lines and how best to mitigate the impacts on the trees to be retained. 

This may require the project arborist supervise the excavations associated with installing the 

irrigation system. Excessive frequent irrigation and irrigation which wets the trunks of trees 

can have a detrimental impact on tree health and can lead to root and trunk decay. 

 

• Arborist Role:  It is the responsibility of the client or his/her representative to contact the 

project arborist for the purpose of: 

 

• Locating the barrier fencing 

• Reviewing the report with the project foreman or site supervisor 

• Locating work zones, where required 

• Supervising any excavation within the critical root zones of trees to be retained  

• Reviewing and advising of any pruning requirements for machine clearances 

 

• Review and Site Meeting:  Once the project receives approval, it is important that the project 

arborist meet with the principals involved in the project to review the information contained 

herein. It is also important that the arborist meet with the site foreman or supervisor before any 
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site clearing, tree removal, demolition, or other construction activity occurs and to confirm the 

locations of the tree protection barrier fencing. 

 

 

Please do not hesitate to call us at (250) 479-8733 should you have any further questions.  

 

Thank you, 

 

  
Noah Borges 

ISA Certified #PN-8409A 

TRAQ – Qualified 

 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 

ISA Certified Consulting Arborists 

 

Encl. 1-page tree resource spreadsheet, 1-page site survey, 12-page site and building plans, 1-page 

barrier fencing specifications, 2-page tree resource spreadsheet methodology and definitions 

 
Disclosure Statement  

 

Arborists are professionals who examine trees and use their training, knowledge and experience to recommend techniques and procedures that will 

improve their health and structure or to mitigate associated risks. 

 

Trees are living organisms, whose health and structure change, and are influenced by age, continued growth, climate, weather conditions, and insect 

and disease pathogens. Indicators of structural weakness and disease are often hidden within the tree structure or beneath the ground. It is not 

possible for an Arborist to identify every flaw or condition that could result in failure or can he/she guarantee that the tree will remain healthy and 

free of risk.  

 

Remedial care and mitigation measures recommended are based on the visible and detectable indicators present at the time of the examination and 

cannot be guaranteed to alleviate all symptoms or to mitigate all risk posed. 
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May 1, 2019  1224 Richardson St
Tree Resource Spreadsheet

Page 1 of 1

Tree ID Common Name Latin Name
DBH (cm) 

~ approximate
Crown 

Spread (m) CRZ (m)
Relative 

Tolerance Health Structure Remarks and Recommendations
By-Law 

Protected

1 Hawthorn Crataegus oxycantha
31 below 

unions 6 3.5 Moderate Poor Fair/poor Municipal tree (ID: 21386), significant dieback N (Municipal)

2 European Ash Fraxinus excelsior ~75 12 8.5 Moderate Fair Fair 

Neighbour's tree, ~4m from property line, growing on far edge of 
laneway through fence, cracks in driveway, dieback, 2nd stem may 
have been pruned historically, large pruning wounds, overhangs to 
near property line (may be by-law protected)

N 
(Neighbour's)

3 Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia ~60 10 6.0 Good Fair Fair 
Neighbour's tree, next to fence, asymmetric crown due to 
competition with ash, dieback, large deadwood, overhangs ~3.5m

N 
(Neighbour's)

4 European Ash Fraxinus excelsior 81 14 8.5 Moderate Fair Fair Neighbour's tree, 0.5m from fence, some dieback
N 

(Neighbour's)

5 Holly Ilex spp. ~40 6 4.0 Good Good Fair Neighbour's tree, >3m from property line
N 

(Neighbour's)

Prepared by:
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates
ISA Certified and Consulting Arborists
Phone: (250) 479-8733
Fax: (250) 479-7050
email: tmtreehelp@gmail.com
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Project Information Table

Zone 

Site Area

Total Floor Area 1

Commercial Floor Area

Floor Space Ratio

Site Coverage  %

Open Site Space  %

Height of Buildings 2

Storeys  #

Parking Stalls  #

Bicycle Parking  #

NEW ZONE

1,738.22 m²

1,157m²

0.67:1

N/A

Proposed

Building Setbacks

3 storeys

10 spaces proposed0.2 per unit (<45m²) x 18  => 3.6

0.5 per unit (>45m² and <70m²) x 6  => 3.0

Visitor = 0.1 per unit x 24 => 2.4

Total required:  9

26 Long Term Spaces proposed

18 Short Term Spaces proposed

Long Term: 

1 space per unit that is (<45m²) => 18

1.25 spaces per dwelling unit that is 

(>45m²) => 7.5

Short Term:  

6 spaces per building x 3 buildings => 18

Building A = 9.40m

31%

56%

Proposed

1 Long term bicycle parking not included in area calculation per zoning bylaw amendment 18-017.
2 Refer to elevation drawings for height calculations.  See A1.02 for average grade calculations. 

Front Yard (South) 

Rear Yard (North)

Side Yard (East)

Side Yard (West)

Residential Use Details
Total Number of Units

Unit Type Breakdown

Ground Oriented Units

Minimum Unit Floor Area

Total Residential Floor Area

24

18 one-bedroom units, 6 two-bedroom units

40m²

7.09m

9.35m

1.81m

3.09m

1,153m²

24 residential units

Building B = 10.08m Building C = 9.95mSUBJECT PROPERTYSUBJECT PROPERTY
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Project Data

1224 Richardson

- ASH Concept
Victoria, BC

1224 Richardson Street

Project Scope:

- Demolition of two (2) existing buildings and sitework

- New construction of three (3) buildings at three storeys each

- Twenty four (24) total Affordable Housing units: six (6) two-bedroom units, eighteen (18) one-bedroom units

- New surface parking lot with ten (10) total stalls and Photovoltaic (PV) canopy

- New landscaping and paved entry sidewalks

- Photovoltaic (PV) panels on building roofs and parking lot canopy

- Short-term and long-term bicycle parking provided: eighteen (18) short-term stalls, twenty-six (26) long-term stalls

1224 RICHARDSON PROPERTY CORP

250-415-6240

CONTACT: TIM STEMP

TimP993@hotmail.com

APPLICANT

CHRISTINE LINTOTT ARCHITECTS

SUITE 1 - 864 QUEENS AVENUE 

VICTORIA, BC V8T 1M5 

250-384-1969

CONTACT: CHRISTINE LINTOTT

Christine@lintottarchitect.ca

ARCHITECT

Drawing List

A0.00 Project Data

A1.01 Site Plan

A1.02 Survey & Height Calculations

A1.03 Street Elevations

A2.01 Floor Plans - Building A

A2.02 Floor Plans - Building B

A2.03 Floor Plans - Building C

A3.01 Elevations & Sections - Building A

A3.02 Elevations & Sections - Building B

A3.03 Elevations & Sections - Building C

A3.11 Spatial Separations

A3.12 Spatial Separations

Project Area Tables:

Building A Floor Area - Zoning

Name Area

Electrical 2 m²

Mechanical 1 m²

Unit 1A 40 m²

Unit 1B 40 m²

Unit 2A 42 m²

Unit 2B 42 m²

Unit 3A 45 m²

Unit 3B 45 m²

258 m²

Building B Floor Area - Zoning

Name Area

Mechanical 1 m²

Unit 1A 41 m²

Unit 1B 41 m²

Unit 1C 61 m²

Unit 2A 42 m²

Unit 2B 42 m²

Unit 2C 61 m²

Unit 3A 45 m²

Unit 3B 45 m²

Unit 3C 69 m²

448 m²

Building C Floor Area - Zoning

Name Area

Unit 1A 41 m²

Unit 1B 40 m²

Unit 1C 60 m²

Unit 2A 44 m²

Unit 2B 43 m²

Unit 2C 61 m²

Unit 3A 45 m²

Unit 3B 45 m²

Unit 3C 70 m²

450 m²

POWELL & ASSOCIATES

250 - 2950 DOUGLAS STREET

VICTORIA, BC V8T 4N4

250-382-8855

SURVEYOR

LADR LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS

3 - 864 QUEENS AVENUE

VICTORIA, BC V8T 1M5

250-598-0105

CONTACT: BEV WINDJACK

bwindjack@ladrla.ca

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
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A1 & A2 ((22.70 + 22.70) ÷ 2) x    7.67m =    163.98

A2 & A3 ((21.95 + 21.95) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    16.58

A3 & A4 ((22.70 + 22.70) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    30.94

A4 & A5 ((22.70 + 21.95) ÷ 2) x    3.75m =    82.61

A5 & A6 ((21.95 + 21.95) ÷ 2) x    2.40m =   49.39

A6 & A7 ((22.67 + 22.67) ÷ 2) x    0.79m =    16.26

A7 & A8 ((22.67 + 22.49) ÷ 2) x    1.30m =    26.75

A8 & A9 ((22.49 + 22.49) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A9 & A10 ((22.49 + 22.29) ÷ 2) x    5.68m =    116.89

A10 & A11 ((22.29 + 22.29) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A11 & A12 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    28.81

A12 & A13 ((22.26 + 22.41) ÷ 2) x    11.26m =  231.73

A13 & A14 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    28.81

A14 & A15 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A15 & A16 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    6.97m =    149.02

A16 & A17 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    0.70m =    14.41

A17 & A18 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    6.15m =    126.57

A18 & A19 ((22.29 + 22.26) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    30.84

A19 & A1 ((22.41 + 22.70) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    16.58

    55.87m     1173.39

1173.39 ÷ 55.87m  = 21.00m Average Grade

BUILDING C HEIGHT CALCULATION

A1 & A2 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    7.79m =    95.57

A2 & A3 ((20.89 + 20.84) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    53.56

A3 & A4 ((20.84 + 20.84) ÷ 2) x    1.40m =    95.57

A4 & A5 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    6.15m =    71.22

A5 & A6 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  101.85

A6 & A7 ((20.23 + 20.23) ÷ 2) x    6.87m =    47.15

A7 & A8 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    63.90

A8 & A9 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =    21.36

A9 & A10 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    96.05

A10 & A11 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    5.48m =    21.17

A11 & A12 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    63.04

A12 & A13 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =  150.09

A13 & A14 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  150.09

A14 & A15 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    6.87m =  150.09

A15 & A16 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    1.54m =  150.09

A16 & A17 ((19.43 + 19.43) ÷ 2) x    6.15m =  150.09

A17 & A18 ((20.84 + 20.84) ÷ 2) x    1.18m =  150.09

A18 & A1 ((20.84 + 20.92) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    71.95

     55.86m1108.41

1108.41 ÷ 55.86m  = 19.84m Average Grade

BUILDING B HEIGHT CALCULATION

A1 & A2 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    11.16m =    205.79

A2 & A3 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    1.30m =    23.97

A3 & A4 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    13.83

A4 & A5 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    5.57m =    95.14

A5 & A6 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  12.81

A6 & A7 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =    25.62

A7 & A8 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    48.51

A8 & A9 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    5.48m =    93.60

A9 & A10 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    2.84m =    48.51

A10 & A11 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    1.50m =    25.62

A11 & A12 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =    12.81

A12 & A13 ((17.08+17.08) ÷ 2) x    5.57m =  95.14

A13 & A14 ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    0.75m =  13.83

A14 & A1  ((18.44 + 18.44) ÷ 2) x    1.30m =    23.97

    42.06m     739.14

739.14 ÷ 42.06m  = 17.57m Average Grade

BUILDING A HEIGHT CALCULATION
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LIMITING DISTANCE & SPATIAL SEPARATIONS ANALYSIS

4.67 22.49 51 18 3/44.09

1.81EAST LEVEL 1-A 22.53 11 9 12.07

5.49 19.98 76 12 3/4NORTH LEVEL 1-B 2.32

BUILDING B 

4.67 14.14 51 26 3/4WEST LEVEL 1-A 3.71

WEST LEVEL 3-A

12.39 1.60 100 0 3/4NORTH LEVEL 1-C 0

12.39 1.76 100 0 3/4NORTH LEVEL 2-A 0

5.49 29.25 76 8 3/4NORTH LEVEL 2-B 2.32

12.39 4.08 100 0 3/4NORTH LEVEL 2-C 0

5.49 28.65 76 8 3/4NORTH LEVEL 3-A 2.32

12.39 2.09 100 0 3/4NORTH LEVEL 3-B 0

2.19EAST LEVEL 1-B 13.90 15 6 10.81

1.81EAST LEVEL 2-A 23.52 11 9 12.07

2.19EAST LEVEL 2-B 19.29 15 4 10.81

1.81EAST LEVEL 3-A 22.76 11 9 12.07

2.19EAST LEVEL 3-B 19.48 15 4 10.81

12.39NORTH LEVEL 1-A 0.71 100 0 3/40

BUILDING FACE OR FIRE 

COMPARTMENT

LIMITING 

DISTANCE

(m)

WALL AREA 

(m2)

UNPROTECTED OPENINGS (%) WALL F.R.R.1

(hr)

NON-COMBUSTIBLE 

REQUIREMENTS

MAXIMUM PROPOSED

BCBC 9.10.14.4.A

WALL CLADDING

GLAZING 

AREA (m2)

4.67 2.78 51 0 3/4WEST LEVEL 1-B 0

3.13 22.53 26 11 3/4WEST LEVEL 1-C 2.53

4.67 16.34 51 15 3/4WEST LEVEL 2-A 2.45

3.13 23.51 26 11 3/4WEST LEVEL 2-B 2.53

3.13 22.95 26 11 3/42.53WEST LEVEL 3-B

15.54 13.75 100 15 3/42.07SOUTH LEVEL 1-A

13.99 6.08 100 0 3/40SOUTH BIKE STOR.

15.54 13.75 100 15 3/42.07SOUTH LEVEL 1-B

15.54 14.18 100 17 3/42.45SOUTH LEVEL 2-A

17.65 19.29 100 28 3/45.34

1.84EAST LEVEL 1-A 17.87 11 12 12.07

15.53 15.64 100 3 3/4NORTH LEVEL 3-A 0.46

BUILDING A 

17.65 13.65 100 9 3/4SOUTH LEVEL 1-B 1.26

SOUTH LEVEL 3-B

15.53 15.59 100 3 3/4NORTH LEVEL 3-B 0.46

5.43 18.15 74 11 3/4WEST LEVEL 1-A 2.07

5.43 24.78 74 8 3/4WEST LEVEL 2-A 2.07

5.43 23.82 74 9 3/4WEST LEVEL 3-A 2.07

17.65 13.65 100 9 3/4SOUTH LEVEL 1-A 1.26

16.10 6.29 100 0 3/4SOUTH BIKE STOR. 0

1.84EAST LEVEL 2-A 23.50 11 9 12.07

1.84EAST LEVEL 3-A 22.69 11 9 12.07

15.53NORTH LEVEL 1-A 8.49 100 6 3/40.46

15.53NORTH LEVEL 1-B 8.55 100 6 3/40.46

15.53NORTH LEVEL 2-A 17.57 100 3 3/40.46

15.53NORTH LEVEL 2-B 17.57 100 3 3/40.46

BUILDING FACE OR FIRE 

COMPARTMENT

LIMITING 

DISTANCE

(m)

WALL AREA 

(m2)

UNPROTECTED OPENINGS (%) WALL F.R.R.1

(hr)

NON-COMBUSTIBLE 

REQUIREMENTS

MAXIMUM PROPOSED

BCBC 9.10.14.4.A

WALL CLADDING

GLAZING 

AREA (m2)

17.65 14.18 100 17 3/4SOUTH LEVEL 2-A 2.45

17.65 14.18 100 17 3/4SOUTH LEVEL 2-B 2.45

17.65 19.29 100 28 3/4SOUTH LEVEL 3-A 5.34

15.54 14.19 100 17 3/42.45SOUTH LEVEL 2-B

15.54 19.32 100 28 3/45.34SOUTH LEVEL 3-A

15.54 19.32 100 28 3/45.34SOUTH LEVEL 3-B

3.74 21.03 35 12 12.45

1.81EAST LEVEL 1-A 22.48 11 9 12.07

9.37 19.80 100 12 3/4NORTH LEVEL 1-B 2.32

BUILDING C 

3.74 13.62 35 18 1WEST LEVEL 1-A 2.45

WEST LEVEL 3-A

16.27 0.77 100 0 3/4NORTH LEVEL 1-C 0

16.27 4.10 100 0 3/4NORTH LEVEL 2-A 0

9.37 29.10 100 8 3/4NORTH LEVEL 2-B 2.32

16.27 1.90 100 0 3/4NORTH LEVEL 2-C 0

9.37 29.36 100 8 3/4NORTH LEVEL 3-A 2.32

2.98EAST LEVEL 1-B 10.40 25 8 10.81

1.81EAST LEVEL 2-A 23.47 11 9 12.07

2.98EAST LEVEL 2-B 19.38 25 4 10.81

1.81EAST LEVEL 3-A 22.63 11 9 12.07

2.98EAST LEVEL 3-B 17.97 25 4 10.81

16.27NORTH LEVEL 1-A 1.69 100 0 3/40

BUILDING FACE OR FIRE 

COMPARTMENT

LIMITING 

DISTANCE

(m)

WALL AREA 

(m2)

UNPROTECTED OPENINGS (%) WALL F.R.R.1

(hr)

NON-COMBUSTIBLE 

REQUIREMENTS

MAXIMUM PROPOSED

BCBC 9.10.14.4.A

WALL CLADDING

GLAZING 

AREA (m2)

3.74 2.73 35 0 1WEST LEVEL 1-B 0

3.09 22.39 25 11 1WEST LEVEL 1-C 2.53

3.74 16.30 35 15 1WEST LEVEL 2-A 2.45

3.09 23.52 25 11 1WEST LEVEL 2-B 2.53

3.09 22.62 25 11 12.53WEST LEVEL 3-B

6.14 13.65 90 15 3/42.07SOUTH LEVEL 1-A

4.59 6.29 52 0 3/40SOUTH BIKE STOR.

6.14 13.65 90 15 3/42.07SOUTH LEVEL 1-B

6.14 14.21 90 17 3/42.45SOUTH LEVEL 2-A

6.14 14.21 90 17 3/42.45SOUTH LEVEL 2-B

6.14 19.44 90 27 3/45.34SOUTH LEVEL 3-A

6.14 19.44 90 27 3/45.34SOUTH LEVEL 3-B

1

1 3/4HR FIRE RATED, THERMALLY BROKEN DOOR REQUIRED

6.49EAST BIKE STOR. 4.26 88 39 3/41.64

8.08 4.26 100 39 3/4WEST BIKE STOR. 1.64

6.48EAST BIKE STOR. 4.12 88 39 3/41.64

8.12 4.12 100 40 3/4WEST BIKE STOR. 1.64

6.53EAST BIKE STOR. 4.38 90 37 3/41.64

10.42 4.38 100 37 3/4WEST BIKE STOR. 1.64
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Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
 

Spreadsheet Methodology & Definitions                                                                        Page 1 of 2  
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Box 48153 RPO - Uptown Victoria, BC  V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 
Fax: (250) 479-7050 

Email: tmtreehelp@gmail.com 
 

 
Tree Resource Spreadsheet Methodology and Definitions 

 
Tag: Tree identification number on a metal tag attached to tree with nail or wire, generally at eye 
level. Trees on municipal or neighboring properties are not tagged. 
 
NT: No tag due to inaccessibility or ownership by municipality or neighbour. 
 
DBH: Diameter at breast height – diameter of trunk, measured in centimetres at 1.4m above 
ground level. For trees on a slope, it is taken at the average point between the high and low side of 
the slope.  
* Measured over ivy  
~ Approximate due to inaccessibility or on neighbouring property 
 
Crown Spread: Indicates the diameter of the crown spread measured in metres to the dripline of 
the longest limbs. 
 
Relative Tolerance Rating: Relative tolerance of the tree species to construction related impacts 
such as root pruning, crown pruning, soil compaction, hydrology changes, grade changes, and 
other soil disturbance. This rating does not take into account individual tree characteristics, such 
as health and vigour. Three ratings are assigned based on our knowledge and experience with the 
tree species: Poor (P), Moderate (M) or Good (G). 
 
Critical Root Zone: A calculated radial measurement in metres from the trunk of the tree. It is the 
optimal size of tree protection zone and is calculated by multiplying the DBH of the tree by 10, 12 
or 15 depending on the tree’s Relative Tolerance Rating. This methodology is based on the 
methodology used by Nelda Matheny and James R. Clark in their book “Trees and Development: 
A Technical Guide to Preservation of Trees During Land Development.” 
 

 15 x DBH = Poor Tolerance of Construction 
 12 x DBH = Moderate  
 10 x DBH = Good  

 
To calculate the critical root zone, the DBH of multiple stems is considered the sum of 100% of 
the diameter of the largest stem and 60% of the diameter of the next two largest stems. It should 
be noted that these measures are solely mathematical calculations that do not consider factors such 
as restricted root growth, limited soil volumes, age, crown spread, health, or structure (such as a 
lean). 

 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
Consulting Arborists 
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Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
 

Spreadsheet Methodology & Definitions                                                                        Page 2 of 2  
 
 

 
Health Condition: 
 

 Poor - significant signs of visible stress and/or decline that threaten the long-term survival 
of the specimen 

 
 Fair - signs of stress 

 
 Good - no visible signs of significant stress and/or only minor aesthetic issues 

 
Structural Condition: 
 

 Poor - Structural defects that have been in place for a long period of time to the point that 
mitigation measures are limited 

 
 Fair - Structural concerns that are possible to mitigate through pruning 

 
 Good - No visible or only minor structural flaws that require no to very little pruning 

 
Retention Status: 
 

 X - Not possible to retain given proposed construction plans 
 

 Retain - It is possible to retain this tree in the long-term given the proposed plans and 
information available. This is assuming our recommended mitigation measures are 
followed 
 

 Retain * - See report for more information regarding potential impacts 
 

 TBD (To Be Determined) - The impacts on the tree could be significant. However, in the 
absence of exploratory excavations and in an effort to retain as many trees as possible, we 
recommend that the final determination be made by the supervising project arborist at the 
time of excavation. The tree might be possible to retain depending on the location of roots 
and the resulting impacts, but concerned parties should be aware that the tree may require 
removal. 
 

 NS - Not suitable to retain due to health or structural concerns 
 
 

 

251



Advisory Design Panel Minutes Page 6 
November 27, 2019 

5.3 Development Permit Application No. 000558 for 1224 Richardson Street  

The City is considering a Development Permit application to construct multiple dwellings. 

Applicant meeting attendees: 

CHRISTINE LINTOTT CHRISTINE LINTOTT ARCHITECTS INC 
OLIVIA LYNN CHRISTINE LINTOTT ARCHITECTS INC 
TIM STEMP APPLICANT 

Alec Johnston provided the Panel with a brief introduction of the application and the areas 
that Council is seeking advice on, including the following: 

• transition with adjacent properties

• any other aspects of the proposal on which the ADP choose to comment.
Christine Lintott provided the Panel with a detailed presentation of the site and context of 
the proposal and Olivia Lynn provided the Panel with details of the proposed landscape 
plan. 

Pamela Madoff left meeting at 3:00pm. 

The Panel asked the following questions of clarification: 

• there is already a public lane along Rockland Avenue, does this mean that
eventually private lane owners will not be able to utilize their back lane?

o Alec Johnston clarified that the portion that would provide access to the
proposed parking area on the subject property is public. The rest of the lane
going north is privately owned by the properties that front onto Linden
Avenue. Currently, there is informal use of this private lane by the public.

• where would moving vans park?
o this would be challenging, and they may block driveways

• was the public right of way used as a pedestrian route?
o yes, for pedestrians and vehicles.

• is a private easement agreement on title?
o yes, drafted in 1902

• has this lane issue been discussed with the fire department?
o yes, they are okay with it because there are fire hydrants in close proximity

• where are the rain gardens on the plan?
o they run across and down the private lane on the west side

• are the windows in wells on the lowest level of each building? And are there
concerns for stormwater with this aspect?

o there is a rendering issue affecting the site grading
o stormwater will be directed throughout the site. Where the buildings come

together, the grading will meet at a gentle slope

• is the rain collected from the private walkway?
o yes

• what is the walkability of this development to retail amenities?
o it is very high; Cook Street Village is approximately a 5-7 minute walk

• will the parking be assigned and titled?
o yes, there will be two spaces that will be visitor stalls and 1 car share stall.

ATTACHMENT G
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Advisory Design Panel Minutes  Page 7 
November 27, 2019 

Panel members discussed: 
 

• lack of green space on the sidewalk adjacent to the lane 

• concern for the extensive hard surfaces 

• concern for the fire pit location 

• need to revise the institutional appearance of the front entrance stairs 

• acknowledgment of the density on the site 

• concern for the building’s relationship to the public lane 

• lack of parking for the scale of the development 

• the building’s large footprint 

• the site’s lack of accessibility from the street, and lack of accessibility within each 
unit 

• opportunity to examine other building options, such as a house and two guest 
houses. 

 
Motion: 
 
It was moved by Stefan Schulson, seconded by Marilyn Palmer, that Advisory Design Panel 
recommend to Council that Development Permit Application No. 000558 for 1224 
Richardson Street be declined until further consideration of the following items: 

• clarification of pedestrian use of the lane 

• clarification of public and private site access  

• adjustments to the character of units B and C to better fit the property 

• accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site  

• clarification of site functionality, including loading.  
 

Carried Unanimously 
 
 
 
6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
The Advisory Design Panel meeting of November 27, 2019 was adjourned at 3:20 pm. 
 
 
      
Stefan Schulson, Chair 
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1224 Richardson Property Corp 

1153 Burdett Ave 

Victoria, BC V8V 3H3 

250.384.1969 

1224 Richardson Street 
Rezoning & Development Permit (REZ-00705 & DP-00558) 

Advisory Design Panel Motion Response & Additional Neighbour Consultation 

January 24, 2020 

Response to the Advisory Design Panel Motion of Nov 27, 2019 

& Additional Neighbour Consultation 

Reooived 
Ci)f of Victorii 

JAN 2 4 2020 
Planning & Dtvtlo1t111tlll Department 

Development SNVices Divmon 

Attention: Alec Johnston, Area Planner, Development Services Division, City of Victoria 

Dear Mr. Johnston, 

This letter is in response to the Advisory Design Panel Motion of November 27, 2019 regarding the proposed rezoning & 

development permit for 1224 Richardson Street. It also provides some updates on minor revisions to development plans to 

accommodate changes made to address the panel's concerns and/or requests from surrounding neighbours. 

The Advisory Design Panel's motion was to recommend that Council decline the application until further consideration of the 

following items: 

l. Clarification of pedestrian use of the lane 

2. Clarification of public and private site access 

3. Adjustments to the character of units B and C to better fit the property 

4. Accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site 

5. Clarification of site functionality, including loading. 

Due to the format of the meeting where the panel discusses and debates the application after the proponent has presented and 

responded to some limited preliminary questions, we were not able to respond or provide this clarification at the time of the 

meeting. Most of the concerns identified above were not directly raised as questions to our team, but rather developed during 

the debate amongst panel members during the later half of the meeting which we were not permitted to respond to. This is 

unfortunate as, had we been given the opportunity to respond to questions or provide clarifications during the panel's debate we 

believe we could nave resolved any concerns or confusion they had and that the motion would have been more positive. 

As such we have provided additional information, clarification and responses below to address the panel's concerns. 

1. Clarification of pedestrian use of the lane. The Current lane is approx. 4.6 m in width and runs from 

Richardson Road at the south end to Rockland Ave at the north end. The southern most 120 feet of the lane 

is a public laneway owned by the City of Victoria. The remainder of the lane north to Rockland Ave is privately 

owned by the properties on the east side of the 700 and 800 Block of Linden. 

The lane is open at both ends and used by the public at large along its entire length for vehicle, bicycle and 

pedestrian traffic between Richardson and Rockland. The lane is also used by City garbage crews servicing the 

700 and 800 block of Linden Ave, 1224, 1230, & 1232 Richardson as well as the carriage house at 1232 

Richardson. 

During the City's initial review of our proposed development, Engineering staff indicated that the most 

appropriate driveway access to our proposed parking lot was off of the public portion of the lane as the 

current driveway for 1224 Richardson was too close to the intersection of Richardson and the Lane to meet 

the_City's requirements and standards of practice. They also indicated that the lane did not meet the City's 

design requirements for two way traffic, i.e., a 6 m lane width, and so requested a 1.4m Statutory Right Of 

ATTACHMENT IATTACHMENT H
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Way along the West side of our property for the length of the public lane way. We are prepared to grant that 

SROW. In so doing, this will improve the safety of the lane for all users of the public lane and also permit 

more effective access to our property . 

We also planned to provide a sidewalk along the west side of our property from Richardson to the rear of the 

northern most proposed building which would have been open to the public to improve pedestrian safety 

along the public and private lane section that abuts our property . Unfortunately, a number owners in the 700 

block of Linden who own the private section of the lane have insisted that we install a fence along our west 

property line where it abuts the private portion of the lane to prevent any residents in the proposed 

development from using the lane for pick up or drop of purposes. As such the sidewalk along the west side of 

our property , north of the public section of the lane will be fully enclosed within the fenced section of our 

property and not accessible to the public. 

As noted above, the private portion of the lane is owned by the properties on the east side of the 700 and 800 

block of Linden. The control and access for public pedestrian use of that portion of the lane is entirely in the 

control of those owners and we have no ability to influence or alter that control. If they choose to close off 

that access or leave it open, that is entirely up to them. Having said all of this, our development has been 

designed to ensure that the residents do not have direct access from our property to the private section of 

the lane as requested by some of the owners of that portion of the lane. Our proposed pedestrian access as 

described below under items 2 & 4 is entirely from Richardson and/or the City-owned, public portion of the 

lane. 

2. Clarification of public and private site access. As noted above public pedestrian access to the site would be via 

the sidewalk on Richardson Road and/or a new public sidewalk along the east side of the public section of 

lane. Public vehicle traffic would access the site via the city owned section of the lane into the private parking 

lot on the subject site. As we have previously indicated we intend to work with City Traffic Engineering staff 

to design signage that directs vehicles leaving our property to turn south into the public section of the lane 

and curbing on our property that prevents vehicles from turning north into the private section of lane. This 

curbing will prevent vehicles from turning north out of our parking lot but will not impact north bound public 

or private vehicle access from Richardson to ensure we do not impact what is currently accessible. 

3. Adjustments to the character of units Band C to better fit the property. Based on our notes of the panel's 
discussion of this point we believe this request is to address two issues the panel raised. The first was a desire 

among some of the panel members to have the buildings face the lane due to the confusion regarding 

ownership and access to the lane. As noted above in item 1 the lane to the west of building Band C is not a 

public lane, it is private property. 

The City of Victoria Design Guidelines for: Multi Unit Residential, Commercial and industrial states: 

2.3.1 - Buildings should be oriented towards public streets, walkways and amenities (parks, harbour and coastline, etc). 

Turning the building to face the lane would be directly contrary to this section of the City's guidelines. This is 

precisely why our design has all three buildings facing the "public street," not the lane. 

The second issue of adjustment discussed by the panel was the large wide front stairs that one member 

commented looked too wide and institutional. Modifications have been made to "de-institutionalize" the 

stair while also acknowledging the Building Code requirements associated with exposure protection of the 

exits from each dwelling unit. The lower lift of stairs are narrowed to ease the overall width and address the 

comments, while also meeting the intent of the requirements for exposure protection. 

4. Accessibility of the units and accessibility within the site. The Edwardian/Craftsman Character and style of the 

buildings have been chosen to fit in with the existing streetscape, massing and context of the neighbourhood. 

This type of structure, along with the City's design guidelines that encourage separate individual front doors 

(ground orientated units), and the desire to deliver 24 affordable home ownership opportunities makes it 

very difficult to also make these units accessible to those with physical disabilities. We looked at using ramp 

255



systems to allow some of the lower or mid floor units to be accessible, but the length of ramp required was 

not feasible given the height of the buildings in relationship to the average exterior grade. We.also looked at 

raising the buildings to decrease the length of ramp required to make lower units accessible, but this would 

have raised the overall height of the buildings beyond its surrounding neighbours and would likely create 

significant concern from the community. We also looked at providing an elevator but the design is ground 

orientated to give each unit its own front door which does not allow for the use of an elevator. As such we 

are not able to offer any accessible units in this development but believe that providing 24 affordable for sale 

units in this highly desirable neighbourhood is of sufficient value to offset this concern. 

5. Clarification of site functionality, including loading. This concern appears to be related to how the 

development would accommodate service vehicles or people moving in and out without blocking sections of 

the private lane. Service vehicles (repair men, parcel delivery etc would enter the site via the public lane off 

Richardson and park in the reserved visitors spot in the parking lot. Small moving vans would utilise the same 

visitor spot with no disruption to the development residents or surrounding neighbours. Where larger 

moving vans are used this would be pre booked with the strata manager to allow temporary closing of some 

of the stalls on the North or South side of the parking lot to accommodate a larger moving truck. This is the 

same process that is used at many apartment or condo projects for move ins or for cleaning and sealing 

parking surfaces, or repairing piping, lighting etc. in underground parkades. Vehicles would be discouraged 

from parking in the private lane to unload as the fence between the lane and the subject site cuts off access 

to the buildings on the subject development site. 

In addition to the issues raised by the ADP one of the neighbours on Linden has expressed concern over the proposed 

fence along the west side of the site separating it from the private lane. As you know this fence was requested by 

some, but not all of the neighbours along Linden. We therefore agreed to install a continuous 4-foot solid fence along 

this property line from the north end of the property south to the point where the public lane begins. Ms. Tamsin 

McIntosh of 721 Linden expressed concern that this fence was not tall enough to ensure that delivery vans did not 

park in the private lane and pass items over the fence. While this is highly unlikely as there would be no way for 

delivery drivers to notify the residents they were parked there, we have made attempts to meet with Ms McIntosh 

over the last couple of weeks but have not received a response from her. We also spoke with one of the residents of 

727 /29 Linden who agreed with our concern that a taller solid board fence would create a graffiti target like the fence 

on this side of the lane to the north of the subject property and that it was counter active to eyes on the alley way for 

safety & security purposes. This resident also agreed that a taller open lattice type fence would sufficiently 

discourage delivery drivers from stopping in the lane to pass packages over the fence while enhancing the eyes on 

the lane as well as allowing for views of the site landscaping from the lane which she believed would be a positive 

addition. We have therefore revised the fence along the West property line from a 4-foot solid board fence to a 5- 

foot open lattice fence as shown on the revised landscape plan as well as the updated building renderings. 

We trust this adequately responds to the clarification requirements outlined in the ADP's motion and will allow you to 

finalize your report and present our proposal to Committee of The Whole as soon as possible. Please do not hesitate 

to contact the undersigned if you have any questions or further concerns. 

Best Regards, 

TimStemp~ 

1224 Richardson Property Corp 
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Sustainable Planning and Community Development
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC  V8W 1P6

Tenant Assistance Plan

This form must be submitted with your rezoning or development application. For contact, please 
send questions to your development services planner. 

SUMMARY: Instructions and steps for Developers and Property Owners 

STEP 1
BACKGROUND: Understand your rights and responsibilities as a landlord. Please review the documents in the background 
section pertaining to relocating tenants and the City’s rental replacement policies.

STEP 2 POLICY APPLICATION: Complete tenant impact assessment to determine the requirements of your application.

STEP 3

Complete application requirement, including:

a. Current Site Information

b. Tenant Assistance Plan

c. Tenant Communication Plan

d. Appendix A - Current Occupant Information and Rent Rolls (For office use only)

e. Appendix B - Correspondence with Tenants Communication (For office use only)

STEP 4 
SUBMIT: Complete form and submit to:

a. Email digital copy of plan to housing@victoria.ca (include appendices)

STEP 5 REVISE: Applicant to update and return application requirements with staff input.

STEP 6
FINALIZE: City staff to finalize the review and signs off application requirements and used as attachment for the Committee 
of the Whole report.

BACKGROUND: Rights and Responsibilities of Landlords and Tenants
The rights and responsibilities of landlords and tenants are regulated by the Province and is set out in the Residential Tenancy Act. 

Please refer to the City of Victoria’s website for more information regarding the City of Victoria’s rental housing policies. Supporting 
documents include:

• Tenant Assistance Instructions and Checklist
• Tenant Assistance Policy
• Frequently Asked Questions
• Sample Letter to Tenants
• Request for Tenant Assistance Form and Privacy Guidelines
• Final Tenant Assistance Report

POLICY APPLICATION: Tenant Impact Assessment to Determine the Requirements 
of your Application
Answer the questions below to determine whether a plan is required with your application:

Tenant Impact Indicate: Application Requirement

Are you redeveloping or demolishing a building that 
will result in loss of existing residential units?

Yes No
If yes, complete the next question.

Does your work require the permanent relocation of 
tenant(s) out of the building? Yes No

If yes, complete and submit a tenant assistance plan.

Do you have tenant(s) who have been residing in the 
building for more than one year?

Yes No
If yes, tenants are eligible under the tenant assistance 
plan

If any are selected no, then a tenant assistance plan is not required as part of your application.

ATTACHMENT I
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Site Address:

Owner Name:

Company Name:

Tenant Relocation 
Coordinator 
(Name, Position, 
Organization):

TENANT ASSISTANCE PLAN 

A. Current Site Information

EXISTING RENTAL UNITS
Unit Type # of Units Average Rents ($/Mo.)

Bachelor

1 BR

2 BR

3 BR

3 BR+

Total

B. Tenant Assistance Plan

For any renovation or redevelopment that requires relocation of existing tenants, the property owner must create a Tenant Assistance 
Plan that addresses the following issues:

• Early communication with the tenants

• Appropriate compensation

• Relocation assistance

• Moving costs and assistance

• Right of first refusal

The City has developed a Tenant Assistance Plan template that is available for applicant use.  The template includes the required 
FOIPPA section 27(2) privacy notification which should be identified for tenants.

Please refer to the Tenant Assistance Policy with Tenant Assistance Plan guidelines for Market Rental and Non-Market Rental Housing 
Development. 

Required under the Residential Tenancy Act

Notice to End Tenancies

A landlord may issue a Notice to End Tenancy only after all necessary permits have been issued by the City. In addition, landlords must 
give four months’ notice to end tenancies for renovation, demolition, and conversions. Tenants have 30 days to dispute the notice. 

For more information, please refer to the Landlord Notice to End Tenancy.

Renovations and Repairs

Renovations and repairs must be so extensive that they require the unit to be empty in order for them to take place, and the only way to 
achieve the necessary emptiness or vacancy is by terminating a tenancy. The RTA and associated guidelines provide specific guidance 
pertaining to whether a landlord may end a tenancy in order to undertake renovations or repairs to a rental unit. 

For more information, please refer to Ending a Tenancy for Landlord’s use of Property.

Right of First Refusal 

In instances of renovations or repairs requiring vacancy, the RTA requires tenants be offered the right of first refusal to enter into a new 
tenancy agreement at a rent determined by the landlord. This right of first refusal applies only to a rental unit in a residential property 
containing 5 or more units, and there are financial penalties for non-compliance. 

For more information, please refer to Tenant Notice: Exercising Right of First Refusal. 

For full details, please check the Government of British Columbia website.
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Tenant Assistance Plan 
Components

APPLICANT CITY STAFF

Tenant Assistance Plan

Did the 
Applicant 

meet 
policy?

Date: dd/mm/yyyy dd/mm/yyyy

Compensation

Please indicate how you 
will be compensating the 
tenant(s).

Yes

No

Moving Expenses

Please indicate how the 
tenant(s) will receive 
moving expenses and 
assistance.

Yes

No

Relocation Assistance

Please indicate how the 
tenant(s) will receive 
relocation assistance.

Yes

No

Right of First Refusal

Please indicate whether 
the applicant is offering 
right of first refusal to the 
tenant(s). Please indicate 
your reasoning.

Yes

No

Tenants Requiring 
Additional Assistance

Please indicate whether 
there are tenants requiring 
additional assistance. If so, 
please indicate how the 
applicant plans to provide 
additional support.

Yes

No

Other Comments
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Tenant Communication 
Plan Components

APPLICANT

Tenant Communication Plan

Date: dd/mm/yyyy

How and when did you 
inform tenants of the 
rezoning or development 
application? 

How will you be 
communicating to tenants 
throughout the rezoning or 
development application 
(including decisions made 

by Council)?

What kind of resources 
will you be communicating 
to your tenants and how 
will you facilitate tenants 
in accessing these 
resources?
(Please see the City’s 
website for a list of 
resources) 

Have tenant(s) confirmed 
with you whether they 
request assistance? If so, 
please indicate the staff 
responsible or whether 
a third-party service is 
requested.

Other communications 
notes:
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FINAL TAP Review - [For City Staff to complete]
 
Application received by ____________________________________________________ (City Staff) on _________________________ (Date)

Staff Comments on  
final plan: 

Did the applicant meet TAP policy?  Yes  No  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Patricia Manly <
Sent: Sunday, June 16, 2019 9:43 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Cc:
Subject: 1224 Richardson proposed development

Dear Mayor and Council: 

I regret that I will be out of town on Wednesday, June 19 and will thus be unable to attend the community 
information meeting regarding this development proposal. 

I have been informed by neighbours who live closer to Richardson that the proposal is to develop the lot from 
its current duplex to a 24 strata units with 10 parking stalls. 

Personally, I support increasing density in Victoria in order to mitigate our housing shortage, provided that this 
can be done wisely.  I do not object to increasing the density at 1224 Richardson to provide additional housing 
in the neighbourhood.  In particular, I support efforts to make our neighbourhood more affordable for families 
with young children. 

I do have some concerns: 

 The scale of this development seems excessive.  I would be much more agreeable to a proposal half this
size.

 The site is close to the intersection of Harbinger and Richardson.  The potential of additional traffic
along Harbinger is a concern that could affect our quality of life and property values.  Traffic calming
strategies may be helpful and should be considered.

 The lane that runs between Richardson and Rockland to the west of the property is actually a family
friendly resource that needs to be protected, in my view.  The lane currently has next to no traffic, which
makes it an ideal place for children to learn to ride bicycles, skateboards, etc. without danger.  Although
I do not have children myself, I would hate to see the loss of a bike friendly space that is currently
suitable for young children to develop their skills.

 Preserving and enhancing Victoria's green space should always be a priority, and I would hope that this
has been taken into consideration in this proposal.

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.  I am hopeful that development can proceed on this site at a 
scale that will add to Victoria's housing supply while preserving Fairfield and Rockland's quiet, leafy 
atmosphere. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Manly, Ph.D. 
608 Harbinger Avenue 
Victoria, BC  V8V 4J1 

ATTACHMENT J
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Heather McIntyre

From: Raphael Beck 

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2019 4:25 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; 

Subject: Fwd: Development at 1224 Richardson

As we are unable to attend the June 19 meeting, we would like to voice our concerns regarding the proposed 
development on Richardson: 
1. The size of the development is out of proportion to the surrounding neighborhood. It will turn a quiet
residential area into a busy urban environment. 
2. Privacy of residents west of the lane could be compromised as tenants from the development seek to shortcut
through to Linden avenue.  
3. Parking: it is unrealistic to assume that 24 “families” will own 10 cars. More likely, most of them will. That
means that they will seek parking in adjacent streets, resulting in residents of these streets having trouble 
finding a parking place.  
4. Lane traffic: our big concern is that the narrow private lane will be transformed into a high-traffic area. This
will compromise the safety of young children living along the lane, as well as pedestrians and bikers who often 
use the lane now.  
5. Is paying $850 per square foot considered “affordable housing”?

The development should be scaled down to fit the neighbourhood. 

Raphael and Dahlia Beck 
3-727 Linden Ave 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Melanie and Morgan Finley 

Sent: September 5, 2019 5:41 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Proposed Development 1224 Richardson Street

Hi, 

We are opposed to the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street changing from single family to 24 

strata units. 

We live within close proximity to 1224 Richardson Street and have received a notice about the proposed 

development to change the zoning from R1-B (single family house) to 24 strata units.  This does not align with 

other neighbourhood developments to date. It changes the family residential feel of our neighbourhood. It 

does not meet proposed or active community development plans. We also have grave concerns about lack of 

parking that will be provided and the increased traffic on a laneway that is on an elementary school walking 

route.  

While we appreciate the desire to densify our residential neighbourhoods this proposal is not suitable for our 

area. Please consider changing this high density proposal to one that suits the neighbourhood. Other lots 

close by have been subdivided into single family houses or large 2 story houses on large lots have been strata 

converted into 3 or 4 units.  

Thank you, 
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Heather McIntyre

From: Development Services email inquiries

Sent: September 6, 2019 11:03 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: FW: 1224/1226 Richardson St- Proposedredevelopment

-------- Original Message -------- 
Subject: 1224/1226 Richardson St- Proposedredevelopment 
Date: 2019-09-05 19:32 
 From: ANGELE MUNRO 

To Whom it may concern, 

I live at 3-602 Trutch St and am in favour of the proposed site specific development of this property with the following 
suggestions. 

  I drive along Richardson St 6 days a week past that location on my way to Oak Bay Recreation. It is a very busy street 
even early in the morning ( usually 6:45 am). It is a bicycle route and there are lots of vehicles parked along the street as 
well as vehicular traffic. 
. 

  To address these concern, I would suggest that the Developer provide enough on-site parking for residents and visitors 
also bicycle storage. 

This location would be great for residents who wish to cycle or walk to work Downtown which would benefit the traffic and 
parking in the city. 

Also, it should be considered that this building has no Heritage value.  
A new building would provide a safe and healthy environment for its residents and be an asset to Fairfield. Some older 
buildings in the area have been a safety issue. There have been fires in the neighbourhood in the last couple of years as 
well as lead and asbestos issues. 

I appreciate having the opportunity to voice my opinion. 

Thank you 

-- 
ANGELE MUNRO,BA 
Realtor 
Pemberton Holmes Ltd 

...Tell ANGELE 
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Heather McIntyre

From: Loretta Blasco 

Sent: September 18, 2019 10:07 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Proposed development of 1224 Richardson

Good morning, 
I wasn’t able to attend last nights meeting, but I thought it was important to share with you what I see as going in the 
wrong direction with development.  What I mean by that is, for example, 1201 Fort Street and the Black and White 
developments that are currently being constructed.  
What Victoria DOES NOT NEED are more condo developments in our neighbourhoods. 
What Victoria DOES NEED is affordable rental/co-op housing stock.  And by affordable, I don’t mean subsidized units, 
nor do I  mean, 300 sq. ft. units for $1400 per month.  We need housing where people can get on with their lives and build 
community.  I do understand that all levels of government need to be involved, but it’s time to say no to over development 
in our neighbourhoods.  It’s time to think differently about housing, other than condo units, and the time is now to make it 
happen. 
Please pay attention to the set backs on these developments that are coming to you for approval.  There is no need, 
except greed, to have buildings encroaching on sidewalks, and neighbours.  As well, greed drives the need to increase 
the height of these buildings.  A two story building on Richardson fits in better with the neighbourhood, not 3 stories. 
And for goodness sake, if you going to allow this development, please make sure the city receives some amenities for the 
privilege of building in a neighbourhood, for example, money for better roads, or maybe green space.  Stop giving our 
valuable land away for nothing, for free. 
I hope you, the Mayor, and city council will carefully consider the legacy you are trying to leave for Victorians living and 
working here.  I’m sure, you would rather have a legacy with a different headline, Instead of the headline saying that 
Victoria is one of the worst places in Canada to be a renter now.  Wouldn’t it be exciting to change that statement around 
to something more community based, affordable and inclusive? 
Please think carefully as you consider the proposed development of 1224 Richardson. 
Thank you. 
Loretta Blasco 
301-1025 Linden Avenue 
Victoria BC 

Sent from my iPad 
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Heather McIntyre

From: PW 

Sent: October 14, 2019 10:40 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Development Services email inquiries

Subject: 1224 Richardson development. 

Hello 

Hope you all had a wonderful weekend. 

Concerns over the 24 unit proposed  development at 1224 Richardson. Developer is using affordable housing to propose 
rezoning reduced set backs over hight and to many units on a lot that in the past had one house with access only and 
required off Richardson.  
We have had two resident meetings the residents concerns are not a development , just the kind of development. 
We would appreciate your attention to our Concerns. The lane adjacent to the development ( Richardson to Rockland ) is 
owned by the residents on Linden we allow the public to use the back lane ..it’s nice to share a quiet walk on the lane. We 
have a problem regarding the lane. The development is proposing they use the lane ( small portion off Richardson owned  
by city) to access the development off the lane. This is nothing but trouble. It is a lane not a road, it is narrow and does 
not meet code and will creat unsafe traffic problems, all traffic from the development will use the private lane. There is a 
proposal for a curb to direct vehicle traffic into the development. The lane needs to be left alone. The driveway clearly 
needs to be separate and off Richardson. The lane should not be used as an allowance for variance to the proposed 
development. The owners of the lane pay taxes every year On the lane and at this point would like to keep the lane open 
for the public. The owners of the lane have not been offered compensation from the developer or the city might consider 
the purchase or reducing the property tax bill. The planning department needs to keep this in mind. Time and money 
should not be spent on re-engineering the lane.  
The Development for that sight is wrong  it is are opinion the sight zoning must be attached to the building plans. Plans of 
6-8 family units. Reasons ..the condo market is flooding and prices reasonable we need the next step up for family 
homes. This aria is suitable. 
Parking is a big issue with this development.  
The developer seems to have hart please encourage them to build family units ,less density with no use or allowances 
with the “Lane”   

Regards, 
Peter Willis 
Victoria 

Sent from cell 
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Heather McIntyre

From: ron 

Sent: February 14, 2020 12:58 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson development

Good day, 

As we live at 1232 Richardson,next door to this proposed development, we would like to raise our concerns. 

This has already been turned down by the Advisory Design Group. This proposal will now be presented to you without 
addressing any of the concerns. That is, over height, over dense, minimal parking. 

We would have no problem with half  that many units in smaller buildings but as it stands now we will be subject to a wall 
of three story windows the full length of our property. There is no solution presented for the protected tree on the 1232 lot 
which over stands the proposed building "C". Both 1224 and 1232 lots are only 55 feet wide so this development on 1224 
would totally devalue any resale options for 1232 as the present code calls for a 60 foot lot for a panhandle development. 

Regards, 

Maureen and Ron Pugh 

1232 Richardson Street 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Tamsin McIntosh 

Sent: March 5, 2020 12:17 PM

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Subject: 1224 Richardson

>  
> To Mayor Lisa Helps and Council 
>  
> I have several concerns about the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Avenue. 

> The developers are not working with the neighbors, and are going ahead after being turned down by your Advisory 
Design Group.  It seems that by calling 
the development  "affordable", they believe this development will pass council, even though this is a huge jump in density 
for profit. I am totally supportive of affordable housing, but this proposed development does not meet the community's 
needs.  We are just a few blocks from an elementary school and  a Community Centre. We have more affordable small 
units already on the market. We really need some family housing. 
>  
>  
> This is essentially a panhandle development, with the two back buildings having no street access. I am told by City 
planners that it is not a panhandle because it is not wide enough to qualify. With a lane way house, or panhandle lot there 
are extra restrictions, designed to protect neighbors from a big building looking into and shading our back yards. This 
development dwarfs my neighbors properties to the East. The developers drawings are shown from an angle that makes 
them appear to fit in. Please hold them to the set backs and height restrictions in R1A, as other properties that actually 
have street access are held to this zoning. 

> The back two buildings have no street access and the building at the back has no vehicle access for fire, ambulance or 
deliveries. 
> The lane at the back is a PRIVATE DRIVE owned by the houses to the south. I own 721 Linden, and I own the lane at 
the back of my property. 

> 1224 Richardson has always had it’s own driveway, but that is not in the new plans. My neighbours have never minded 
the foot and bicycle traffic, 
> but are tired of getting blocked, and have voted to put up PRIVATE LANE and  NO PARKING signs.    
The lane is not wide enough for cars to pass, and this development creates a number of dangerous situations such as 
having to back out onto Richardson, driving onto a pedestrian sidewalk and limited visibility at both ends. It will be even 
more dangerous for the proposed bike lane. Closing the lane to through traffic would solve some of the problems, but 
would also create some. 

> I invite you to come out, and will happily walk the lane and show you our concerns. Please give me a call or email with 
the time you would like to come, and I will do my best to meet you or have a neighbor meet you. 
>  
> Tamsin McIntosh 
> 721 Linden Ave 
> Victoria B.C. V8V4G8 
> 
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Richard Elliott

From: E Davies 

Sent: June 25, 2020 12:39 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Support for proposal development at 1224 Richardson St.

Attachments: City of Victoria.pdf

Good afternoon,  

 

I am writing to you today in support of the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street, Victoria. Please see the 

attached letter of support.  

 

Thank you, 

 

Eleri Davies  

 

 

--  
 

Eleri A. Davies  

778.873.6958  
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Attention: Mayor & Council  

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

 

June 25, 2020  

 

Re: Support for proposed development at 1224 Richardson St.  
 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

I live at 100 Saghalie Road, Victoria. I am writing you today to support the proposed development at 

1224 Richardson Street.   

 

As someone who works in the sustainability sector and is looking to enter the housing marketing for the 

first time in Victoria, this is precisely the type of Gentle Density development we need.  

 

This is an exciting project, as it will enhance the community well-being by encouraging a diverse group 

of socio-economic homeowners to enter a market. Ultimately, this will develop an inclusive community 

where young people from the area can stay in the neighbourhood they grew up in, retirees can 

downsize in the area they have called home, and renters can become homeowners without having to 

move to the suburbs.  

 

Having reviewed the project proposal, I see several links to the City of Victoria’s Community Plan to 

increase affordable home ownership without negatively affecting the existing neighbourhood.  In 

addition, the proposed sustainability features of the project align with the provincial government’s 

CleanBC plan, Active Transportation Plan and the city’s Go Victoria strategy. 

 

 It is clear that the project team has provided thoughtful integration of the City of Victoria’s 

transportation, affordable housing, climate solutions, and community well-being strategies while 

designing to fit with the current neighbourhood aesthetic.  

 

For these reasons, I urge you to approve this development.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Eleri A. Davies  
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Richard Elliott

From: Mary Ann Espedido 

Sent: June 26, 2020 11:46 PM

To: Alec Johnston

Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson Street

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

 

Attention:    Mayor & Council 

 

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I am a Victoria resident.  I am writing you today to support the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.   

 

This is precisely the type of Gentle Density development we need in Victoria.  It will provide desperately needed 

affordable housing without negatively impacting the existing neighbourhood.  This project will allow young people from 

the area to stay in the neighbourhood they grew up in, retires to down size in the area they have called home and 

renters to become home owners without having to move to the suburbs.    

 

I urge you to approve this development.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Mary Ann Espedido 
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Richard Elliott

From: trevor rowe 

Sent: June 26, 2020 11:58 PM

To: ajohnston@victoria.bc

Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson Street

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

 

Attention:    Mayor & Council 
 

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I am a Victoria resident.  I am writing you today to support the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.   

 

This is exactly the type of Gentle Density development we need in Victoria.  It will provide affordable housing without 

negatively impacting the existing neighbourhood.  This project will allow young people, such as my young adult children, 

to stay in the neighbourhood they grew up in, retirees to down size in the area they have called home and renters to 

become home owners without having to move to the suburbs.    

 

Please support adfordable living. 
 

Trevor Rowe 
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Richard Elliott

From: ryley rohan 

Sent: June 27, 2020 7:58 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson development

Dear Mayor & Council. 

 

My name is Ryley Rohan and I am inquiring about the development at 1224 Richardson. 

I am interested in this development due it’s location. I do not have a vehicle and I work construction mostly in the 

downtown area where I commute by bike and have had a hard time finding housing in the near by areas for long term 

periods. I was wondering when this project was scheduled to be completed and if it still needed approval because I 

would be interested , 

 

Thank you for your time 

 

Ryley 
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Richard Elliott

From: Bill Weaver 

Sent: June 28, 2020 1:46 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: re: Development and Rezoning at 1224 Richardson.

To Mayor and Council: 

 

We're delighted and excited to support the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  We 

already know Fairfield residents who would love a development like this.  

 

For several years, I've been hearing about the Affordable Sustainable Housing concept, and have been hoping 

to see it brought to life. In my opinion, it's the perfect answer to Victoria's affordable housing needs, while 

maintaining the character our neighbourhood of Fairfield is known for.  

 

Victoria has another chance to innovate. We need to breathe life into more ideas like this. Please greenlight 

this project.  

 

Many thanks 

 

BIll Weaver and Siobhan Robinsong 

1316 Point St, Victoria, BC V8S 1A5 

 

. 

 

 

 

 

--  

Bill Weaver 

Across Borders Media 

www.natureofmedia.org 
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Richard Elliott

From:

Sent: June 28, 2020 3:32 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Support for development at 1224 Richardson St.

To Mayor Lisa Helps and Victoria City Council  

  

  

Dear Mayor and Council,  

  

I’d like to show my support for an exciting and timely new multi-family housing 

development and rezoning proposed for 1224 Richardson St. in Fairfield.   

  

I’ve lived in Fairfield/Rockland  and James Bay for the last 30 years and welcome this 

approach to re-development and densification of our residential neighbourhoods.  The 

proposed units are affordable enough to ensure diversity in the community while 

reflecting the architectural character of the adjacent homes and streets.   

  

I currently rent a character home which, with its 3 adjacent houses, is scheduled for 

demolition in the next year for another multi-family development.  I would welcome 

seeing an ASH project as an alternative to wiping out the character of my neighbourhood.  

  

I hope you will approve the Richardson St. project which will provide a path to follow for 

other land owners in Victoria.   

  

Sincerely,  

  

Geoff Gosson  

415 Parry St.  

Victoria, BC  
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Richard Elliott

From: Calum Ramsay 

Sent: June 23, 2020 12:34 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: 1224 Richardson St. Development - Letter of Support

Attachments: 1224 Richardson St. Letter of Support - City of Victoria.pdf

To the Mayor and Council, 

  

My name is Calum Ramsay. I currently rent at 103-100 Saghalie Rd, and I’d like to own one of the new units 

proposed for 1224 Richardson St. 

  

The addition of 24 affordable, walk-up single and double bedroom homes will greatly improve the local area, 

as well as boosting the supply of affordable housing in Victoria. The location – close to downtown, Cook St. 

village, bike lanes, and transit – will increase the density and vitality of the area, while maintaining its current 

form and character. 

  

Personally, the most important factor is proposed prices – at $420 000 for a 2-bedroom home, my partner 

and I will be able to afford our own place in Victoria. I've attached a copy of this letter in PDF form to this 

email. 

  

Please support this new endeavor, and help us out by improving availability of affordable housing in Victoria, 

  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Calum Ramsay 
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City	of	Victoria	
1	Centennial	Square	
Victoria	BC	V8W	1P6	
	
ATTN:	Mayor	&	Council	
	
Also	emailed	to:	mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca,	ajohnston@victoria.ca		
	
Re:	Development	Proposal	for	1224	Richardson	St.	
	
To	the	Mayor	and	Council,	
	
My	name	is	Calum	Ramsay.	I	currently	rent	at	103-100	Saghalie	Rd,	and	I’d	like	to	own	one	of	
the	new	units	proposed	for	1224	Richardson	St.	
	
The	addition	of	24	affordable,	walk-up	single	and	double	bedroom	homes	will	greatly	improve	
the	local	area,	as	well	as	boosting	the	supply	of	affordable	housing	in	Victoria.	The	location	–	
close	to	downtown,	Cook	St.	Village,	bike	lanes,	and	transit	–	will	increase	the	density	and	
vitality	of	the	area,	while	maintaining	its	current	form	and	character.	
	
Personally,	the	most	important	factor	is	proposed	prices	–	at	$420	000	for	a	2-bedroom	home,	
my	partner	and	I	will	be	able	to	afford	our	own	place	in	Victoria.	
	
Please	support	this	new	endeavor,	and	help	us	out	by	improving	availability	of	affordable	
housing	in	Victoria,	
	
Respectfully	submitted,	
	

	
	
				Calum	Ramsay	
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Richard Elliott

From: stauft 

Sent: June 23, 2020 11:03 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

Attachments: Letter.Vic.Council.pdf
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City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6

Attention: Mayor & Council

Re:  Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

Dear Mayor & Council,

As as senior and current home owner in Fairfield (1355 Carnsew Street) , I am intriqued and optimistic 

about the addition of a more affordable option for seniors in our neighborhood.  I currently use Car 

Share, do not own a car, and ride cycles (and motorcycles) in part to support a green lifestyle.

This development looks to be both affordable and functional for a senior such as myself wishing to 

downsize.  I would gladly move into a 450sq ft living space, without the added headache of yard upkeep 

and possibly to add a more social living environment.  

While I guess I would prefer a more acoustically isolated structure than the currently proposed wood 

structure walk ups [ concrete floors and walls assure better privacy and noise isolation ], I might still be 

amenable to one of these units if I could be assured of peace and privacy.  That said, I firmly believe well

designed tiny living spaces are the way to go for both the young and old alike.  The area is ideally suited 

to walk anywhere vital in Victoria in under half an hour.

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable to buy homes in Victoria.

Sincerely,

John Stauft   ( M.B.A.  B.A.Sc . Retired ]
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Richard Elliott

From: Ryan Jabs 

Sent: June 23, 2020 2:22 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Support for housing proposal at 1224 Richardson

Dear Mayor and Council: 

 

My name is Ryan Jabs. I live at 1560 Oakland Ave. and am a small developer that focuses on proposing more missing 

middle housing in core Victoria.  

 

I am supportive of the housing being proposed for 1224 Richardson, as it fits well within the fabric of the 

neighbourhood and will provide homes for people who want to work and live in the city.  

 

In my view, this proposal aligns with city values as it offers gentle density in a neighbourhood that needs more homes, 

as well as relatively affordable home ownership in a neighbourhood that has become unaffordable to many. It will also 

cater – and, in fact, encourage – people who don’t need or don’t want to own or use a car to live a car free lifestyle by 

being in a walkable neighbourhood, with great bicycle amenities and with a car share vehicle on site.  

 

There are relatively few of these types of missing middle projects being proposed in the city, as they often take more 

time and effort to be approved – and cost more per home to develop – compared to some of the large-scale 

developments that are proposed for the city.  

 

However, these types of homes are more likely to foster strong community and family values compared to much larger 

multi-family buildings, as people within these buildings are more likely to recognize and get to know and support each 

other and their neighbours (regular eye contact is key!).  

 

I am looking forward to the outcome of this proposal, as I consider how I can also provide more of this type of housing 

in the city.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ryan JabsRyan JabsRyan JabsRyan Jabs |President, Community Builder  

Lapis Homes |  www.lapishomes.com 
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Richard Elliott

From: Colin Jerome 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:06 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: Proposed development at 1224 Richardson St

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

  We are writing in support of the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.  We live in Ladysmith, BC but are 

considering moving to Victoria if we can afford to purchase a home.  We would like to buy one of the units at 1224 

Richardson Street. 

 

  The proposed development of 3 Dockland-Style homes divided into 24 affordable, walk-up, 1 and 2 bedroom units 

enhances the neighbourhood and improves the stock of affordable housing available to purchase in Victoria. 

 

  With easy access to downtown and Cook St Village, bicycle and bus routes, this is an ideal location to gently increase 

the density and vitality of the neighbourhood, while respecting its current form and character. 

 

  Most importantly, at the proposed prices: $330,000 for 1 bedroom units and $420,000 for a 2 bedroom unit, we will be 

able to buy a home in Victoria. 

 

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable homes in Victoria. 

 

Sincerely, 

Colin and Marie Jerome 
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Richard Elliott

From: christine knussmann <cknussmann@gmail.com>

Sent: June 29, 2020 3:08 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Re: Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

 

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I currently live at Linden Ave. and I would like to live in one of the units proposed for 1224 Richardson St. 

The proposed development, of 3 Rockland-style homes divided up into 24 affordable, walk-up, 1 and 2 

bedroom units, enhances the neighborhood and improves the stock of affordable housing available to purchase in 

Victoria. 

With easy access to downtown and Cook Street Village, bicycle and bus routes, this is an ideal location to gently increase 

the density and vitality of the neighbourhood, while respecting its current form and character. 

 

I have been living in this neighborhood for over 15years and would like to purchase my own place in the near future. At 

the proposed prices: $330,000 for a 1 bedroom unit this would be the ONLY place, amongst the new developments in 

this neighborhood, I could afford.  

 

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable homes to buy in Victoria and help me to have a 

chance to stay in my    

beloved neighborhood. 

Yours sincerely, 

Christine 
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Richard Elliott

From: Douglas Curran 

Sent: June 29, 2020 10:52 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: RE: ASH Proposal for 124 Richardson Street / July 2 Council Meeting

Attachments: RE-1224 Richardson ASH proposal.docx

Please see attached letter, regarding the development proposal for 1224 Richardson. 

 

cheers,  Douglas Curran 

 

 

 

Douglas Curran 

1161 Burdett Avenue 

Victoria, BC Canada  V8V 3H3 

 

 

 

dougcurran.photography 
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Douglas Curran – Photographer 

1161 Burdett Avenue, Victoria BC, Canada  V8V 3H3 

 

 

June 27, 2020 

 

 

Mayor and Council 

City of Victoria 

City Hall 

1 Centennial Square 

V8W 1P6 

 

RE: 124 Richardson ASH proposal 

 

Mayor and council, 

 

I am writing is support of the development of 1224 Richardso St. as a development 

of 3 houseplex structures for this location. 

 

As a Fairfield community resident, I was engaged in the In-fill housing process for 

Fairfield, looking for viable responses to housing needs in this near downtown 

section of the city. 

 

As has been long recognized, residents of this community are looking for workable 

designs that offer an expanded choice in housing forms, beyond the traditional 

single-family homes, while still preserving the scale and design elements of that 

traditional form. 

 

The ASH concept (affordable, sustainable housing) is a lower cost concept that 

addresses many of the concerns we explored through our community working 

group and also through the Cook Street pop-up information centre.  More directly, in 

the immediate neighbourhood of Rockland and Burdett Avenues, the ASH concept 

houseplexes of this scale were widely supported as a preferred choice to 

accommodate the budgets of first-time buyers, while reinforcing the scale and form 

most representative of this traditional part of Fairfield. 

 

I urge Council to look carefully at the core aspects of this project and recognize the 

multiple ways in which this project answers Council’s own ambitions for expanded 

housing within an affordable and innovative cost structure for infill housing in the 

traditional neighbourhood. 

 

 

Regards,  Douglas Curran 

 

1161 Burdett Avenue                                                                 
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Richard Elliott

From: Denton Pendergast 

Sent: June 29, 2020 12:51 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: In support of Richardson project

Attachments: Richardson support letter.docx
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28 June, 2020 

 

 

 

Mayor and Council, 

 

I’ve been following the development and rezoning of 1224 

Richardson with a great deal of interest. It would seem to me 

that the project is a perfect use, not only for the land 

configuration but for providing what seems to be reasonably 

priced home ownership for a number of families and 

individuals. 

 

I hope the Mayor and council grasp this opportunity to move 

such meretricious project forward, both in and within itself, 

and as a new housing option for our forward thinking city. 

 

Respectuflly 
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Denton Pendergast 

406, 890 Academy Close 

Victoria, V8V 2Y1 
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Lisa Helps (Mayor)

From: Joel Bryan 

Sent: June 29, 2020 3:57 PM

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Cc: Harry Newton

Subject: 1224 Richardson development support

Good Day, 

 

I am writing today to voice my support for the proposed development at 1224 Richardson.  

 

My family and I live on nearby Cornwall Street and commute to work and school by bike, foot and car almost daily past 

the proposed site. 

The development seems to meet city plans for both density and affordable housing and would be a welcome addition to 

the neighbourhood where additional affordable units are very much needed. 

 

Cheers, 

Joel Bryan 

631 Cornwall St,  

Victoria, BC 
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Richard Elliott

From: Michael Richardson 

Sent: June 29, 2020 7:37 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Mayor and Council, 

 

 I am writing in support of the rezoning and building of the multi-unit housing development at 1224 Richardson. 

 It shows imaginative use of this oddly shaped piece of land in Fairfield.  The proposed units fit within the 

surrounding streetscape and would be a welcome addition to the neighbourhood.  The fact that it meets an affordability 

level is enough to ‘seal the deal’. 

 

M. Richardson 

150 Wellington Avenue 

Victoria, BC. 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Richard Elliott

From: Rosa Harris 

Sent: June 29, 2020 8:52 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Gene Miller

Subject: In support of 1224 richardson proposal

To Mayor Helps and Victoria City Council 

  

As a longstanding resident of the city, I want to put my full support behind the proposed development project at 1224 

Richardson and the rezoning required to realize it. 

  

A denser city is a more vibrant and functional city – provided such density is undertaken with respect. I believe that’s 

the case in this instance. The prospective buildings are clearly designed to maintain the character of the neighbourhood. 

Just as important, erecting them would increase the stock of much-needed affordable housing in the city. 

  

This well-thought-out enterprise, which makes clever and appropriate use of land, could serve as a template for future 

such undertakings in other neighbourhoods.  Victoria needs to execute fresh ideas like this one. 

  

  

Sincerely, 

  

Rosa Harris 

206-649 Bay Street 

Victoria 

V8T 5H8 
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Richard Elliott

From: Steve Woolrich 

Sent: June 29, 2020 4:35 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: LETTER OF SUPPORT | DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL | 1224 RICHARDSON STREET

Attachments: Letter of Support 1224 Richardson.pdf

Importance: High

Good Day, 

 

Please find my Letter of Support for this exciting project attached. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve 

 

 

 

Steve Woolrich | Principal 

People • Place • Connection  
 

@RethinkUrban | rethinkurban.com 

 

                                      

The world we shape is the world we touch - with our words, our actions, our dreams.”  - Ken Nerburn 
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June 29, 2020 

To Mayor and Council,  

I’m writing to strongly support the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 
Richardson Street. 

As neighbourhoods throughout Victoria continue to explore new developments that will 
support affordable housing and well thought out designs that bridge the many concerns 
around density, this project meets the needs of the Rockfield/Fairfield area. 

For over two decades I’ve been directly involved in reviewing land use applications, 
bylaws and designs, as they relate to community safety and wellbeing. This particular 
housing concept provides our city with a viable alternative worth considering. I feel it’s 
imperative that people live in neighbourhoods that are healthy and safe, and don’t 
compromise the character of their surroundings. This project is compelling, and strikes a 
great balance. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve Woolrich 
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Richard Elliott

From: Lucas De Amaral

Sent: June 30, 2020 9:26 AM

To: Richard Elliott

Subject: Fw: 1224 Richardson St letter of support

From: Erin Fisher  

Sent: June 29, 2020 5:46 PM 

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor) <LHelps@victoria.ca> 

Subject: 1224 Richardson St letter of support  

  

Hello Mayor Lisa Helps and city council,  

 

I'm a supporter of what you've done for lower income housing rentals and condo developments in the city, as well as 

the bike lanes and help for the homeless population throughout the pandemic. 

 

I've been a music instructor at the Victoria Conservatory of Music for the last sixteen years, and during that time have 

found renting or buying in the city increasingly difficult. 

 

Harry Newton is currently my landlord, and the buildings he's developed on Pemberton rd have stood out from 

everywhere else in terms of quality. I've been living in 1016 Pemberton for the last 8 years, and would very much like to 

see 1224 Richardson and developments like it go forward. 

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Erin Fisher 

 

--  

--- 

Erin Fisher 

Victoria, BC, Canada 
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Richard Elliott

From: Gene Miller 

Sent: June 30, 2020 8:07 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Street View[1].jpg; Building B - North[1].jpg; Aerial[1].jpg; Building B[1].jpg; Building 

A[1].jpg

Dear Lisa, 

Your Committee of the Whole agenda this Thursday (tomorrow) includes a land use item 
regarding 1224 Richardson Street: a proposal requiring rezoning. 

The planner’s report recommends that the proposal advance to public hearing, and in support of 
that outcome I want to bring a few of the project features to your attention. 

The proposal is to develop a 55x360ft. lot as three new multi-suite  ‘houseplexes’ with a total of 
24 one- and two-bedroom apartment homes and surface parking, a Modo share-car, and secure 
bike parking. Each unit will have its own front door, meaning a stronger sense of home and no 
space (or cost) wasted in lobbies or corridors. 

At the developer’s initiative, in support of the case for housing affordability, these units will be 
offered for sale at a significant 10% below average comparable market prices. To avoid 
speculation, a buyer who sells in less than three years will be obliged to return half of any 
profits to the City of Victoria’s housing affordability fund.   

The buildings have been designed to fit—not fight—with the existing homes in the immediate 
area, and the property will be heavily landscaped.  Vehicular access has been designed to utilize 
the 120 ft. of public lane beside the property (off Richardson), and not the balance of the lane 
which is privately and cooperatively owned.  

We believe this proposal will offer affordable home ownership largely to move-up homebuyers 
(liberating rental units), and will provide the city with an innovative and significant study 
model for increasing density in neighbourhoods without damaging character. (See attached 
images.) 

We hope this proposal merits your support. 

Best, 

Gene Miller
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Richard Elliott

From: Norma Butterfield 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:00 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Rezoning of 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Mayor anc Council Richardson 1.pdf

 

To Mayor and Council, 
  
Re: Rezoning proposal 1224 Richardson (There is a signed copy of my letter in the attachment 
below). 
  
  
I want to voice my support of the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  
  
I like the design and the idea of having 24 affordable homes, each with their own front door, while 
respecting and enhancing the character of the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood. This type of 
housing is needed in this area and other parts of our city. 
  
It is a sensible and considerate way to add to the density of this beautiful area. I also like the 
proposed covenant regarding the sale of the homes prior to the first three years. 
  
I think this is an important housing idea and design that the city can consider for other areas.  
  
  
Thank you, 
  
  
  
  
Norma Butterfield 

  
1201-21 Dallas Road, 
Victoria, BC 

 V8V 4Z9 
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Richard Elliott

From: Norma Butterfield 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:08 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Rezoning proposal for 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Mayor anc Council Richardson 2.pdf

To Mayor and Council, 
  
Re: Rezoning proposal 1224 Richardson (There is a signed copy of my letter in the attachment 
below). 
 

I sent this email to you a few moments ago but the attachment I sent was blank. Here is the  correct 
attachment.  
  
I want to voice my support of the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  
  
I like the design and the idea of having 24 affordable homes, each with their own front door, while 
respecting and enhancing the character of the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood. This type of 
housing is needed in this area and other parts of our city. 
  
It is a sensible and considerate way to add to the density of this beautiful area. I also like the 
proposed covenant regarding the sale of the homes prior to the first three years. 
  
I think this is an important housing idea and design that the city can consider for other areas.  
  
  
Thank you, 
 

Norma 

  
  
Norma Butterfield 

  
1201-21 Dallas Road, 
Victoria, BC 

 V8V 4Z9 
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Richard Elliott

From: Calum Ramsay 

Sent: June 23, 2020 12:34 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: 1224 Richardson St. Development - Letter of Support

Attachments: 1224 Richardson St. Letter of Support - City of Victoria.pdf

To the Mayor and Council, 

  

My name is Calum Ramsay. I currently rent at 103-100 Saghalie Rd, and I’d like to own one of the new units 

proposed for 1224 Richardson St. 

  

The addition of 24 affordable, walk-up single and double bedroom homes will greatly improve the local area, 

as well as boosting the supply of affordable housing in Victoria. The location – close to downtown, Cook St. 

village, bike lanes, and transit – will increase the density and vitality of the area, while maintaining its current 

form and character. 

  

Personally, the most important factor is proposed prices – at $420 000 for a 2-bedroom home, my partner 

and I will be able to afford our own place in Victoria. I've attached a copy of this letter in PDF form to this 

email. 

  

Please support this new endeavor, and help us out by improving availability of affordable housing in Victoria, 

  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Calum Ramsay 
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City	of	Victoria	
1	Centennial	Square	
Victoria	BC	V8W	1P6	
	
ATTN:	Mayor	&	Council	
	
Also	emailed	to:	mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca,	ajohnston@victoria.ca		
	
Re:	Development	Proposal	for	1224	Richardson	St.	
	
To	the	Mayor	and	Council,	
	
My	name	is	Calum	Ramsay.	I	currently	rent	at	103-100	Saghalie	Rd,	and	I’d	like	to	own	one	of	
the	new	units	proposed	for	1224	Richardson	St.	
	
The	addition	of	24	affordable,	walk-up	single	and	double	bedroom	homes	will	greatly	improve	
the	local	area,	as	well	as	boosting	the	supply	of	affordable	housing	in	Victoria.	The	location	–	
close	to	downtown,	Cook	St.	Village,	bike	lanes,	and	transit	–	will	increase	the	density	and	
vitality	of	the	area,	while	maintaining	its	current	form	and	character.	
	
Personally,	the	most	important	factor	is	proposed	prices	–	at	$420	000	for	a	2-bedroom	home,	
my	partner	and	I	will	be	able	to	afford	our	own	place	in	Victoria.	
	
Please	support	this	new	endeavor,	and	help	us	out	by	improving	availability	of	affordable	
housing	in	Victoria,	
	
Respectfully	submitted,	
	

	
	
				Calum	Ramsay	

320



1

Richard Elliott

From: stauft 

Sent: June 23, 2020 11:03 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

Attachments: Letter.Vic.Council.pdf
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City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6

Attention: Mayor & Council

Re:  Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

Dear Mayor & Council,

As as senior and current home owner in Fairfield (1355 Carnsew Street) , I am intriqued and optimistic 

about the addition of a more affordable option for seniors in our neighborhood.  I currently use Car 

Share, do not own a car, and ride cycles (and motorcycles) in part to support a green lifestyle.

This development looks to be both affordable and functional for a senior such as myself wishing to 

downsize.  I would gladly move into a 450sq ft living space, without the added headache of yard upkeep 

and possibly to add a more social living environment.  

While I guess I would prefer a more acoustically isolated structure than the currently proposed wood 

structure walk ups [ concrete floors and walls assure better privacy and noise isolation ], I might still be 

amenable to one of these units if I could be assured of peace and privacy.  That said, I firmly believe well

designed tiny living spaces are the way to go for both the young and old alike.  The area is ideally suited 

to walk anywhere vital in Victoria in under half an hour.

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable to buy homes in Victoria.

Sincerely,

John Stauft   ( M.B.A.  B.A.Sc . Retired ]
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Richard Elliott

From: Ryan Jabs 

Sent: June 23, 2020 2:22 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Support for housing proposal at 1224 Richardson

Dear Mayor and Council: 

 

My name is Ryan Jabs. I live at 1560 Oakland Ave. and am a small developer that focuses on proposing more missing 

middle housing in core Victoria.  

 

I am supportive of the housing being proposed for 1224 Richardson, as it fits well within the fabric of the 

neighbourhood and will provide homes for people who want to work and live in the city.  

 

In my view, this proposal aligns with city values as it offers gentle density in a neighbourhood that needs more homes, 

as well as relatively affordable home ownership in a neighbourhood that has become unaffordable to many. It will also 

cater – and, in fact, encourage – people who don’t need or don’t want to own or use a car to live a car free lifestyle by 

being in a walkable neighbourhood, with great bicycle amenities and with a car share vehicle on site.  

 

There are relatively few of these types of missing middle projects being proposed in the city, as they often take more 

time and effort to be approved – and cost more per home to develop – compared to some of the large-scale 

developments that are proposed for the city.  

 

However, these types of homes are more likely to foster strong community and family values compared to much larger 

multi-family buildings, as people within these buildings are more likely to recognize and get to know and support each 

other and their neighbours (regular eye contact is key!).  

 

I am looking forward to the outcome of this proposal, as I consider how I can also provide more of this type of housing 

in the city.  

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Ryan JabsRyan JabsRyan JabsRyan Jabs |President, Community Builder  

Lapis Homes |  www.lapishomes.com 
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Richard Elliott

From: Colin Jerome 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:06 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston

Subject: Proposed development at 1224 Richardson St

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

  We are writing in support of the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.  We live in Ladysmith, BC but are 

considering moving to Victoria if we can afford to purchase a home.  We would like to buy one of the units at 1224 

Richardson Street. 

 

  The proposed development of 3 Dockland-Style homes divided into 24 affordable, walk-up, 1 and 2 bedroom units 

enhances the neighbourhood and improves the stock of affordable housing available to purchase in Victoria. 

 

  With easy access to downtown and Cook St Village, bicycle and bus routes, this is an ideal location to gently increase 

the density and vitality of the neighbourhood, while respecting its current form and character. 

 

  Most importantly, at the proposed prices: $330,000 for 1 bedroom units and $420,000 for a 2 bedroom unit, we will be 

able to buy a home in Victoria. 

 

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable homes in Victoria. 

 

Sincerely, 

Colin and Marie Jerome 
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Richard Elliott

From: christine knussmann 

Sent: June 29, 2020 3:08 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: Re: Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St.

 

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I currently live at Linden Ave. and I would like to live in one of the units proposed for 1224 Richardson St. 

The proposed development, of 3 Rockland-style homes divided up into 24 affordable, walk-up, 1 and 2 

bedroom units, enhances the neighborhood and improves the stock of affordable housing available to purchase in 

Victoria. 

With easy access to downtown and Cook Street Village, bicycle and bus routes, this is an ideal location to gently increase 

the density and vitality of the neighbourhood, while respecting its current form and character. 

 

I have been living in this neighborhood for over 15years and would like to purchase my own place in the near future. At 

the proposed prices: $330,000 for a 1 bedroom unit this would be the ONLY place, amongst the new developments in 

this neighborhood, I could afford.  

 

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable homes to buy in Victoria and help me to have a 

chance to stay in my    

beloved neighborhood. 

Yours sincerely, 

Christine 
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Richard Elliott

From: Douglas Curran 

Sent: June 29, 2020 10:52 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: RE: ASH Proposal for 124 Richardson Street / July 2 Council Meeting

Attachments: RE-1224 Richardson ASH proposal.docx

Please see attached letter, regarding the development proposal for 1224 Richardson. 

 

cheers,  Douglas Curran 

 

 

 

Douglas Curran 

1161 Burdett Avenue 

Victoria, BC Canada  V8V 3H3 

 

 

 

dougcurran.photography 
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Douglas Curran – Photographer 

1161 Burdett Avenue, Victoria BC, Canada  V8V 3H3 

 

 

June 27, 2020 

 

 

Mayor and Council 

City of Victoria 

City Hall 

1 Centennial Square 

V8W 1P6 

 

RE: 124 Richardson ASH proposal 

 

Mayor and council, 

 

I am writing is support of the development of 1224 Richardso St. as a development 

of 3 houseplex structures for this location. 

 

As a Fairfield community resident, I was engaged in the In-fill housing process for 

Fairfield, looking for viable responses to housing needs in this near downtown 

section of the city. 

 

As has been long recognized, residents of this community are looking for workable 

designs that offer an expanded choice in housing forms, beyond the traditional 

single-family homes, while still preserving the scale and design elements of that 

traditional form. 

 

The ASH concept (affordable, sustainable housing) is a lower cost concept that 

addresses many of the concerns we explored through our community working 

group and also through the Cook Street pop-up information centre.  More directly, in 

the immediate neighbourhood of Rockland and Burdett Avenues, the ASH concept 

houseplexes of this scale were widely supported as a preferred choice to 

accommodate the budgets of first-time buyers, while reinforcing the scale and form 

most representative of this traditional part of Fairfield. 

 

I urge Council to look carefully at the core aspects of this project and recognize the 

multiple ways in which this project answers Council’s own ambitions for expanded 

housing within an affordable and innovative cost structure for infill housing in the 

traditional neighbourhood. 

 

 

Regards,  Douglas Curran 

 

1161 Burdett Avenue                                                                 
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Richard Elliott

From: Denton Pendergast 

Sent: June 29, 2020 12:51 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: In support of Richardson project

Attachments: Richardson support letter.docx
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28 June, 2020 

 

 

 

Mayor and Council, 

 

I’ve been following the development and rezoning of 1224 

Richardson with a great deal of interest. It would seem to me 

that the project is a perfect use, not only for the land 

configuration but for providing what seems to be reasonably 

priced home ownership for a number of families and 

individuals. 

 

I hope the Mayor and council grasp this opportunity to move 

such meretricious project forward, both in and within itself, 

and as a new housing option for our forward thinking city. 

 

Respectuflly 
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Denton Pendergast 

406, 890 Academy Close 

Victoria, V8V 2Y1 

331



1

Lisa Helps (Mayor)

From: Joel Bryan 

Sent: June 29, 2020 3:57 PM

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Cc: Harry Newton

Subject: 1224 Richardson development support

Good Day, 

 

I am writing today to voice my support for the proposed development at 1224 Richardson.  

 

My family and I live on nearby Cornwall Street and commute to work and school by bike, foot and car almost daily past 

the proposed site. 

The development seems to meet city plans for both density and affordable housing and would be a welcome addition to 

the neighbourhood where additional affordable units are very much needed. 

 

Cheers, 

Joel Bryan 

631 Cornwall St,  

Victoria, BC 
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Richard Elliott

From: Michael Richardson 

Sent: June 29, 2020 7:37 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Mayor and Council, 

 

 I am writing in support of the rezoning and building of the multi-unit housing development at 1224 Richardson. 

 It shows imaginative use of this oddly shaped piece of land in Fairfield.  The proposed units fit within the 

surrounding streetscape and would be a welcome addition to the neighbourhood.  The fact that it meets an affordability 

level is enough to ‘seal the deal’. 

 

M. Richardson 

150 Wellington Avenue 

Victoria, BC. 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Richard Elliott

From: Rosa Harris 

Sent: June 29, 2020 8:52 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Gene Miller

Subject: In support of 1224 richardson proposal

To Mayor Helps and Victoria City Council 

  

As a longstanding resident of the city, I want to put my full support behind the proposed development project at 1224 

Richardson and the rezoning required to realize it. 

  

A denser city is a more vibrant and functional city – provided such density is undertaken with respect. I believe that’s 

the case in this instance. The prospective buildings are clearly designed to maintain the character of the neighbourhood. 

Just as important, erecting them would increase the stock of much-needed affordable housing in the city. 

  

This well-thought-out enterprise, which makes clever and appropriate use of land, could serve as a template for future 

such undertakings in other neighbourhoods.  Victoria needs to execute fresh ideas like this one. 

  

  

Sincerely, 

  

Rosa Harris 

206-649 Bay Street 

Victoria 

V8T 5H8 
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Richard Elliott

From: Steve Woolrich 

Sent: June 29, 2020 4:35 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: LETTER OF SUPPORT | DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL | 1224 RICHARDSON STREET

Attachments: Letter of Support 1224 Richardson.pdf

Importance: High

Good Day, 

 

Please find my Letter of Support for this exciting project attached. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve 

 

 

 

Steve Woolrich | Principal 

People • Place • Connection  
 

@RethinkUrban | rethinkurban.com 

 

                                      

The world we shape is the world we touch - with our words, our actions, our dreams.”  - Ken Nerburn 
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June 29, 2020 

To Mayor and Council,  

I’m writing to strongly support the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 
Richardson Street. 

As neighbourhoods throughout Victoria continue to explore new developments that will 
support affordable housing and well thought out designs that bridge the many concerns 
around density, this project meets the needs of the Rockfield/Fairfield area. 

For over two decades I’ve been directly involved in reviewing land use applications, 
bylaws and designs, as they relate to community safety and wellbeing. This particular 
housing concept provides our city with a viable alternative worth considering. I feel it’s 
imperative that people live in neighbourhoods that are healthy and safe, and don’t 
compromise the character of their surroundings. This project is compelling, and strikes a 
great balance. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve Woolrich 
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Richard Elliott

From: Bill Edmunds Donna Mears 

Sent: June 30, 2020 4:52 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fwd: 1224 Richardson Proposal

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Please include my email for the Council of the Whole meeting Thursday July 2. 

 

thank you 

donna Mears 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Bill Edmunds Donna Mears  

Date: Tue, Jun 30, 2020 at 4:45 PM 

Subject: 1224 Richardson Proposal 

To: <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: BILL&DONNA  

 

To the Mayor and Councillors of the City of Victoria: 

I am the owner of one of the properties which border on 1224 Richardson. I wanted to share my perspective of the 

proposed development you will be reviewing on Thursday July 2.  

 

I feel the proposed 24 units are too many for this location. My concerns include; congestion with the high number of 

apartments to be located on the property, access, and height of the proposed buildings. 

 

Replacing the existing duplex with 24 units does not feel like a gentle densification approach for our community. The 

decisions made with this proposal will set the tone for future developments not simply this one property.  I would like to 

borrow comments from Mr. Stemp (developer) on the vision for our neighbourhood. The following is taken from his 

letter to councillors in 2016 regarding a proposed development on Burdett St.  

 

"The Vision for Fairfield in the citywide context, as stated in the OCP indicates that the majority of the multi-family 

housing stock be located in the western portion of the neighborhood. Fairfield is bound by Douglas Street to the West 

and St Charles to the east with Cook Street forming the natural boundary between East and West. 1120-28 Burdett is 

located on the East side of Cook Street and is therefore not in the area envisioned for any significant portion of multi-

family housing stock in the community" 

 

I agree with Mr Stemp's viewpoint as stated above regarding a proposed development across the street from his home. 

As well, Richardson St is not a major corridor and therefore not a good location for a proposal of 24 small units. This is 

primarily an area of traditional homes. We have many developments of small units close to the downtown core on 

major corridors which I feel is more appropriate for our community.  

 

Access is a concern,  this is a narrow long lot. The private lane which borders on the west side of the property gives it a 

sense of openness which is deceiving. It is for the most part a land locked property. The unusual strata-titled lane serves 

as driveways for the bordering properties. If in 1905, Linden Ave had been developed in the traditional manner with 
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driveways off of the street, the properties would all have their backyard fences against the property line providing a 

clear visual identification of the property and its lack of access.  

 

The marketing of the development is to buyers who do not own cars. This changes the vehicle traffic from personal size 

vehicles to larger trucks delivering shopping via the online route. During COVID-19 many people relied on these services 

and I noted with the increased demand the trucks also increased in size. Adding to this would be private garbage and 

recycling trucks not the city programs that currently serve the residents of the property. Other services such as repairs 

and maintenance that utilize larger vehicles would also be required regularly for the residents. All of these large vehicles 

would be accessing the property off the public portion of a lane. More units translates to more traffic, 24 units would 

create a lot of congestion to this area. 

 

It is also my understanding there is a request to have the structures 3 stories high. I would ask this not to be granted. 

The development should not take away such valuable assets to surrounding homes such as light and privacy. Fairfield is 

a mix of homes built over a long period of time. There are some older properties which are tall and stately but this is not 

the norm or the average home in Fairfield.  

 

I thank you for considering my viewpoint in your decision regarding the proposed development. The new homes which 

will be built on this location are not just for now they are for a very long time and impact our community. The 

experience of COVID-19 has given many of us a new appreciation for where we live. I do not feel 24 small units is the 

right project. I do not feel it is a gentle densification of the area. I would like to see fewer units of a more liveable size 

than the current 24 proposed.  We would like to welcome true neighbours.  

 

Respectfully yours, 

Donna Mears and William Edmunds 

715 Linden Ave 
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Richard Elliott

From: Lucas De Amaral

Sent: June 30, 2020 9:26 AM

To: Richard Elliott

Subject: Fw: 1224 Richardson St letter of support

From: Erin Fisher  

Sent: June 29, 2020 5:46 PM 

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor) <LHelps@victoria.ca> 

Subject: 1224 Richardson St letter of support  

  

Hello Mayor Lisa Helps and city council,  

 

I'm a supporter of what you've done for lower income housing rentals and condo developments in the city, as well as 

the bike lanes and help for the homeless population throughout the pandemic. 

 

I've been a music instructor at the Victoria Conservatory of Music for the last sixteen years, and during that time have 

found renting or buying in the city increasingly difficult. 

 

Harry Newton is currently my landlord, and the buildings he's developed on Pemberton rd have stood out from 

everywhere else in terms of quality. I've been living in 1016 Pemberton for the last 8 years, and would very much like to 

see 1224 Richardson and developments like it go forward. 

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Erin Fisher 

 

--  

--- 

Erin Fisher 

Victoria, BC, Canada 
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Richard Elliott

From: Gene Miller 

Sent: June 30, 2020 8:07 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Street View[1].jpg; Building B - North[1].jpg; Aerial[1].jpg; Building B[1].jpg; Building 

A[1].jpg

Dear Lisa, 

Your Committee of the Whole agenda this Thursday (tomorrow) includes a land use item 

regarding 1224 Richardson Street: a proposal requiring rezoning. 

The planner’s report recommends that the proposal advance to public hearing, and in support of 

that outcome I want to bring a few of the project features to your attention. 

The proposal is to develop a 55x360ft. lot as three new multi-suite  ‘houseplexes’ with a total of 

24 one- and two-bedroom apartment homes and surface parking, a Modo share-car, and secure 

bike parking. Each unit will have its own front door, meaning a stronger sense of home and no 

space (or cost) wasted in lobbies or corridors. 

At the developer’s initiative, in support of the case for housing affordability, these units will be 

offered for sale at a significant 10% below average comparable market prices. To avoid 

speculation, a buyer who sells in less than three years will be obliged to return half of any 

profits to the City of Victoria’s housing affordability fund.   

The buildings have been designed to fit—not fight—with the existing homes in the immediate 

area, and the property will be heavily landscaped.  Vehicular access has been designed to utilize 

the 120 ft. of public lane beside the property (off Richardson), and not the balance of the lane 

which is privately and cooperatively owned.  

We believe this proposal will offer affordable home ownership largely to move-up homebuyers 

(liberating rental units), and will provide the city with an innovative and significant study 

model for increasing density in neighbourhoods without damaging character. (See attached 

images.) 

We hope this proposal merits your support. 

Best, 

Gene Miller
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Richard Elliott

From: Tamsin McIntosh 

Sent: July 1, 2020 9:11 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Follow Up Flag: Flag for follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To Mayor and Council, 

I am writing about my concerns about the proposed development , that I understand is coming before the C.O.W. this 

Thursday. With the pandemic the lack of access for fire, ambulance, deliveries and even social distancing has become a 

bigger safety issue. 

 

 

 

> I have several concerns about the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Avenue.  

 

> The developers are not working with the neighbors, and are going ahead after being turned down by your Advisory 

Design Group.  It seems that by calling 

the development  "affordable", they believe this development will pass council, even though this is a huge jump in 

density for profit. I am totally supportive of affordable housing, but this proposed development does not meet the 

community's needs.  We are just a few blocks from an elementary school and  a Community Centre. We have more 

affordable small units already on the market. We really need some family housing. 

>  

>  

> This is essentially a panhandle development, with the two back buildings having no street access. I am told by City 

planners that it is not a panhandle because it is not wide enough to qualify. With a lane way house, or panhandle lot 

there are extra restrictions, designed to protect neighbors from a big building looking into and shading our back yards. 

This development dwarfs my neighbors properties to the East. The developers drawings are shown from an angle that 

makes them appear to fit in. Please hold them to the set backs and height restrictions in R1A, as other properties that 

actually have street access are held to this zoning. 

 

> The back two buildings have no street access and the building at the back has no vehicle access for fire, ambulance or 

deliveries. 

> The lane at the back is a PRIVATE DRIVE owned by the houses to the south. I own 721 Linden, and I own the lane at 

the back of my property. 

 

> 1224 Richardson has always had it’s own driveway, but that is not in the new plans. My neighbours have never 

minded the foot and bicycle traffic, 

> but are tired of getting blocked, and have voted to put up PRIVATE LANE and  NO PARKING signs.    

The lane is not wide enough for cars to pass, and this development creates a number of dangerous situations such as 

having to back out onto Richardson, driving onto a pedestrian sidewalk and limited visibility at both ends. It will be even 

more dangerous for the proposed bike lane. Closing the lane to through traffic would solve some of the problems, but 

would also create some. 

 

> I invite you to come out, and will happily walk the lane and show you our concerns. Please give me a call or email with 

the time you would like to come, and I will do my best to meet you or have a neighbor meet you. 

>  
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> Tamsin McIntosh 

> 721 Linden Ave 

> Victoria B.C. V8V4G8 
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Richard Elliott

From: Amanda Mills 

Sent: July 2, 2020 4:53 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson St. re-zoning

Importance: High

Mayor and Council, 

 

We are writing in support of the proposed development at 1224 Richardson St. and the re-zoning application. 

 

We are long time residents of Rockland, and walk past this site daily.   

We support this application to add density to Rockland/Fairfield and to bring affordable housing alternatives to the 

neighbourhood.   This proposal fits, design-wise into the character of the surrounding properties, and in income mix into 

a desirable, established residential neighbourhood.  The City of Victoria needs more affordable housing and this concept 

could be an important initial step. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Amanda Mills and Giles Bixler 

 

1302 Purcell Place, 

Victoria, BC V8S 1Y7 

 

July 2, 2020 
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Richard Elliott

From: Tim Karr 

Sent: July 7, 2020 8:25 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Rezoning and Development application 1224 Richardson St.

Dear City Council, 

  

As current Rockland residents, we would like to share with you our concerns about the proposed 

development at 1224 Richardson Street: 

  
-       Family friendliness: 

The units as per proposed plans are extremely small and the proposed 2-bedroom condos are 

smaller than our 1-bedroom suite. We do not see how this would work for a family with one, 

let alone multiple children. With it being hard to find 3-bedroom apartments or condos in 

Victoria to start with, disappointingly, there are no 3-bedroom units in the proposed plans that 

would cater to families with children. 

  
-       Accessibility: 

As someone with mobility issues, we noticed that the proposed development is not accessible 

as it looks like all units require stairs to enter. The very small units make it harder to install 

accessibility equipment after purchase.  

Parking is an issue which is not in close proximity to the entrances, which would make it very 

hard to bring purchases into the home. This would also be true for families that would most 

likely use a car to make bigger grocery purchases. The far building on the lot does not have any 

direct access for delivery people or first responders. 

  
-       Environment: 

The plan states the project is not following any third-party green building standards. We 

believe that all new buildings in Victoria should be built according to approved environmental 

standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, to reduce waste and to preserve resources. 

While we do appreciate the idea of reducing traffic in the city, the reality is that many people 

(including people with disabilities and families) still need cars to get around. Projects that just 

fast forward decades - where we might be less reliant on cars – and based on that reduce the 

amount of parking spots available, is not a good idea. This just leads to more emissions as 

people drive around the blocks to find parking close to where they live. This will lead to small 

residential streets being burdened with more traffic and parked cars. This effectively puts the 

burden of traffic and parking on the neighbourhood and City and away from the developers. It 

should be the developers’ responsibility to provide enough parking, ideally with hook-ups for 

charging electric cars. 

  

349



2

-       Neighbourhood: 

The proposed buildings do not fit well into the neighbourhood. The buildings are too tall for a 

predominantly single-family house neighbourhood. We would also fear that the lane would be 

dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists with increased vehicle usage.   

We disagree that the project “encourage(s) diversity of housing types within the 

Fairfield/Rockland neighbourhood” as per project plan seeing there are multiple new 

condo/apartment buildings in the area. We would rather like to see affordable townhomes on 

the lot that fit in with the neighbourhood, offer family and disability friendly units with green 

space for children to play and with a parking spot per home and access to charging for electric 

cars.  

  

  

With the issues noted above, we feel that the proposed development is primarily targeting 

well-off professional people without children, making the City of Victoria less diverse as 

people with low to medium income, families and persons with disabilities are driven away 

from the City centre.  

  

While we do understand the need for densification, it should not come at the expense of 

livability of our communities and the City as a whole and most definitely not at the expense of 

families and disabled members of this community.  

  

Thank you for considering our concerns.  

  

Regards,  

  

Tim   
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Pamela Martin

From: ron 
Sent: July 7, 2020 1:17 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 1224 Richardson St

 
 
Good day, 
 
As we live at 1232 Richardson,next door to this proposed development, we would like to raise our concerns. 
 
  This proposal will now be presented to you without addressing any of the concerns. That is, over height, overly dense, 
minimal parking. 
 
We would have no problem with half  that many units in smaller buildings but as it stands now we will be subject to a wall 
of three story windows the full length of our property. 
 
There is no solution presented for the protected tree on the 1232 lot which over stands the proposed building "C". 
 
There will be no vehicle access to building "C" 
Regards, 
 
Maureen and Ronald Pugh 
 
1232 Richardson Street 
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Richard Elliott

From: Patty Grant 

Sent: July 11, 2020 10:54 AM

To: Geoff Young (Councillor)

Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1224 Richardson

Dear Geoff, 

Thank you very much for being a voice of  reason on Victoria Council.  

I would like to express my concern for the density of the proposed project at 1224 Richardson. 24 units is not gentle 

density and is not appropriate for this lot. 

Thank you, 

Patty Grant 

645 Linden Avenue (corner of Richardson) 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Richard Elliott

From: Norma Butterfield 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:00 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Rezoning of 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Mayor anc Council Richardson 1.pdf

 

To Mayor and Council, 
  
Re: Rezoning proposal 1224 Richardson (There is a signed copy of my letter in the attachment 
below). 
  
  
I want to voice my support of the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  
  
I like the design and the idea of having 24 affordable homes, each with their own front door, while 
respecting and enhancing the character of the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood. This type of 
housing is needed in this area and other parts of our city. 
  
It is a sensible and considerate way to add to the density of this beautiful area. I also like the 
proposed covenant regarding the sale of the homes prior to the first three years. 
  
I think this is an important housing idea and design that the city can consider for other areas.  
  
  
Thank you, 
  
  
  
  
Norma Butterfield 

  
1201-21 Dallas Road, 
Victoria, BC 

 V8V 4Z9 
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Richard Elliott

From: Norma Butterfield 

Sent: June 29, 2020 9:08 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Rezoning proposal for 1224 Richardson

Attachments: Mayor anc Council Richardson 2.pdf

To Mayor and Council, 
  
Re: Rezoning proposal 1224 Richardson (There is a signed copy of my letter in the attachment 
below). 
 

I sent this email to you a few moments ago but the attachment I sent was blank. Here is the  correct 
attachment.  
  
I want to voice my support of the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  
  
I like the design and the idea of having 24 affordable homes, each with their own front door, while 
respecting and enhancing the character of the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood. This type of 
housing is needed in this area and other parts of our city. 
  
It is a sensible and considerate way to add to the density of this beautiful area. I also like the 
proposed covenant regarding the sale of the homes prior to the first three years. 
  
I think this is an important housing idea and design that the city can consider for other areas.  
  
  
Thank you, 
 

Norma 

  
  
Norma Butterfield 

  
1201-21 Dallas Road, 
Victoria, BC 

 V8V 4Z9 
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From: Jack Sandor  
Sent: July 1, 2020 2:13 AM 
To: Alec Johnston <ajohnston@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Support for 1224 Richardson development 
 
Hi, and thanks for reading. I live at 1692 Warren Gardens, and am writing today to make my feelings 
known on the proposed development at 1224 Richardson. 
 
Regarding the development, it is exactly the kind of gentle density that the city ought to be supporting 
outside of the downtown core. It makes much more efficient use of the land, and is much less wasteful 
than typical single-family zoning. My only complaint would be that it includes any car parking at all. A 
massive portion of the city's existing housing stock provides parking, there is absolutely no reason to 
require that new developments provide parking, especially when this particular proposal is so close to 
downtown, is serviced by transit, and will soon be on a AAA bike route. 
 
Jack Sandor 
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Dear Mayor & Council, 

 

I currently live on Dalewood Lane in the Broadmead area and I would like to live in one of 

the units proposed for 1224 Richardson St.. 

 

I am a young, local highschool teacher and appreciate the idea of affordable condos 

downtown as I currently rent but an opportunity like this would allow me to become a 

homeowner close to the downtown core.  

 

I did my undergrad in Environmental Science and appreciate the green considerations that 

have been outlined in this development plan. The location allows for great bike-ability and 

access to public transit.   

 

   

Please support this development and increase the stock of affordable to buy homes in 

Victoria. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Colin Johnson 
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MARK HORNELL  
 

1026 Clare Street 
Victoria, BC Canada V8S 4B6 
Email:     
 

 
 
December 21, 2020 
 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 
 
Email to: mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca ; ajohnston@victoria.ca  
 
 
Your Worship Mayor Helps and Members of Council, 
 
Re:  Development Proposal for 1224 Richardson St. – REZ00705 
 
I live at 1026 Clare Street in the Gonzales Neighbourhood and I am writing to express my 
support for the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street.  The proposal to construct 24 
affordable walk-up 1 and 2 bedroom units, cleverly designed to read as three stately Craftsman-
style homes, is precisely the kind of careful and sensitive new infill development Victoria needs 
to address the dearth of “missing middle” housing in our city.  Moreover, this proposal is 
consistent with the intent of the Traditional Residential designation in the Official Community 
Plan, to provide more scope for low-rise, multi-unit residential up to three stories in height in our 
existing residential areas.    
 
The site is a rare triple size lot, 55 feet wide by 330 feet long, located along a primary east west 
route through the southeast quadrant of the city, the proposed location of the next AAA cycle 
route in the coming year.  This is within an easy 15 minute walk both of Downtown and Cook 
Street Village and provides an excellent location to permit an almost invisible increase in density 
and housing diversity in a form that respects the historic building and landscape character of 
Rockland and the immediately adjacent areas of Fairfield.   
 
This proposal is precisely the type of thoughtful development intervention we need in Victoria’s 
traditional neighbourhoods, adding desperately needed affordable housing while also enhancing 
the character of the existing area and streetscape.  This project will provide housing forms at an 
affordable cost that should allow young people to stay in the neighbourhood they grew up in, 
retirees to down size in the area they have called home, and renters to become home owners 
without having to move to the suburbs. I fail to see a downside to this proposed project.   
 
In closing, I believe that the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Street is precisely the 
kind of missing middle housing that Council is seeking more of in Victoria, and for which 
simplified approval processes with fast track timelines are warranted.  In this light, I would 
encourage Council to move quickly to approve this project, which has been in the approval 
process since June 2019. 
  
Yours truly, 

 
Mark Hornell 
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Letter to Victoria City Mayor and Council
In Support of the Proposed Development  at 1224 Richardson Street:
Affordable Sustainable Homes ‘ASH’
Victoria Mayor Helps and City Councilors   Updated: January 15 2021

Attention Your Worship, Mayor Helps, and Victoria Councilors,

- I write in strong support for the proposed re-zoning and development at 1224 Richardson Street.

- The planning and design for this proposal has been thoughtful and painstaking, and has been
informed and guided with City input through a long period of consultation and refinement.

A Site Long Needing an Improved Use:

- I have known this site well for much of my life – having regularly passed through the adjacent lane /
driveway in my early teenage years of employment as a bicycle delivery guy for the old Fairfield
Pharmacy, and through later routine bicycle journeys to Central Junior High  and Vic High through the
late 1960s.
- It is dumbfounding that, after fifty years, this property remains so neglected.

Opportunities for New Housing:

- We are all highly aware nowadays of the needs in Victoria for diverse new housing;
- Offered are a variety of types of new residences, including dedication of needed rental units;
- This proposal may be considered as a model example of ‘missing-middle housing’;
- Similar types of new ‘infill housing’, can help to reach for a more accommodating future for Victoria.

Planning for Connecting Transportation:

- Planning to provide for various transportation modes has been aligned to City policy;
- Adjacency to transit routes, pedestrian links, a strong relationship to the City cycling network;
- Moderated parking with a shared vehicle quotient, and very ample bicycle facilities;
- Secure bicycle enclosures, bike visitor, and bike maintenance areas to serve for years to come.

Twenty-four Affordable Homes, Multiple-House, Gentle Density:

- Diversity of modest-scale housing units, in small multiple ‘houses’ suits this long narrow property;
- Provides a ‘gentile density’, which complements nearby single family residences;
- New multiple units are in accordance with existing multiple units in larger nearby houses.

A Compatable Design Idiom:

- The diverse character of Victoria’s neighbourhoods benefit from architectural variety;
- In this case, design in an Arts and Crafts style recalls surrounding Edwardian homes.

A Well-Landscaped Setting:

- Evident care with the landscape setting of the project will provide a finishing grace note;
-  Attention to a refined program of site lighting can also help this to create a welcoming place.

Sustainability – not just energy conservation, but attachment to a home:

- Energy efficiency, healthy air quality, long adaptive life spans - expected in sustainable new buildings;
- There is however another key measure of sustainability – that is: social attachment to a place;
- The nature of this project offers to continue, and to enhance that sustainable attachment to place,
  which is so evident in Victoria’s surrounding neighbourhoods.
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January 15, 2021 
 
To Victoria City Mayor and Council: 
 
I am writing to express my full support for the proposed re-zoning and development of 1224 
Richardson Street.  
 
This proposal exhibits the kind of forward-thinking design for which Victoria should be known – 
even more so now that refinements have been made to the original application. The development 
in question would provide sustainable, reasonably-priced ‘missing-middle’ housing for rental 
and purchase in a city that desperately needs it. 
 
Most impressively, the design, which takes the surrounding neighbourhood in context, 
encourages and invites community. This comes through in every detail – in landscaping, in the 
planned car sharing arrangement and in its bike-friendly facilities, to name just some examples. 
 
I highly recommend that the city give this project the green light. Victoria will be better for 
development such as this. 
 
Rosa Harris 
206-649 Bay Street 
Victoria 
V8T 5H8 
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JANUARY 18TH, 2021 

To: Mayor Helps and Council 
Re: 1224 Richardson Street 

I’m writing this letter to support this development proposal being presented on January 
28th, 2021 

After carefully reviewing the plans for this site, and knowing our current challenges 
around the availability of affordable housing in Victoria it’s practical and well-thought 
out. It supports gentle density, and has many good design elements included. 

During the past twenty years I have consulted on hundreds of land use applications, and 
construction projects.  Working closely with developers, planners, architects and 
engineering firms has allowed me to hone my skills.  My review of the plans for 1224 
Richardson Street were more from a community safety and well-being perspective, and 
this development supports various Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 
principles.  It also supports many of the concepts outlined in British Columbia’s Healthy 
Built Environment Toolkit. 

I welcome more projects such as this in our beautiful city, and encourage all of you to 
support this application. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Woolrich   
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Madison Heiser

From: Victoria Mayor and Council
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 9:49 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: FW: Rezoning of 1224 Richardson

 
 

From: Norma Butterfield   
Sent: January 14, 2021 1:28 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Rezoning of 1224 Richardson 
 
To Mayor and Council, 
  
 
Re: Rezoning proposal 1224 Richardson. 
  
  
I want to voice my support of the proposed development and rezoning at 1224 Richardson.  
  
I like the design and the idea of having 24 affordable homes, each with their own front door, while 
respecting and enhancing the character of the Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood. This type of 
housing is needed in this area and other parts of our city. 
  
It is a sensible and considerate way to add to the density of this beautiful area. I also like the fact that 
4 units are secured at below market rates in perpetuity. 
  
I think this is an important housing idea and design that the city can consider for other areas.  
  
  
Thank you, 
  
  
Norma Butterfield 
  
Norma Butterfield 
  
1201-21 Dallas Road, 
Victoria, BC 
 V8V 4Z9 
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Michael Alston 
407 David Street,  
Victoria, B.C. 
 
January 20, 2021 
 
City of Victoria 
Attention: Mayor & Council 
1 Centennial Square, 
Victoria, B.C.  V8W 1P6 
 
Re: Proposed Development at 1224 Richardson Street, Victoria 
 
Upon review of the above noted housing development proposal I am delighted with the concept 
and fully support the approval for the project to proceed. 
 
The size, shape, style and exterior finishes of the buildings are thoughtfully conceived to blend 
into the existing Rockland neighbourhood of character older homes.  
 
The densification is eased by the careful placement of the buildings on the lot allowing for green 
space at the street front and between the buildings. The landscaping design softens the mass of 
the buildings. 
 
The compact, open plan layouts of the residential units are ideal for first time buyers or retirees 
on limited fixed budgets.  
 
The on-site parking provided should be adequate given the location. All downtown amenities 
are close by and easily within walking or cycling distance. With an electric bike, the whole 
downtown is within a ten-minute commute. I suggest electrical recharging outlets be installed in 
the bike storage area.  
 
The City of Victoria is one of the least affordable places to live in Canada. This housing proposal 
provides a contrast to the expensive new developments built in the core area.  
 
 
Regards,  
 
 
Michael Alston 
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Madison Heiser

From: CINDY RICHARDSON 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 10:04 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 1224 Richardson Street, Amendment Bylaw No. 1244 No. 21.013

I wish to submit my objection to this zoning variance with respect to the reduction in vehicle parking at this site.   
 
I am aware that the overall goal is to minimize car ownership and usage but this parking space reduction is too 
severe.  Your notice of January 15, 2021 does not remind us of the fact that there will be twenty-four units in this 
development so I believe that ten parking spots for the occupants, their visitors, caretakers as well as condos with two 
occupants/two cars, will leave us with no available parking on Richardson Street.   Rockland Ave. parking is minimal so 
that leaves our side streets which already serve many houses that are completely dependent on street parking as they do 
not have driveways.   
 
So once the ten spots are full, where will they park?? 
 
Please include this objection in the hearing. 
 
Cindy Richardson 
1242 Richardson Street 
Victoria 
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Madison Heiser

From: Victoria Mayor and Council
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 11:20 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: FW: Letter from Martin Segger Regarding the development proposal for 1224 

Richardson St. Rezoning Summary, Public Hearing January 28, 2021

 
 

From: Martin Segger   
Sent: January 21, 2021 11:07 AM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Letter from Martin Segger Regarding the development proposal for 1224 Richardson St. Rezoning Summary, 
Public Hearing January 28, 2021 
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
This is to support the current development proposal for the triple-lot property: 24 affordable homes (4 secured at below 
current market) at 1224 Richardson  
 
This is indeed an good example of sympathetic infill which is generated out of Fairfield’s unique suburban scale and 
character.  The design also respects the Fairfield’s Edwardian Arts-and-Crafts heritage.  At the same time it will ease in a 
“gentle density” with supporting amenities to address issues such as pedestrian access, transportation and increased 
traffic. 
 
Developments such as this secure the sustainability of Fairfield’s domestic architectural idiom while meeting 
contemporary requirements of the new codes for energy efficiency, seismic resilience, health and life-safety. 
 
I believe it will also generate an enthusiastic reception by the neighbourhood community.  I live within a 10 minute walk 
of the proposed development. 
 
Sincerely, 
Martin Segger 
1760 Patly Place 
Victoria, V8V 2V9 
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From: Bart Johnson 
Sent: January 24, 2021 10:02 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Support for 1224 Richardson St.

Dear Mayor and Council, 
  
I am writing you today to express my support for the proposed development at 1224 Richardson St. that is 
going to public hearing on January 28, 2021.  
  
This proposal would add an additional 23 units of net new needed housing to the Rockland neighbourhood, 
which despite it being a centrally located neighbourhood, has seen relatively little recent development and 
densification.  Additional housing and alternative housing options such as this proposal is needed to assist 
with meeting demand, and to help keep long‐term residents in the area who may be looking to either get in 
the market or downsize from a single family home. This project would provide a great alternative for those 
who want to live centrally and sustainably, but avoid high‐rise downtown living. 
  
The design of this proposal is very thoughtful, suiting this uniquely deep site, blending in with the existing 
streetscape which is surrounded by similarly sized residences.  With sustainability in mind, through its design 
and central location (being close to downtown and Cook street), this proposal actively encourages residents 
to leave the car behind and walk or bike to nearby amenities.  
  
Aligning with key elements of the Official Community Plan and Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan, this project 
would provide additional affordable sustainable housing in a gentle density manner, projects which we need 
more of across the City of Victoria. I encourage you to approve this proposal. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Kind Regards, 
  
Bart Johnson 
Owner, 1042‐1044 Richardson St. 
Victoria, BC V8V 3C5 
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From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 1224 Richardson, public hearing Thursday 28 January
Date: January 25, 2021 2:36:07 PM

To the Mayor and Councillors of the City of Victoria,

We live at 632 Harbinger Avenue, the second building down the west side of
Harbinger from Richardson St.  As near neighbours to the project, we would like to
respectfully submit our opinion about this proposal.
 
Though supportive of increased density in our neighbourhood, and many other
aspects of this proposal, we believe the number of units proposed is far too high.
 

The very high density proposed is inconsistent with the existing neighbourhood.
The proposal lacks the diversity common in this neighbourhood: singles,
couples and families, occupying everything from bachelor units to units with
three and four bedrooms.  For example, working families are excluded from this
proposal.
The proposed very limited parking would inevitably lead to spillover onto
neighbouring streets.   

 
Yours truly,
 
Thomas Currier
Mary Addison

369



1

Madison Heiser

From: Brett A Hayward 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 3:14 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 1224 Richardson development

Hello 
 
This concerns the public hearing for the property at 1224 Richardson, by Harbinger Properties Inc. 
 
I am in favour of the development. 
 
This development incorporates houses instead of an apartment block, which densifies the area without overwhelming 
it.  
There will be affordable elements to the development, which is a welcome addition to Victoria's inventory. 
It's proximity to the Cook Street Village is a real benefit, both for the future residents and for the merchants of the 
Village. 
I noted that the parking lot is small, for only 10 cars, and this is a bonus as well, because many lower income people do 
not have cars, and the Green trend for Canada and Victoria is to have less cars and more people on bicycles or walking. 
 
So I believe that this empty lot will be well utilized by building these three multi-unit houses. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brett Hayward 
1271 McKenzie St, Victoria, BC V8V 2W6 
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Madison Heiser

From: ron 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 8:04 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Re:1224 Richardson Street

We wish to protest this ghastly proposed overbuild next door to us. 
 
It presents a wall of windows three stories high completely overlooking the full length of our property that we will be unable 
to move outside, or even inside our house without being under constant observation. It is twice what the property could 
reasonably carry to fit in to the neighborhood as a beneficial addition. 
 
Should this proposal be approved our taxes will remain high, yet the value of our property will be reduced to such an 
extent as to be unsalable. 
 
We would have no concerns with half the number of units, in two story buildings. Thus the 10 parking stalls for 12 units 
would not be considered a problem. 
 
No mention is made of the protected, over sized tree, on our property, that they wish to remove for building number three 
clearance. 
 
Maureen and Ronald Pugh 
 
1232 Richardson Street 
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Madison Heiser

From: Victoria Mayor and Council
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 10:59 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Fw: 1224 Richardson

 
 

From: Shirley Hunter  
Sent: January 26, 2021 3:27 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1224 Richardson  
  
I am writing in support of the development proposed for 1224 Richardson. The design 
fits in beautifully with the neighbourhood, providing significant new suites while keeping 
a low house-like profile. We need this “middle housing “ badly in Victoria , to balance the 
high density on one hand and single family housing on the other. Kudos to the developers 
for thinking a little outside the box. I hope we will see more of this type of infill housing and 
especially the inclusion of the affordable suites. 
I do note as well, the extensive landscaping, which is always a welcome component. 
I can be reached at  if any questions arise from my comments. 
   yours very truly   Shirley Hunter 

372



373



 

  
  

  
       

   
       
    

 
 

  
 

                
         

   
          

         
              

            
     

      

                
     

       

    

              
               

                
                

            

  

               
       

    
     
  
           

          
           

    

                  
                   

           
             

              
                

    
   

        
        

    
    

  
  

 
     

 
  

           
              

    
       

                    
      

            
               

               
      

   
       

      
    

      
  

        

  

374



    
      

       

       

    

    
                 

  

              

                

       
     

  

         

    
     

    

      

                
                  
                   
                    

       

  

     

    
 

 

       

       
 

       

     

       

          

  

       

      

         

    

                                             
        

      
    

 
  

 

 

   
       

  

     

          

 

 

     

     

     

     

          

    

          

 

  

375



376



   

 

 

   
    

     
      

   

     
      

        

    

   

   
   
     
    

  

                       

             

  

            

 

 
 

                               

            

               

        

 

                           
     

                   

                                

  

  
    

                

   

     
    

     

   

            

    

                          

                  

     

                       

             

   

      

  

   
   

     

 

  

 
   

   

 

        

       
           

     
      

    

    

 

 

 

  

  
 

      
 

377



   

  

                 

                      

         

          

                   

                

                 

                  

                    

  

                     

   

                  

                   

        

                   
                 

   

               
          

              

                
                 

                  
                 

              

              

                

         

                          
                   

                   

                

                
                 

                

     

 

     
  

   
 

 
      

378



1

Madison Heiser

From: Tamsin McIntosh 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 8:28 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: development permit 1224 Richardson

 
 
> Mayor Lisa Helps and Council 
>  
> I am opposed and have several concerns about the proposed development at 1224 Richardson Avenue.  
 
> The developers are not working with the neighbors, and are going ahead after being turned down by your design team.  
It seems that by calling 
the development  "affordable", they believe this development will pass council, even though this is a huge jump in density 
for profit. I am totally supportive of affordable housing, but this proposed development does not meet the community's 
needs.  We are just a few blocks from an elementary school and  a Community Centre. We have more affordable small 
units already on the market. We really need some family housing. 
>  
>  
> This is essentially a panhandle development, with the two back buildings having no street access. I am told by City 
planners that it is not a panhandle because it is not wide enough to qualify. With a lane way house, or panhandle house 
there are extra restrictions, designed to protect neighbors from a big building looking into and shading our back yards. 
This development dwarfs my neighbors properties to the East. The developer’s drawings are shown from an angle that 
makes them appear to fit in. Roof decks and the added height with out set backs will be very intrusive. Please hold them 
to the set backs and height restrictions in R1A, as other properties that actually have street access are held to this zoning. 
 
> The back two buildings have no street access and the building at the back has no vehicle access for fire, ambulance or 
deliveries. 
> The lane at the back is a PRIVATE DRIVE owned by the houses to the south. I own 721 Linden, and I own the lane at 
the back of my property. The tree and people in the drawings submitted by the developer are on my property, and the 
fence is not shown to make it look open, but the only access is a narrow sidewalk. This is not safe for the Covid 19 
situation, emergencies or any future maintenance. 
 
> 1224 Richardson has always had it’s own driveway, but that is not in the new plans. My neighbours have never minded 
the foot and bicycle traffic, 
> but are tired of getting blocked.    
The lane is not wide enough for cars to pass, and this development creates a number of dangerous situations such as 
having to back out onto Richardson, driving onto a pedestrian sidewalk and limited visibility at both ends. It will be even 
more dangerous for the proposed bike lane. Closing the lane to through traffic would solve some of the problems, but 
would also create some. My neighbor will be submitting a letter opposing the development, signed by all the lane owners 
and immediate neighbors. 
 
> I invite you to come out, and will happily walk the lane and show you our concerns. Please give me a call or email with 
the time you would like to come, and I will do my best to meet you or have a neighbor meet you. 
>  
> Tamsin McIntosh 
> 721 Linden Ave 
> Victoria B.C. V8V4G8 
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Madison Heiser

From: Kevin Elvedahl 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 11:37 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Thursday Public Hearing for 1224 Richardson St.

Greetings, I am writing in support of the proposed development of 1224 Richardson Street which is a matter of 
discussion during Thursdays public hearing.  I have been a resident of 1145 Collinson street since January1 2014.  During 
my seven years at this address the property in question has been an empty lot.  As a renter and long term resident of 
Victoria I am aware of the growing need for housing units.  I believe the development of an unused lot into 18 liveable 
units is of far greater benefit to the community than any inconvenience, perceived or otherwise, that is offered as 
opposition.  
 
Yours respectfully, 
 
Kevin Elvedahl  
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Re: Rezoning Application for 1224 Richardson St. – DP000558; REZ00705 

Once again City Council and Staff are creating and sustaining the checkerboard of Zoning and Variance 

allowances within the City of Victoria.  This under the guise of “affordable housing” and of course 

acknowledgement and alignment with the Official Community Plans and Neighbourhood plans.  It is 

clear that any redevelopment of existing housing and property is undertaken with one thing in mind and 

that is profit.  This is done with little respect to legacy homeowners who have sustained our 

neighbourhoods by maintaining their character and composition over time.  They receive no 

consideration for their quality of life or their significant contributions to the City’s finances. 

In the case of a site-specific rezoning for 1224 Richardson there are several concerns that need to be 

considered. 

• 24 Affordable Strata Units – 18 One Bedroom and 6 Two Bedroom.  Affordably priced at $330K 

and $480K respectively.  When you take into consideration that these units range in size from 

350 square feet to a maximum of 726 square feet (largest two Bd Room) these “affordable” 

units are about $700 per square foot.  The proposed units are extremely small and condensed. 

• The proposed density of these three buildings will not adequately accommodate an estimated 

45 Occupants on a site previously zoned for R1-B.   

• There is limited parking proposed and access is only via a small lane to the first two buildings. 

The new bike lane proposed for Richardson will impact any available street parking and all 

neighbours if this density is permitted. Traffic to and from this development will be a hazard to 

the bike traffic on Richardson St. 

• The proposal does not adequately address infrastructure impacts and provides no amenities to 

the residents of the City of Victoria. 

• The City of Victoria notice was not adequate as it did not clearly identify the character of this 

development – no number of units was presented. The height specified is roof “midpoint” not 

overall height.  Misleading at a minimum.  These 3 structures will be considerably higher than 

the surrounding neighbourhood residences. 

• The City of Victoria notice indicates “allow for roof decks”.  I do not see any reference to roof 

decks in the applicants proposed drawings.  Why has the City chosen to have this aspect as part 

of the new R99 Richardson District Zoning?  Is the City planning to use this R99 Zoning to permit 

additional structures along Richardson St with 3 stories, 10M of height and roof decks? 

• There is no reference to any set-back requirements in the new R99 Zoning.   

As mostly vacant land, 1224 Richardson is a good site for a new development however the proposed 

density is 50% too much.  I expect that the developers have calculated this and only expect to get 12 

units rather than the 24 requested.   

 

R Steven Jones 

1541 Rockland Ave  

Victoria BC V8S1W4 
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Dear City Council,

My spouse and I currently rent in Rockland and we have been interested in buying in Victoria as
our current suite is too small to raise a family.

We would like to share with you our concerns about the proposed development at 1224
Richardson Street as Rockland residents and interested buyers:

- Family friendliness:

The units as per proposed plans are extremely small and the proposed 2-bedroom condos
are smaller than our 1-bedroom suite that we currently rent. We do not see how this would
work for a family with one, let alone multiple children. With it being hard to find 3.bedroom
apartments or condos in Victoria to start with, disappointingly, there are no 3-bedroom
units in the proposed plans that would cater to families with children.

- Accessibility:
As someone with mobility issues, we would be looking for a place that is accessible. This

appears not to be the case for the proposed plan as it looks like all units require stairs to
enter. The very small units make it harder to install accessibility equipment after purchase.
Parking is an issue which is not in close proximity to the entrances, which would make it
very hard for me to bring purchases into the home. This would also be true for families that
would most likely use a car to make bigger grocery purchases. The far building on the lot
does not have any direct access for delivery people or first responders.

- Environment:

The plan states the project is not following any third-party green building standards. We
believe that all new buildings in Victoria should be built according to approved
environmental standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, to reduce waste and to
preserve resources.
While we do appreciate the idea of reducing traffic in the city, the reality is that many
people (including people with disabilities and families) still need cars to get around. Projects
that just fast forward decades - where we might be less reliant on cars – and based on that
reduce the amount of parking spots available, is not a good idea. This just leads to more
emissions as people drive around the blocks to find parking close to where they live. This
will lead to small residential streets being burdened with more traffic and parked cars. This
effectively puts the burden of traffic and parking on the neighbourhood and City and away
from the developers. It should be the developers’ responsibility to provide enough parking,
ideally with hook-ups for charging electric cars.

- Neighbourhood:
The proposed buildings do not fit well into the neighbourhood. The buildings are too tall for
a predominantly single-family house neighbourhood. We would also fear that the lane
would be dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists with increased vehicle usage.
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We disagree that the project “encourage(s) diversity of housing types within the
Fairfield/Rockland neighbourhood” as per project plan seeing there are multiple new
condo/apartment buildings in the area. We would rather like to see affordable townhomes
on the lot that fit in with the neighbourhood, offer family and disability friendly units with
green space for children to play and with a parking spot per home and access to charging
for electric cars.

With the issues noted above, we feel that the proposed development is primarily targeting
well-off professional people without children, making the City of Victoria less diverse as
people with low to medium income, families and persons with disabilities are driven away
from the City centre.

While we do understand the need for densification, it should not come at the expense of
livability of our communities and the City as a whole and most definitely not at the expense
of families and disabled members of this community.

Tim Karr

PS: We e-mailed this letter to the City for a previously held Public Hearing but believe that it
was sent past the deadline. We only found out about the previous meeting a day or two in
advance since the City had not (and still hasn’t ! !) updated their Development Tracker. We feel
that the public opinion input has therefore been skewed towards proponents of the project as
the developers would have known the date of the meeting and asked friends to write letters to

council while the general public and close neighbourhood had no easy means of finding out
about the meeting and therefore was denied input.

On another note, we heard that the developers have now added decks to the proposed plans.
While decks are nice for the to-be owners of the condos, they are very intrusive to the current
neighbours. We would feel bad for them losing all their privacy in addition to light from the big
buildings.

In making their decision about the proposed development, we hope councillors consider that
they are also making a decision about the quality of life for existing residents in the
Rockland/Fairfield neighbourhood and that they are determining the make-up of future
residents of the area. We believe that the CitY needs more projects that are truly affordable
and inclusive for low-income people, for families with children and for people with disabilities
(none of which are given with the currently proposed plans).
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Madison Heiser

From: Victoria Mayor and Council
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 11:03 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Fw: Support for 1224 Richardson Street Rezoning
Attachments: 1224 Richardson Letter to City Council_27Jan2021.pdf

 
 
 

From: Todd Litman  
Sent: January 27, 2021 8:52 AM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Cc:  

 
Subject: Support for 1224 Richardson Street Rezoning  
  
Victoria Mayor and City Council (mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca) 
Victoria City Hall 
Victoria, BC, V8W 1P6 
27 January 2021 
Re: 1224 Richardson Street 
  
Dear Mayor and Council, 
  
I am writing to support the rezoning application for 1224 Richardson St. This project will provide 24 (18 1-
bedroom and six 2-bedroom) moderate-priced, sustainable strata homes, including four below-market priced 
units. It is in a terrific location in a walkable urban neighborhood close to downtown, schools, shops, parks, 
public transit and other public services.  
  
This project has many desirable features including excellent building and site design, energy efficiency, 
efficient parking management, substantial secure indoor bicycle parking (including indoor spaces for oversize 
or cargo bikes, and electric bike charging connections), plus car-share memberships to all strata owners. 
  
Cities for Everyone encourages you to approve this rezoning and support affordable infill projects such as this 
to ensure that more moderate-income families can find appropriate homes in our walkable urban 
neighborhoods. 
  
  
Sincerely, 

 
Todd Litman 
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*             *             * 
Cities for Everyone is an independent community organization that supports more affordable housing and transportation 
in order to provide security, mobility and opportunity for people with all incomes and abilities. 
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Cities for Everyone supports more 

affordable housing and transportation, in 
order to provide security, freedom and 

opportunity for people with all incomes and 
abilities 

 
 

 

Affordability = Security, Freedom and Opportunity 

Victoria Mayor and City Council (mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca) 
Victoria City Hall 
Victoria, BC, V8W 1P6 
27 January 2021 
Re: 1224 Richardson Street 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing to support the rezoning application for 1224 Richardson St. This project will provide 24 
(18 1-bedroom and six 2-bedroom) moderate-priced, sustainable strata homes, including four 
below-market priced units. It is in a terrific location in a walkable urban neighborhood close to 
downtown, schools, shops, parks, public transit and other public services.  
 
This project has many desirable features including excellent building and site design, energy 
efficiency, efficient parking management, substantial secure indoor bicycle parking (including indoor 
spaces for oversize or cargo bikes, and electric bike charging connections), plus car-share 
memberships to all strata owners. 
 
Cities for Everyone encourages you to approve this rezoning and support affordable infill projects 
such as this to ensure that more moderate-income families can find appropriate homes in our 
walkable urban neighborhoods. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Todd Litman 

 
 
 
 
 
 

*             *             * 
Cities for Everyone is an independent community organization that supports more affordable housing and 
transportation in order to provide security, mobility and opportunity for people with all incomes and abilities. 
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January 24, 2021 
   
Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 
 
Re: 1224/26 Richardson, REZ00705 
 
The Rockland Land Use Committee is in favor of thoughtful Gentle Density and House plex’s 
that complement their surrounding neighbors.  
 
The neighbors have also consistently given support to the need for affordable housing. 
However, they have consistently expressed concern about the scale of the buildings, the 
number of units in the project and the impact on the neighborhood ambience. We support the 
neighbors in their concern that parking for this project is inadequate and inappropriately 
located to effectively service building C. The lane between the Linden Street residences and the 
proposed development is a mix of public and privately owned property that the owners have 
generously allowed the community to use for decades. What plan will be put in place to enable 
Victoria City Bylaw Enforcement to assist residents to control usage of their private lane?  What 
is the response of Emergency Responders to provide service to building C? 
 
The project will provide housing to the city, but does it address the concerns of the neighbors 
adequately?     
 
Bob June, co-chair      Dave McWalter, co-chair 
RNA LUC         
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Madison Heiser

From: Ana Mendez 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 6:31 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Support for 1224 Richardson Development

Dear Council,  
 
I am writing to you today to express my support towards the development of the 1224 Richardson project consisting of 
24 affordable strata units in 3 ground orientated buildings in the Rockland Neighbourhood. This project is crucial to the 
densification of Victoria, and the development of affordable housing units that are located within the city. Victoria must 
begin to shift from its single-family zoning to allow for higher density development as the city's needs continue to grow. 
The 1224 development will be:  

1. Affordable: 24 unsubsidized, affordable to buy homes (below market rates), and 4 of the strata homes will be 
voluntarily sold at 10% less than appraised value to approved Victoria residents.  

2. Sustainable: This development will follow Step 3 Energy code standards, provide accessible options to transition 
out of cars (car share, electric charging stations, secure bike storage) and is a transit-oriented development. 

As a young adult residing in the city, it is my wish that Victoria begins transitioning towards smart growth and 
sustainable urban planning models that move away from single-family zoning, urban sprawl and car-oriented 
developments. Developments such as the 1224 Richardson project are favourable to the city -- they are crucial to 
support the young creative class, they align with the city's strategic plan, and are important to strengthening the city's 
social fabric. I fully support this development and hope you consider its approval.  
 
Thank you for your time.  
 
Address: 1960 Lee Ave, Victoria B.C  
 
Best,  
Ana Mendez  
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Madison Heiser

From: Victoria Mayor and Council
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 8:40 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Fw: 1224 Richardson

From: David Biltek  
Sent: January 27, 2021 11:58 PM 
To: Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Ben Isitt (Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca>; Sarah Potts 
(Councillor) <spotts@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young (Councillor) <gyoung@victoria.ca>; Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
<LHelps@victoria.ca>; Sarah Andrew Marianne Alto (Councillor) <MAlto@victoria.ca>; 
Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor) <sdubow@victoria.ca>; Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor) <cthornton-joe@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1224 Richardson  
  
Your worship and Members of Council: 
  
          I am writing to indicate my support of this development. 
  
          It has much to recommend your approval of this development: it is an increase in density, 
but done within the tenets of “gentle density” in that it is small and fits within the 
neighbourhood; the buildings are sympathetic to the surrounding houses. In addition it is 
affordable, sustainable and is designed in such a way to offer residents great access to public 
transit, bicycle routes and walking.  
          I realize this is formally in Rockland, but it feels like it is in Fairfield and would fit well 
into the Local Area Plan which was adopted by Council and on which I worked for 3 years 
  
          You may know that I was Chair of The Fairfield Gonzales CALUC for a few years and 
saw many developments over that time…few offered so much as well I live 2 minutes away and 
walk past the site frequently when walking my dog, or walking downtown as I live around the 
corner from the site on Cornwall. 
  

This is a development that deserves your approval. 
  
And as always, thank you for your efforts on behalf of the City and its citizens 

  
David Biltek 
Victoria, BC 
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Madison Heiser

From: Jonathan Bleackley 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 9:06 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Writing in support of 1224 Richardson Street

Hello City of Victoria, 
 
I am writing today to voice my support for the new development at 1224 Richardson Street. Centrally located close to 
Cook Street Village and Downtown, this is a beautiful project that adds an opportunity for affordable homeownership in 
a neighbourhood which would otherwise be inaccessible to people like me and my family.  
 
The long term affordable ownership component of this project is particularly key for me as ownership has long been the 
way that middle and working class families like myself build up wealth over their lifetime. Locking people out of the 
process, even if it's for affordable rental, ensures that the next generation of young adult and middle age families are 
poor then past generations and are denied the opportunities that were available in the past. 
 
Thank you, 
Jonathan Bleackley 
5-738 Wilson Street, Victoria, BC 
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Madison Heiser

From: John Briiggs 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 3:21 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: No 1244- No 21-013 1224 Richardson Street Public Hearing January 28th

I continue to remain strongly opposed to this development proposal in its present form.  It is a travesty. 
 

1. Increased height causes shading of adjacent properties on the east side; 
2. Roof decks at increased height will allow occupants to look down into the yards and windows of all adjacent 

properties; 
3. Finally, by far most important, lack of parking stalls will caused increased competition for parking spots on 

adjacent streets.  As a long time resident (38 years at 615 Linden Avenue) of the immediate neighborhood I have 
watched increasing competition for on street parking stemming from ongoing medium density 
development.  This competition has resulted in many harsh verbal confrontations and residents asserting their 
priority for parking in front of their own homes.  This has included resident generated signage on boulevards and 
orange pylons placed on the street.  An additional problem is vehicles parked too close to driveways resulting in 
the inability to enter or egress our driveways.  Again this has resulted in residents erecting markers on the 
boulevard to delineate legal parking limits related to driveways and frequent calls to by-law enforcement.  The 
above development proposal will obviously exacerbate this already difficult situation.  To think that 23 new 
residential units will result in only 8 new vehicles (I believe 2 of the 10 stalls are for guests and deliveries) is 
massively wishful thinking. 

 
Please confirm receipt of this email. 

 
 
 
John Briggs 
Land  
Mobile                    
 

393



394



 2 

planning paradigm which moves away from exclusively ‘single family’ streets to more 
inclusive streets with a range of housing choices for many different households. 
 
It is my hope that the neighbours are in support of the proposal which brings more 
housing choice into their neighbourhood and allows them to age in place should they 
wish to do so. The project deserves to be approved on its own merits.  Thank you. 
  
 Yours sincerely, 

 
Joseph A. Calenda, MCIP, RPP (Rtd), DTM 
City Planner 
Molto Bene Enterprises 
 
MBE – 1224 Richardson - Public Hearing Letter – January 27, 2021 
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Re: Public Hearing on Thursday, January 28,2021 
Proposed changes to 1224 Richardson Street  
 

We live at 665 Harbinger Avenue (northeast corner of Harbinger and Richardson). My wife and I 
attended the meetings regarding this development previously held at the Cook Street Activity Centre.  

Our primary concern was voiced at these meetings by virtually every resident in our neighbourhood – 
that being the serious lack of on-site parking.  

The proposal is for 24 strata units and only 10 parking stalls, one of which will be for the use of a MODO 
car share vehicle. One presumes that there would be one stall for visitors and perhaps one for accessible 
parking. This means that there are only 7 or 8 stalls for those residents who own cars depending on 
whether there is an accessible parking stall. The developers argued that 1 MODO car is the equivalent of 
5 automobiles. Even when this is factored in, it means that this will service only 12 or 13 of the 24 units.   

This is grossly inadequate. 

There are already parking issues on Harbinger and Richardson. As it stands, we are often unable to park 
in front of our house due to congestion. This will only get worse as density increases.  

And what happens when residents of the new development have visitors or out of town guests? Where 
will they park? On Richardson and Harbinger of course.  

We are not opposed to the development. The design is in keeping with the character of the 
neighbourhood, something we very much appreciate. However, we are opposed to the lack of suitable 
on-site parking and feel that it is the responsibility of the developers to ensure that this be rectified.  

The solution seems obvious: reduce the number of units or increase the parking attached to the 
buildings. 

I very much doubt that they (or anyone else for that matter) would honestly support the current 
proposal with this shortcoming if they were living across the street.  

Thank you for your time.  

Karl Skala & Kelsey Burns 
665 Harbinger Avenue 

 
 

 

 

 

 

396



1

Madison Heiser

From: Victoria Mayor and Council
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 8:36 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Fw: Rezoning application 1224 Richardson Street

From: Robert Drislane  
Sent: January 27, 2021 8:24 PM 
To: Lisa Helps (Mayor) <LHelps@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Rezoning application 1224 Richardson Street  
  
809 Linden Avenue  
Victoria, V8V4G8 
January 28, 2021 
  
Dear Mayor Helps: 
  
I am writing to you in response to the development proposal being made for 1224 Richardson Street  which will be 
considered at tonight’s  Council meeting on January 28th. 
While the proposal has some positive aspects in its architectural design it envisages a density and height that is 
inappropriate for a neighbourhood of predominantly single family dwellings and multiple units located within converted 
single family houses.  Proposed building height would be ten feet (3 metres) in excess of the current zoning and would 
completely dominate neighbouring properties. The creation of twenty four new households would be more than double 
the density on other lots in the vicinity which have multiple dwellings.  In addition the proposal does not provide 
adequate on-site parking for this number of dwelling units with the result that already existing neighbourhood parking 
congestion will be greatly worsened.  
The subject property is twice the length, though ten feet  (3.04 metres) narrower,  than lots on Linden Avenue that 
currently host five and six plexes.  If a similar density were observed then the property could be appropriately developed 
into two five or six plexes conforming to the height restrictions and parking provisions in the existing zoning. 
I do not think that inner city residential areas must remain completely unchanged, but change can be incorporated while 
still preserving their essential character. For example a single family dwelling on McLure Street,  which was destroyed by 
fire several years ago,  was  rebuilt in character and rezoned to incorporate two auxiliary rental suites. The street scape 
has been maintained while two additional homes have been added. On the Richardson property, rezoning to provide for 
two new multiple dwelling units of five or six suites each would create ten or twelve  homes and provide valuable 
housing  but at a scale of physical building and density of occupation suited to a residential  neighbourhood.   
I therefore urge you to reject the current proposal and encourage the developer to return with a project on a more 
appropriate scale.  
Yours sincerely, 
Robert Drislane 
  
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Madison Heiser

From: Bill Edmunds Donna Mears 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 10:31 AM
To: Public Hearings
Cc: BILL&DONNA; Tamsin McIntosh; Candy Wyatt; Pat Bamra; Lynn Pollock; Elaine Kennedy; 

Lynn Walmsley; Vern Paetkau; Bill and Marsha Birney; Bill Birney; Ed Busby; ron; Solveig; 
Stephanie Carr; Lynn Walmsley; Bryon Ewart; Patty Grant

Subject: 1224 Richardson Rezoning Application Public Meeting

To Mayor Lisa Helps and City of Victoria Council Members: 
 
As properties affected by the proposed changed to 1224 Richardson we would like to bring forward the following 
concerns. 
 
Increase in Density  

 This is a huge jump in density from a duplex to 24 small units. 
 The potential for short term rental due to the small size and central location of the units is a concern. 
 It is our understanding an application was made and approved at the Fort and Pentrelew development. We 

would like to see the property restricted to use by permanent residents.    
 The proposed development of 24 units with 10 parking stalls has raised concerns from many neighbours 

regarding increased traffic and lack of parking.  
 During COVID we have experienced an increase in delivery services as well as the size of the delivery vehicles. 

The narrow laneway does not accommodate these larger vehicles.  
 The increase in volume and size of traffic is a safety concern in light of the bike lane and proposed traffic 

changes which will be soon implemented on Richardson.   
 The plans do not allow a place for the vehicles which would be coming to service the property for garbage, 

recycling, yard work, maintenance, food and personal delivery.   
 We do not feel the developers are working with the neighbours, and are going ahead after being turned down 

by the city design team. 
 It seems that by calling the development "affordable", they believe this development will pass council, even 

though this is a huge jump in density. 

We are supportive of affordable housing, however this proposed development does not meet the community's needs. It 
is just a few blocks from an elementary, middle, and high school as well as Community Centre. We have many affordable 
small units on the market. We need family housing. 
 
Increase in Height 

 The request to go to three storeys and add roof decks is not published in the plans on the development tracker 
website.  

 This is the first time the surrounding properties have been made aware of this request. 
  A number of the homes bordering on the property lines are 1.5 storeys. Three storeys would dwarf the existing 

homes. The loss of privacy and light is a concern for several of the properties.. 
 The additional height and roof decks without setbacks will be intrusive. Please hold this development to the 

setbacks and height restrictions in R1A. 

This is essentially a panhandle development, with the two back buildings having no street access. City planners state this 
is not a panhandle as it is not wide enough to qualify. With a laneway house, or panhandle house there are restrictions, 
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designed to protect neighbours from a big building looking into and shading adjacent properties. Please consider the loss 
of privacy and light for our properties in your decisions. 
 
Traffic Congestion 

 The back two buildings have no street access.  
 The building at the back has no vehicle access for emergency, maintenance and/or delivery services.  
 The trees and people shown on the drawings submitted give an open appearance, the access is a narrow 

sidewalk. 
 The back 175' of 1224 Richardson is landlocked. The border is on private property. The adjacent lane is a portion 

of the backyards of the houses off Linden.  
 The 15' private lane functions as a driveway access to parking for these properties. Only one home has a 

driveway on the street side.  
 A curb at the vehicle entrance to the development, directing traffic towards Richardson, was initially favourably 

received by the developer and city staff. This however is not indicated on the plans.  
 Such a barrier would be helpful in the reduction of traffic on the private portion of the lane.  
 The laneway is frequented by strollers, foot commuters, dog-walkers and children on tricycles and skateboards. 

During COVID it has been a safe haven for many, particularly toddlers, as well as weary parents. We wish to 
maintain the safety of this path. 

  

Thank you for considering our perspective of the proposal for rezoning this property which borders on our homes. We 
ask that it not be done at a cost to the existing residences. We would like to welcome new neighbours, one that includes 
families, lower density, and less traffic congestion. The decisions made on this development are not just for now, they 
will be a permanent part of the neighbourhood. 
 
Please note due to COVID precautions this letter is signed electronically by the following: 
 
Respectfully 
Donna Mears and William Edmunds - 715 Linden Ave 
 
Tamsin McIntosh - 721 Linden Ave 
 
Michael and Candy Wyatt - 805 Linden Ave 
 
Lynn Walmsley and Ed  Busby -  815 and 821 Linden Ave 
 
Vern Paelkau and Jennifer Kaufman-Shaw  - 903 Linden Ave 
 
Bill and Marsha Birney - 1215 Rockland Ave 
 
Ron and Maureen Pugh - 1221 Richardson St 
 
Stephanie Carr - #2- 727 Linden Ave 
 
Lynn Pollock - #4 -727 Linden Ave 
 
Pat Bamra - #2- 727 Linden Ave 
 
Elaine Kennedy #3 -727 Linden Ave 
 
Giovanni Salerni and Solveig Loken - 707 B Linden Ave  
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Bryon Ewart- 1230 Richardson St 
 
Patty Grant - 645 Linden Ave 
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Madison Heiser

From: Lynn Pollock 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 10:56 AM
To: Bill Edmunds Donna Mears
Cc: Public Hearings; Tamsin McIntosh; Candy Wyatt; Pat Bamra; Elaine Kennedy; Lynn 

Walmsley; Vern Paetkau; Bill and Marsha Birney; Bill Birney; Ed Busby; ron; Solveig; 
Stephanie Carr; Lynn Walmsley; Bryon Ewart; Patty Grant

Subject: Re: 1224 Richardson Rezoning Application Public Meeting

Thank you! Well done. 
 
Lynn  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Jan 28, 2021, at 10:31 AM, Bill Edmunds Donna Mears wrote: 

 
To Mayor Lisa Helps and City of Victoria Council Members: 
 
As properties affected by the proposed changed to 1224 Richardson we would like to bring forward the following 
concerns. 
 
Increase in Density  

 This is a huge jump in density from a duplex to 24 small units. 
 The potential for short term rental due to the small size and central location of the units is a concern. 
 It is our understanding an application was made and approved at the Fort and Pentrelew development. We 

would like to see the property restricted to use by permanent residents.    
 The proposed development of 24 units with 10 parking stalls has raised concerns from many neighbours 

regarding increased traffic and lack of parking.  
 During COVID we have experienced an increase in delivery services as well as the size of the delivery vehicles. 

The narrow laneway does not accommodate these larger vehicles.  
 The increase in volume and size of traffic is a safety concern in light of the bike lane and proposed traffic 

changes which will be soon implemented on Richardson.   
 The plans do not allow a place for the vehicles which would be coming to service the property for garbage, 

recycling, yard work, maintenance, food and personal delivery.   
 We do not feel the developers are working with the neighbours, and are going ahead after being turned down 

by the city design team. 
 It seems that by calling the development "affordable", they believe this development will pass council, even 

though this is a huge jump in density. 

We are supportive of affordable housing, however this proposed development does not meet the community's needs. It 
is just a few blocks from an elementary, middle, and high school as well as Community Centre. We have many affordable 
small units on the market. We need family housing. 
 
Increase in Height 
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 The request to go to three storeys and add roof decks is not published in the plans on the development tracker 
website.  

 This is the first time the surrounding properties have been made aware of this request. 
  A number of the homes bordering on the property lines are 1.5 storeys. Three storeys would dwarf the existing 

homes. The loss of privacy and light is a concern for several of the properties.. 
 The additional height and roof decks without setbacks will be intrusive. Please hold this development to the 

setbacks and height restrictions in R1A. 

This is essentially a panhandle development, with the two back buildings having no street access. City planners state this 
is not a panhandle as it is not wide enough to qualify. With a laneway house, or panhandle house there are restrictions, 
designed to protect neighbours from a big building looking into and shading adjacent properties. Please consider the loss 
of privacy and light for our properties in your decisions. 
 
Traffic Congestion 

 The back two buildings have no street access.  
 The building at the back has no vehicle access for emergency, maintenance and/or delivery services.  
 The trees and people shown on the drawings submitted give an open appearance, the access is a narrow 

sidewalk. 
 The back 175' of 1224 Richardson is landlocked. The border is on private property. The adjacent lane is a portion 

of the backyards of the houses off Linden.  
 The 15' private lane functions as a driveway access to parking for these properties. Only one home has a 

driveway on the street side.  
 A curb at the vehicle entrance to the development, directing traffic towards Richardson, was initially favourably 

received by the developer and city staff. This however is not indicated on the plans.  
 Such a barrier would be helpful in the reduction of traffic on the private portion of the lane.  
 The laneway is frequented by strollers, foot commuters, dog-walkers and children on tricycles and skateboards. 

During COVID it has been a safe haven for many, particularly toddlers, as well as weary parents. We wish to 
maintain the safety of this path. 

  

Thank you for considering our perspective of the proposal for rezoning this property which borders on our homes. We 
ask that it not be done at a cost to the existing residences. We would like to welcome new neighbours, one that includes 
families, lower density, and less traffic congestion. The decisions made on this development are not just for now, they 
will be a permanent part of the neighbourhood. 
 
Please note due to COVID precautions this letter is signed electronically by the following: 
 
Respectfully 
Donna Mears and William Edmunds - 715 Linden Ave 
 
Tamsin McIntosh - 721 Linden Ave 
 
Michael and Candy Wyatt - 805 Linden Ave 
 
Lynn Walmsley and Ed  Busby -  815 and 821 Linden Ave 
 
Vern Paelkau and Jennifer Kaufman-Shaw  - 903 Linden Ave 
 
Bill and Marsha Birney - 1215 Rockland Ave 
 
Ron and Maureen Pugh - 1221 Richardson St 
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Stephanie Carr - #2- 727 Linden Ave 
 
Lynn Pollock - #4 -727 Linden Ave 
 
Pat Bamra - #2- 727 Linden Ave 
 
Elaine Kennedy #3 -727 Linden Ave 
 
Giovanni Salerni and Solveig Loken - 707 B Linden Ave  
 
Bryon Ewart- 1230 Richardson St 
 
Patty Grant - 645 Linden Ave 
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Madison Heiser

From: Patty Grant 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 12:24 PM
To: Bill Edmunds Donna Mears
Cc: Public Hearings; Tamsin McIntosh; Candy Wyatt; Pat Bamra; Lynn Pollock; Elaine 

Kennedy; Lynn Walmsley; Vern Paetkau; Bill and Marsha Birney; Bill Birney; Ed Busby; 
ron; Solveig; Stephanie Carr; Lynn Walmsley; Bryon Ewart

Subject: Re: 1224 Richardson Rezoning Application Public Meeting

Thank you for doing this Donna.  
Patty 

Sent from my iPad 
 
 

On Jan 28, 2021, at 10:31 AM, Bill Edmunds Donna Mears  wrote: 

 
To Mayor Lisa Helps and City of Victoria Council Members: 
 
As properties affected by the proposed changed to 1224 Richardson we would like to bring forward the 
following concerns. 
 
Increase in Density  

 This is a huge jump in density from a duplex to 24 small units. 
 The potential for short term rental due to the small size and central location of the units is a 

concern. 
 It is our understanding an application was made and approved at the Fort and Pentrelew 

development. We would like to see the property restricted to use by permanent residents.    
 The proposed development of 24 units with 10 parking stalls has raised concerns from many 

neighbours regarding increased traffic and lack of parking.  
 During COVID we have experienced an increase in delivery services as well as the size of the 

delivery vehicles. The narrow laneway does not accommodate these larger vehicles.  
 The increase in volume and size of traffic is a safety concern in light of the bike lane and 

proposed traffic changes which will be soon implemented on Richardson.   
 The plans do not allow a place for the vehicles which would be coming to service the property 

for garbage, recycling, yard work, maintenance, food and personal delivery.   
 We do not feel the developers are working with the neighbours, and are going ahead after 

being turned down by the city design team. 
 It seems that by calling the development "affordable", they believe this development will pass 

council, even though this is a huge jump in density. 

We are supportive of affordable housing, however this proposed development does not meet the 
community's needs. It is just a few blocks from an elementary, middle, and high school as well as 
Community Centre. We have many affordable small units on the market. We need family housing. 
 
Increase in Height 
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 The request to go to three storeys and add roof decks is not published in the plans on the 
development tracker website.  

 This is the first time the surrounding properties have been made aware of this request. 
  A number of the homes bordering on the property lines are 1.5 storeys. Three storeys would 

dwarf the existing homes. The loss of privacy and light is a concern for several of the 
properties.. 

 The additional height and roof decks without setbacks will be intrusive. Please hold this 
development to the setbacks and height restrictions in R1A. 

This is essentially a panhandle development, with the two back buildings having no street access. City 
planners state this is not a panhandle as it is not wide enough to qualify. With a laneway house, or 
panhandle house there are restrictions, designed to protect neighbours from a big building looking into 
and shading adjacent properties. Please consider the loss of privacy and light for our properties in your 
decisions. 
 
Traffic Congestion 

 The back two buildings have no street access.  
 The building at the back has no vehicle access for emergency, maintenance and/or delivery 

services.  
 The trees and people shown on the drawings submitted give an open appearance, the access 

is a narrow sidewalk. 
 The back 175' of 1224 Richardson is landlocked. The border is on private property. The 

adjacent lane is a portion of the backyards of the houses off Linden.  
 The 15' private lane functions as a driveway access to parking for these properties. Only one 

home has a driveway on the street side.  
 A curb at the vehicle entrance to the development, directing traffic towards Richardson, was 

initially favourably received by the developer and city staff. This however is not indicated on 
the plans.  

 Such a barrier would be helpful in the reduction of traffic on the private portion of the lane.  
 The laneway is frequented by strollers, foot commuters, dog-walkers and children on tricycles 

and skateboards. During COVID it has been a safe haven for many, particularly toddlers, as 
well as weary parents. We wish to maintain the safety of this path. 

  

Thank you for considering our perspective of the proposal for rezoning this property which borders on 
our homes. We ask that it not be done at a cost to the existing residences. We would like to welcome 
new neighbours, one that includes families, lower density, and less traffic congestion. The decisions 
made on this development are not just for now, they will be a permanent part of the neighbourhood. 
 
Please note due to COVID precautions this letter is signed electronically by the following: 
 
Respectfully 
Donna Mears and William Edmunds - 715 Linden Ave 
 
Tamsin McIntosh - 721 Linden Ave 
 
Michael and Candy Wyatt - 805 Linden Ave 
 
Lynn Walmsley and Ed  Busby -  815 and 821 Linden Ave 
 
Vern Paelkau and Jennifer Kaufman-Shaw  - 903 Linden Ave 
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Bill and Marsha Birney - 1215 Rockland Ave 
 
Ron and Maureen Pugh - 1221 Richardson St 
 
Stephanie Carr - #2- 727 Linden Ave 
 
Lynn Pollock - #4 -727 Linden Ave 
 
Pat Bamra - #2- 727 Linden Ave 
 
Elaine Kennedy #3 -727 Linden Ave 
 
Giovanni Salerni and Solveig Loken - 707 B Linden Ave  
 
Bryon Ewart- 1230 Richardson St 
 
Patty Grant - 645 Linden Ave 
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NO. 21-013 
 

A BYLAW OF THE CITY OF VICTORIA 
 

The purposes of this Bylaw are to amend the Zoning Regulation Bylaw by creating the R-99 
Zone, Multiple Dwelling Richardson District, and to rezone land known as 1224 Richardson 
Street from the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District to the R-99 Zone, Multiple Dwelling 
Richardson District. 
 
The Council of The Corporation of the City of Victoria enacts the following provisions: 
 
1 This Bylaw may be cited as the “ZONING REGULATION BYLAW, AMENDMENT 

BYLAW (NO. 1244)”. 
 

2 Bylaw No. 80-159, the Zoning Regulation Bylaw, is amended in the Table of Contents of 
Schedule “B” under the caption PART 3 – MULTIPLE DWELLING ZONES by adding the 
following words: 

 
“3.133  R-99, Multiple Dwelling Richardson District” 

 
3 The Zoning Regulation Bylaw is also amended by adding to Schedule B after Part 3.132 

the provisions contained in Schedule 1 of this Bylaw. 
 

4 The land known as 1224 Richardson Street, legally described as PID: 009-343-211 
Parcel C (DD 38188I) of Section 26, Fairfield Farm Estate, Victoria City, Plan 13 and 
shown hatched on the attached map, is removed from the R1-B Zone, Single Family 
Dwelling District, and placed in the R-99 Zone, Multiple Dwelling Richardson District. 

 
 
READ A FIRST TIME the   14th  day of    January   2021 
 
 
READ A SECOND TIME the   14th  day of    January   2021 
 
 
Public hearing held on the   day of       2021 
 
 
READ A THIRD TIME the   day of        2021 
 
 
ADOPTED on the     day of        2021 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY CLERK    MAYOR 
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Schedule 1 

PART 3.133 – R-99 ZONE, MULTIPLE DWELLING RICHARDSON DISTRICT  
 

 Words that are underlined see definitions in Schedule “A” of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw 

Page 1 of 2 

 

3.133.1  Definitions 

In this Part, “ground-oriented multiple dwelling” means a building containing three or more 
self-contained dwelling units, at least half of which have individual and direct access at grade 
level. 

 
 

3.133.2  Permitted Uses in this Zone 

The following uses are the only uses permitted in this Zone: 

a. Uses permitted in the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, subject to the 
regulations set out in Part 1.2 of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw 

b. Ground-oriented multiple dwelling 

 
 

3.133.3  Lot Area 

a. Lot area (minimum) 1700m2 

b. Lot width (minimum) 17m 

 

3.133.4  Floor Area, Floor Space Ratio 

a. Total floor area (maximum) 1160m2 

b. Floor space ratio (maximum) 0.67:1 

 

3.133.5  Height, Storeys 

a. Principal building height (maximum) 7.6m 

b. Storeys (maximum) 2.5 

c. Roof deck Not permitted 
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Schedule 1 

PART 3.133 – R-99 ZONE, MULTIPLE DWELLING RICHARDSON DISTRICT  
 

 Words that are underlined see definitions in Schedule “A” of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw 

Page 2 of 2 

3.133.6  Setbacks, Projections, Building Separation 

a. Front yard setback (minimum) 

Except for the following maximum projections into the 
setback: 

6m 

• Steps less than 1.7m in height 2.0m 

b. Rear yard setback (minimum) 7.5m 

c. Side yard setback from the east property line (minimum) 1.8m 

d. Side yard setback from the west property line 
(minimum) 

1.25m 

e. Separation between buildings other than an accessory 
building (minimum) 

7.5m 

f. Eave projections into setback (maximum) 0.75m 

 

3.133.7  Site Coverage, Open Site Space 

a. Site Coverage (maximum) 40% 

b. Open site space (minimum) 50% 

 

3.133.8  Outdoor Features 

a. The setbacks set out in section 3.133.6 apply to outdoor features as though they are 
buildings  

b. Outdoor features shall not exceed a height of 3.5m from natural grade or finished grade, 
whichever is lower 

 

3.133.9  Vehicle and Bicycle Parking 

Subject to the regulations in Schedule “C”  
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NO. 21-014 

HOUSING AGREEMENT (1224 RICHARDSON STREET) BYLAW 
A BYLAW OF THE CITY OF VICTORIA 

The purpose of this Bylaw is to authorize an agreement to ensure that future strata bylaws 
cannot prohibit the rental of units (with the exception of four below market units) for the lands 
known as 1224 Richardson Street, Victoria, BC. 

Under its statutory powers, including section 483 of the Local Government Act, the Council of 
The Corporation of the City of Victoria in an open meeting enacts the following provisions: 

Title 

1 This Bylaw may be cited as the "HOUSING AGREEMENT (1224 RICHARDSON 
STREET) BYLAW (2021)”.  

Agreement authorized 

2 The Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development is authorized to 
execute the Housing Agreement: 

(a) substantially in the form attached to this Bylaw as Schedule A; 

(b) between the City and 1224 Richardson Property Corp., Inc. No. BC1192230 or 
other registered owners from time to time of the lands described in subsection 
(c); and 

(c) that applies to the lands known as 1224 Richardson Street, Victoria, BC, legally 
described as: 

PID: 009-343-211 Parcel C (DD 38188I) of Section 26, Fairfield Farm Estate, 
Victoria City, Plan 13. 

 
READ A FIRST TIME the   14th  day of    January  2021 
 
 
READ A SECOND TIME the   14th  day of    January   2021 
 
 
READ A THIRD TIME the  14th  day of    January  2021 
 
 
ADOPTED on the     day of       2021 
 
 

 
 

CITY CLERK MAYOR 
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Council to Follow Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes 
January 14, 2021 1 

F.1 Bylaw for 956 Heywood Avenue: Development Permit with Variances Application 
No. 00126 

 
Moved By Councillor Potts 
Seconded By Councillor Alto 

 
That the following bylaw be given first, second and third readings: 
1. Housing Agreement (956 Heywood Avenue) Bylaw (2021) No. 21-005 

 
FOR (7): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, Councillor Dubow, Councillor Isitt, Councillor Potts, 
Councillor Loveday, Councillor Andrew 
OPPOSED (2): Councillor Thornton-Joe, Councillor Young 

CARRIED (7 to 2) 
 

420



 

Council Report  January 8, 2021 
956 Heywood Avenue: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 Page 1 of 2 

  

 
Council Report 
For the Meeting of January 14, 2021 
 

 

To: Council Date: January 8, 2021 

From: C. Coates, City Clerk 

Subject: 956 Heywood Avenue: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the following bylaw be given first, second, and third readings: 
1. Housing Agreement (956 Heywood Avenue) Bylaw (2021) No. 21-005 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Attached for Council’s initial consideration is a copy of the proposed Bylaw No. 21-005. 
 
The issue came before Council on August 6, 2020 where the following resolution was approved: 
 
956 Heywood Avenue: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 
That, subject to the preparation and execution of the following legal agreements in a form 
satisfactory to the City Solicitor: 
a. A Housing Agreement to ensure a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units, to the 

satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development; and 
b. A Section 219 Covenant to secure a car-share membership for each unit, to the satisfaction of 

the Director of Engineering and Public Works. 
That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at a meeting of 
Council, consider the following motion: 
“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 
for 956 Heywood Avenue, in accordance with: 
1. Plans date stamped May 26, 2020. 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the following 

variances: 
i. reduce the vehicle parking from 9 stalls to 6 stalls and visitor parking from 1stall to zero 

stalls; 
ii. increase the height from 12m to 12.98m (main roof) and 14.81m (roof access); 
iii. reduce the front setback from 10.50 metres to 6.63 metres; 
iv. reduce the rear setback from 7.71 metres to 1.52 metres; 
v. reduce the side setbacks from 7.71 metres to 1.37 metres (building) and 0.93m(window 

screens); 
vi. increase the site coverage from 30 percent to 64 percent. 

3. Registration of legal agreements on the property’s title to secure the car share memberships, 
to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works. 

4. Final plans to be generally in accordance with plans date stamped May 26, 2020. 
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Council Report  January 8, 2021 
956 Heywood Avenue: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 Page 2 of 2 

5. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.” 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
Chris Coates         
City Clerk        
 
Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager 
 
 
List of Attachments: 

• Bylaw No. 21-005 
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Council to Follow Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes 
August 6, 2020 5 

F.1.a.a 956 Heywood Avenue - Development Permit with Variances 
Application No. 00126 (Fairfield) 
 
Moved By Councillor Potts 
Seconded By Councillor Alto 
 
That, subject to the preparation and execution of the following 
legal agreements in a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor: 
a. A Housing Agreement to ensure a future strata cannot restrict 

the rental of units, to the satisfaction of the Director of 
Sustainable Planning and Community Development; and 

b. A Section 219 Covenant to secure a car-share membership 
for each unit, to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering 
and Public Works. 

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for 
public comment at a meeting of Council, consider the following 
motion: 
“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with 
Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue, in 
accordance with: 
1. Plans date stamped May 26, 2020. 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw 

requirements, except for the following variances: 
i. reduce the vehicle parking from 9 stalls to 6 stalls and 

visitor parking from 1stall to zero stalls; 
ii. increase the height from 12m to 12.98m (main roof) and 

14.81m (roof access); 
iii. reduce the front setback from 10.50 metres to 6.63 metres; 
iv. reduce the rear setback from 7.71 metres to 1.52 metres; 
v. reduce the side setbacks from 7.71 metres to 1.37 metres 

(building) and 0.93m(window screens); 
vi. increase the site coverage from 30 percent to 64 percent. 

3. Registration of legal agreements on the property’s title to 
secure the car share memberships, to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Engineering and Public Works. 

4. Final plans to be generally in accordance with plans date 
stamped May 26, 2020. 

5. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of 
this resolution.” 

 
FOR (5): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, Councillor Dubow, Councillor Loveday, Councillor Potts,  
OPPOSED (2): Councillor Thornton-Joe, Councillor Young 

CARRIED (5 to 2) 
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E. LAND USE MATTERS 

E.1 956 Heywood Avenue - Development Permit with Variances Application No. 
00126 (Fairfield) 

Committee received a report dated July 9, 2020 from the Director of Sustainable 
Planning and Community Development regarding a Development Permit with 
Variances Application to allow for the construction of a four-storey building with six 
dwelling units located at 956 Heywood Avenue.  The variances are related to 
reduced setbacks, parking, increase site coverage and height. 

Committee discussed: 

• How setbacks are measured. 

• How the applicants took the ADP motion into account.  

• Concerns with the amount of density on this size of site. 

• Concerns with neighbours not receiving notice of the CALUC meeting. 

• The threshold for staff not supporting an application. 

Moved By Councillor Potts 
Seconded By Mayor Helps 

That, subject to the preparation and execution of the following legal agreements in 
a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor: 
a. A Housing Agreement to ensure a future strata cannot restrict the rental of 

units, to the satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and 
Community Development; and 

b. A Section 219 Covenant to secure a car-share membership for each unit, to 
the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works. 

That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at 
a meeting of Council, consider the following motion: 

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with Variances 
Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue, in accordance with: 
1. Plans date stamped May 26, 2020. 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for 

the following variances: 
i. reduce the vehicle parking from 9 stalls to 6 stalls and visitor parking from 

1stall to zero stalls; 
ii. increase the height from 12m to 12.98m (main roof) and 14.81m (roof 

access); 
iii. reduce the front setback from 10.50 metres to 6.63 metres; 
iv. reduce the rear setback from 7.71 metres to 1.52 metres; 
v. reduce the side setbacks from 7.71 metres to 1.37 metres (building) and 

0.93m(window screens); 
vi. increase the site coverage from 30 percent to 64 percent. 

3. Registration of legal agreements on the property’s title to secure the car share 
memberships, to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public 
Works. 

4. Final plans to be generally in accordance with plans date stamped May 26, 
2020. 
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5. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.” 

FOR (6): Mayor Helps, Councillor Alto, Councillor Isitt, Councillor Loveday, Councillor 
Potts, and Councillor Dubow 
OPPOSED (2): Councillor Thornton-Joe, and Councillor Young 

CARRIED (6 to 2) 
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Committee of the Whole Report July 9, 2020 
Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue Page 1 of 9 

 
 
Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of July 23, 2020 
 
 

To: Committee of the Whole Date: July 9, 2020 

From: Karen Hoese, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Subject: 
 

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood 
Avenue 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That, subject to the preparation and execution of the following legal agreements in a form 
satisfactory to the City Solicitor: 

a. A Housing Agreement to ensure a future strata cannot restrict the rental of units, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development; and 

b. A Section 219 Covenant to secure a car-share membership for each unit, to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works. 

 
That Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at a meeting of 
Council, consider the following motion:   
 

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with Variances Application 
No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue, in accordance with: 
1. Plans date stamped May 26, 2020. 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the 

following variances: 
i. reduce the vehicle parking from 9 stalls to 6 stalls and visitor parking from 1 

stall to zero stalls; 
ii. increase the height from 12m to 12.98m (main roof) and 14.81m (roof access); 
iii. reduce the front setback from 10.50 metres to 6.63 metres; 
iv. reduce the rear setback from 7.71 metres to 1.52 metres; 
v. reduce the side setbacks from 7.71 metres to 1.37 metres (building) and 0.93m 

(window screens); 
vi. increase the site coverage from 30 percent to 64 percent. 

3. Registration of legal agreements on the property’s title to secure the carshare 
memberships, to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works. 

4. Final plans to be generally in accordance with plans date stamped May 26, 2020. 
5. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.” 
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Committee of the Whole Report July 9, 2020 
Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue Page 2 of 9 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 
 
In accordance with Section 489 of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a Development 
Permit in accordance with the applicable guidelines specified in the Official Community Plan.  A 
Development Permit may vary or supplement the Zoning Regulation Bylaw but may not vary the 
use or density of the land from that specified in the Bylaw. 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for a Development Permit with Variances Application for the property located at 956 Heywood 
Avenue.  The proposal is to construct a four-storey building with six dwelling units.  The 
variances are related to reduced setbacks and parking, as well as increased site coverage and 
height.  
 
The following points were considered in assessing this application: 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Design Guidelines for Development Permit 
Area 16: General Form and Character, which encourage human-scaled architecture that 
contributes to the place character of an area 

 the proposal is generally consistent with the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan which 
supports residential buildings up to four-storeys that are compatible with neighbouring 
buildings and provide front yard landscaping that contributes to an enhanced 
streetscape 

 the proposed parking variance is considered supportable given the provision of carshare 
memberships; however, the lack of dedicated visitor parking will likely impact on-street 
parking supply in the area 

 due to the relatively small size of the site, there are variances proposed for setbacks and 
site coverage, which have been mitigated by enhanced landscaping and building design 
and are considered supportable 

 the proposed increase in height is considered supportable as the main roofline would be 
similar in height to the adjacent buildings. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Description of Proposal 
 
The proposal is to construct a four-storey multi-unit residential building with approximately six 
units on a smaller “orphaned” lot (568m2) that is situated between two larger four-storey multi-
unit residential buildings. 
 
The proposal includes the following major design components: 

 low-rise contemporary design 
 six two-bedroom units 
 rooftop outdoor amenity space for the upper two units 
 at-grade under-building parking accessed via Heywood Avenue 
 exterior stair access with horizontal wood screening 
 exterior materials to include exposed concrete, wood siding, metal soffits, aluminum 

windows and operable screens. 
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Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue Page 3 of 9 

Landscape elements include: 

 extensive front yard and perimeter planting with a mix of native, drought tolerant and 
pollinator plants 

 green roofs above the parking level at the rear of the building and on the main roof 
 separate balconies for the lower four units and rooftop decks for the upper two units 
 publicly accessible concrete bench adjacent the sidewalk and front entry path. 

 
The variances are to: 

 increase the site coverage from 30% to 64% 
 reduce the front setback from 10.5m to 6.63m 
 reduce the side yard setbacks from 7.71m (half the building height) to 1.37m (building) 

and 0.93m (window screens)  
 reduce the rear yard setback from 7.71m (half the building height) to 1.52m  
 increase the building height from 12m to 12.98m (main roof) and 14.81m (roof access) 
 reduce the vehicle parking from 9 stalls to 6 stalls and visitor parking from 1 stall to 0 

stalls.  
 
Affordable Housing 
 
The applicant proposes the creation of six new residential units which would increase the overall 
supply of housing in the area. A Housing Agreement is being proposed, which would ensure 
that future Strata Bylaws could not prohibit the rental of units.   
 
Tenant Assistance Policy 
 
The existing single-family dwelling is vacant; therefore, the Tenant Assistance Policy does not 
apply to this proposal.  
 
Sustainability  
 
The applicant has not identified any sustainability features associated with this proposal. 
 
Active Transportation  
 
The application does not propose any specific active transportation beyond meeting the short- 
and long-term bicycle parking requirements. 
 
Public Realm  
 
No public realm improvements, beyond City standard requirements, are proposed in association 
with this Development Permit with Variance Application. 
 
Accessibility  
 
The British Columbia Building Code regulates accessibility as it pertains to buildings. 
 
Existing Site Development and Development Potential 
 
The site is presently developed with a single-family dwelling.  Under the existing R3-AM-2 Zone, 
Mid-Rise Multiple Dwelling District, in addition to multiple dwellings the property could also be 
developed with a duplex or a single-family dwelling with a secondary suite or garden suite. 
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Data Table 
 
The following data table compares the proposal with the R3-AM-2 Zone.  An asterisk is used to 
identify where the proposal does not meet the requirements of the existing Zone. A double 
asterisk is used to identify an existing non-conformity. 
 

Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone OCP and 
Fairfield Plan 

Site area (m2) – minimum 568 ** 920 - 

Number of units – maximum 6 - - 

Density (Floor Space Ratio) 
– maximum 1.2:1 1.2:1 

1.2:1 (OCP) 

1.2:1 – 2:1 
(Fairfield Plan) 

Lot width (m) – minimum 15.52 - - 

Height (m) – maximum 
12.98 * (main roof) 

14.81 * (roof access) 
12 13.5 (Fairfield Plan) 

Storeys – maximum 4 4 
3-6 (OCP) 

3-4 (Fairfield Plan) 

Site coverage (%) – 
maximum 64 * 30 - 

Open site space (%) – 
minimum 32 30 - 

Setbacks (m) – minimum    

Front 6.63 * 10.5 Variable 

Rear 1.52 * 7.71 - 

Side (north) 
1.37 * (building face) 

0.93 * (window 
screens) 

7.71 - 

Side (south) 
1.37 * (building face) 

0.93 * (window 
screens) 

7.71 - 

Vehicle Parking – minimum 6 * 9 - 

Visitor parking 0 * 1 - 
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Zoning Criteria Proposal Existing Zone OCP and 
Fairfield Plan 

Bicycle parking stalls – 
minimum   - 

Long term 8 8 - 

Short term 6 6 - 

 
Relevant History 
 
This proposal was originally submitted as a concurrent Rezoning (No. 00689) and Development 
Permit Application to increase the density and develop a four-storey building with seven 
dwelling units.  The application was later revised to reduce the density to 1.2:1 floor space ratio, 
consistent with the existing R3-AM-2 Zone, and the concurrent Rezoning Application was 
retired.  As required with a Rezoning Application, a pre-application community meeting was held 
and a summary of the meeting provided by the Fairfield Gonzales Community Association Land 
Use Committee (CALUC) is attached to this report. 
 
Community Consultation 
 
Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for 
Processing Rezoning and Variance Applications, on September 10, 2019 the application was 
referred for a 30-day comment period to the Fairfield Gonzales CALUC.  At the time of writing 
this report, a letter from the CALUC had not been received.  However, as noted above, a 
summary of a Community Meeting that was held in relation to an earlier version of this 
application that necessitated a rezoning application has been provided by the CALUC. 
 
This application proposes variances; therefore, in accordance with the City’s Land Use 
Procedures Bylaw, it requires notice, sign posting and a meeting of Council to consider the 
variances. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Development Permit Area and Design Guidelines 
 
The subject site is designated as Urban Residential in the Official Community Plan (OCP, 
2012), which envisions low and mid-rise multi-unit buildings.  The OCP also identifies the site 
within Development Permit Area 16: General Form and Character, which supports multi-unit 
residential development that is complementary to the place character of the neighbourhood.  
Enhancing the character of the streetscape through high quality, human-scaled architecture, 
landscape and urban design is also a key objective of this DPA.  Design Guidelines that apply to 
DPA 16 are the Multi-Unit Residential, Commercial and Industrial Design Guidelines (2012), 
Advisory Design Guidelines for Buildings, Signs and Awnings (2006), and Guidelines for 
Fences, Gates and Shutters (2010). 
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The proposed development is generally consistent with the objectives for DPA 16 and complies 
with the guidelines as follows: 

 scale, massing and building design respect the character of the area and incorporate 
natural, warm exterior materials that are durable and will weather gracefully 

 a prominent front entry that provides a focal point for pedestrians 
 enhanced front yard landscaping that incorporates a mix of native, pollinator and drought 

resistant plants and trees which complement the meadow landscape of Beacon Hill Park 
to the north of the site 

 underbuilding parking that is screened from view and does not detract from the 
streetscape along Heywood Avenue.  

 
Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
 
The Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan (2019) identifies the site as Urban Residential, consistent with 
the OCP, and within the Cook Street Village sub-area.  The Plan envisions new development up 
to four storeys and 1.2:1 floor space ratio in this location.  New multi-unit residential 
development is encouraged to have front yard landscaping, street-facing facades, off-street 
parking that minimizes the impact on the pedestrian realm and site planning, and to be 
neighbourly and compatible with adjacent development.  The proposed building is considered 
generally consistent with these policies.  
 
Tree Preservation Bylaw and Urban Forest Master Plan 
 
The goals of the Urban Forest Master Plan (2013) include protecting, enhancing, and expanding 
Victoria’s urban forest and optimizing community benefits from the urban forest in all 
neighbourhoods.  The application was received prior to October 24, 2019; therefore, the 
proposal falls under the Tree Preservation Bylaw No. 05-106 consolidated June 1, 2015. 
 
There are 12 ornamental trees on the subject lot, all of which are proposed for removal.  The 
applicant is proposing to plant three small canopy trees in planters on the second level and a 
yellow cedar in the front yard. 
 
Tree Impact Summary 
 

Tree Status Total # of 
Trees 

Trees to be 
REMOVED 

NEW 
Trees 

NET CHANGE 
(new trees minus 

total to be removed) 

Subject property trees, protected  0 0 0 0 

Subject property trees, unprotected  12 12 4 -8 

City trees  0 0 1 +1 

Neighbouring trees, protected  0 0 0 0 

Neighbouring trees, unprotected  0 0 0 0 

Total 12 12 5 -7 
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Advisory Design Panel 
 
The application was referred to the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on January 22, 2020 (minutes 
attached) where the following motion was carried:  
 
It was moved … that Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 
Heywood Avenue be approved with the following changes: 

• consideration of the minimum side yard setbacks affecting livability to the neighbours. 
 

The applicant has not revised the side yard setback noting in the attached letter of response, 
dated July 6, 2020, that any further reduction in the width of the building would negatively 
impact the livability of the proposed dwellings, and that reducing the height by sinking the 
parking level further into the site is unfeasible due to soil conditions.   
 
Regulatory Considerations  
 
Although the proposed development complies with the R3-AM-2 Zone in terms of use and 
density, given the relatively small site size, there are several variances required to facilitate the 
development: 

 increase the site coverage from 30% to 64% 
 reduce the front setback from 10.50m to 6.63m 
 reduce the side yard setbacks from 7.71m (half the building height) to 1.37m (to the 

building) and 0.93m (to the window screens)  
 reduce the rear yard setback from 7.71m (half the building height) to 1.52m  
 increase the building height from 12m to 12.98m to the main roof and 14.81m to the roof 

access 
 reduce the vehicle parking from 9 stalls to 6 stalls. 

 
Site Coverage and Setbacks 
 
At 568m2, the site is legal non-conforming with regards to minimum site size under the R3-AM-2 
Zone, which requires new sites to be a minimum of 900m2.  Given the relatively small site size, 
the proposal is seeking variances on maximum site coverage from 30% to 64%, as well as 
reduced front, rear and side yard setbacks.  
 
The Design Guidelines state that new buildings should be located and oriented to address 
privacy impacts of adjacent residential units and private outdoor space.  The proposed building 
is located 1.37m from north and south property lines and the building separation is 
approximately 5.5m on the south side and 5.9m on the north side.  The building would be 
oriented in an east/west direction; however, there are windows for each unit on the north and 
south elevations, which would face primary windows and private balconies on the adjacent 
buildings. 
 
To help mitigate the impact of the side yard variances, narrow planters with rushes, as well as 
moveable screens with vertical slats are proposed in front of the windows to help reduce privacy 
impacts.  Further, the proposal includes extensive perimeter landscaping to aid in screening and 
softening the transition with adjacent properties.  While these design interventions will help 
mitigate privacy concerns, the proposed building would increase shading of the building to the 
north, which may have a minor impact on the livability of some of the units within the building. 
The applicant’s letter of response to the ADP includes a detailed shadow analysis comparing 
the impact of reduced building height or increase setback with the proposed development.  
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With regards to the front yard variance, the proposed building would project forward by 
approximately 4m relative to the adjacent buildings; however, the proposed 6.63m setback is 
greater than the setbacks approved for recently developed properties along Heywood Avenue. 
Further, the applicant has pulled the building back at the northwest and southwest corners on 
levels 2-4 to accommodate corner planters that help lessen the impact of the reduced setback 
on the adjacent neighbours and the streetscape.  
 
Other than the driveway, entry path and bicycle parking area, the front yard would be 
extensively landscaped using a mix of native, pollinator and drought resistant plants and trees.  
A concrete bench along the sidewalk is also proposed in front of the bicycle parking and next to 
the front walkway. As mentioned previously, narrow planters on the north and south elevations, 
as well as on the rear of the building above the parking level and on the main roof provide 
opportunities for additional soft landscaping to help offset the impact of increased site coverage.    
 
The design guidelines encourage building design, landscaping and site planning that is sensitive 
and innovative to context.  Given the constraints of the smaller site in the context of larger lots 
and the measures taken to ameliorate the privacy and visual impacts of the reduced setbacks 
and increased site coverage, staff consider the variances as supportable.  
 
Height 
 
The proposed increase in height from 12m to 12.98m to the main roofline and 14.81m to the 
rooftop access is considered supportable as the building maintains a height similar to the 
surrounding four-storey context.  It is worth noting that the rooftop stair access is lower in height 
than the elevator overrun, which is exempt from height under the Zoning Regulation Bylaw.  
Both the elevator overrun and the stair access hatch are inset from the edge from the building 
so the visual impact of these features is minimal.  
 
Parking 
 
A variance is requested to reduce the required number of parking stalls from a total of nine to 
six stalls and visitor parking from one to zero stalls.  To help offset some of the impacts from this 
variance the applicant is proposing one car share membership per dwelling unit.  Although staff 
consider the variance as supportable, there may be some impact on on-street parking 
availability in the area given the lack of dedicated visitor parking. 
 
Resource Impacts 
 
Parks has noted the following resource impacts associated with the new municipal trees that 
would be provided with this application: 
 

One new municipal tree $890 (total for the first five years) 

 $60 per year thereafter 

 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposal to construct a four-storey building with six dwelling units on a relatively small R3-
AM-2 zoned lot is considered consistent with the Design Guidelines for Development Permit 
Area 16: General Form and Character.  The building and associated landscaping would 
integrate with the context of apartment buildings along Heywood Avenue and mitigate the 
impact of the variances on adjacent properties and the public realm.  
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ALTERNATE MOTION

That Council decline Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for the property 
located at 956 Heywood Avenue.

Respectfully submitted,

Alec Johnston
Senior Planner
Development Services Division

Karen Hoese, Director
Sustainable Planning and Community
Development Department

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager:

Date:

List of Attachments

Attachment A: Subject Map
Attachment B: Aerial Map
Attachment C: Plans date stamped May 26, 2020
Attachment D: Letter from applicant to Mayor and Council dated August 5, 2019
Attachment E: Community Association Land Use Committee Comments on Rezoning
Application No. 00689, dated November 22, 2018
Attachment F: Advisory Design Panel meeting minutes dated January 22, 2020
Attachment G: Letter from the applicant in response to the Advisory Design Panel dated
July 6, 2020
Attachment H: Correspondence (Letters received from residents).

Respectfully submitte

AlAA eceeeeeeeeeee Johohoohohhohoohohohohoho nston
SeSS nior Plaaannn er
Devev lopmment Services Di

ddd,

Karen Hoese, Director
Sustainable Planning and Com

July 16, 2020
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956 Heywood Avenue 

Rezoning No.00689 
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D’Arcy Jones Architects Inc. 

309-175 Broadway East
Vancouver BC V5T 1W2

www.darcyjones.com 

City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

August 5th, 2019 

PROPOSED PROJECT: 956 Heywood Avenue – Design Rationale 

INTRODUCTION 

Our proposed 6-unit building fronts onto Heywood Avenue, on the eastern edge of Beacon Hill Park.  It looks 
towards the park’s open meadow and the baseball diamonds at its north-east corner. The site’s current zoning is 
R3-AM2, which permits four-storey multi-family developments. Currently this is the most common building 
massing on Heywood Avenue, typified by the particularly large four-storey apartment blocks that flank the 
subject site. 

The current zoning assumes larger parcels, becoming problematic when it is applied to smaller parcels like the 
subject site.  This site is a leftover from when the area had single-family developments. Over the past decades 
apartment buildings literally built up and around it.  In order to facilitate the development of a project that is 
suitable to the existing use and scale of this streetscape, we are seeking variances to the existing multi-family 
zoning. The proposed variances will permit us to achieve similar zoning parameters to other recent projects in 
the area, which dealt with similar circumstances. We’ve modelled our proposed building per the R-72 zoning of 
a recent project at 1014 Park Blvd., which did not have the existing multi-family zoning that 956 Heywood does. 
We’ve also considered the development currently under construction at 986 Heywood, which has a larger site, 
but is built to similar height and density. 

DESIGN 

The horizontal character of 956 Heywood, the predominantly wood facades and the use of screens relate to the 
linear and decorative qualities of the balconies on the neighbouring buildings. Combined with a flat roof and 
sympathetic massing, our proposed building will fit seamlessly into the existing streetscape. The use of screens 
on the facades will provide relief from hot west sun and will enliven the façade within the filigree of the linear 
overhangs. 

The main floor has a wide street-facing common entry garden that accesses the lobby and an open staircase 
that serves each unit’s exterior entry door.  This creates a “vertical rowhouse” building shape that encourages 
interaction between neighbours.  This architectural feature will effectively create “doors on the street”.  

Units are oriented east-west allowing each one to have a strong relationship to the street and the park.  Living 
areas are oriented to face the street, with quiet spaces deeper in the plan. The north and south sides of the 
building feature a long recess, to break up the mass of the building and provide an opportunity for larger 
openings and light. Operable screens will provide visual interest for occupants and the neighbouring apartments, 
while mitigating any loss of privacy between our proposed new building and its existing neighbours. 

The plantings and entry garden on the proposed Heywood Avenue elevation will be inspired by the meadows of 
Beacon Hill Park. 

ATTACHMENT D
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ZONING 
 
  R3-AM2  R-72 (1014 PARK BLVD) R3-AM2 (986 HEYWOOD AVE) PROPOSED 
 
FSR (4 STOREY) 1.2:1  1.6:1 (9782.34 SF / 908.80 SM) 1.6:1 (25132.12 SF / 2334.85 SM) 1.2:1 (7310.51 SF / 679.17 SM) 
 
BUILDING HEIGHT 39.37’ / 12.0M 39.70’ / 12.10M  46.85’ / 14.28M  44.25' / 13.49M 
 
NO. STOREYS 4  4   4   4 
 
SITE COVERAGE 30%  61% (3729 SF / 346.48 SM) 76% (11928.78 SF / 1108.22 SM) 64% (3911.78 SF / 363.42 SM) 
 
OPEN SITE SPACE   32% (1956.45 SF / 181.76 SM) 17% (2663.85 SF / 247.48 SM) 32% (1951.63 SF / 181.31 SM) 
          * 40% (2422.25 SF / 225.03 SM) 
          * Total including landscaped parking roof
  
 

 
DENSITY 
 
The proposed density and FSR will conform to the allowable density as currently zoned. Both 1014 Park Blvd. 
and 986 Heywood have FSR of 1.6:1, making the density of our project very modest compared to the 
neighbours. 
 
By design, the proposal has no open parking.  The proposed site coverage will be 64%, compared to 62% at 
1014 Park Blvd. and 76% at 986 Heywood. Existing zoning allows 30% site coverage.  The requested 32% of 
extra site coverage is a result of completely enclosing and hiding the proposed parking area.  The roof of the 
parking garage will be landscaped at the rear yard, so it will qualify as open site space. 
 
 
HEIGHT 
 
Due to poor bearing capacity of underlying soils and the complexities of deep excavations on such a tight site, 
Geotechnical and Structural consultants have concluded that minimal excavation should occur. In order to avoid 
the underlying soft clays and accommodate covered and enclosed parking within these constraints, we are 
proposing to have the parking be at grade and the residential units begin on the second story, above the parking.  
The proposal will seek a height variance of 1.49M, for a total building height of 13.49M; which is still shorter 
than the height of 986 Heywood Avenue (14.28M), down the street.  
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SETBACKS 
    

R3-AM2  R-72 (1014 PARK BLVD) R3-AM2 (986 HEYWOOD AVE)    PROPOSED 
 
FRONT YARD  
   SETBACK  34.45’ / 10.50M 16.40’ / 5.00M  12.34’ / 3.76M     21.75’ / 6.63M 
 
REAR YARD 
   SETBACK  19.69’ / 6.00M 18.70’ / 5.70M  23.43’ / 7.14M     12.44’ / 3.79M 
   PARKING PROJECTION      4.00’ / 1.22M     5.00’ / 1.52M 
 
NORTH SIDE YARD SETBACK 19.69’ / 6.00M 4.92’ / 1.50M TO HABITABLE 17.91’ / 5.46M TO HABITABLE    4.50’ / 1.30M 
     NIL TO NON-HABITABLE 2.95’ / 0.90M TO NON-HABITABLE 
 
SOUTH SIDE YARD SETBACK 19.69’ / 6.00M 4.92’ / 1.50M TO HABITABLE 8.07’ / 5.46 TO HABITABLE    4.50’ / 1.37M 
     NIL TO NON-HABITABLE 1.87’ / 0.57M TO NON-HABITABLE 
 
SETBACK EXEMPTIONS  - STEPS & ENTRY - BALCONY OR DECK FACING 
   CANOPIES 14.75’ (4.5M) STREET OR PARK MAY PROJECT 
   TO STREET OR 9.84’ INTO SETBACK 9.19’ (2.80M) 
   (3.00M) TO INT. PL 
 

- WHERE PL ABUT STREET  
MAY BE AVG USING FACES  
WITHIN 4.92’ (1.50M) OF REQ’D 
- NO SETBACK < 9.84’ (3.00M) 
- BALCONY MAY PROJECT 6.56’ (2.00M) 
- BALCONY MAY BE PARTIALLY OR  
TOTALLY ENCLOSED WHERE IT  
MATCHES CLADDING 

    
 
FRONT YARD 
 
To be compatible with the neighbouring buildings, our proposed building has a front-yard setback 1.63M larger 
than allowable per R-72 zoning.  A front-yard setback variance is requested, from 10.5M to 6.63M.  Corner 
windows and balconies at the front façade will visually minimize the proposed building’s massing. Unlike the 
neighbouring apartment buildings and the recent development at 1014 Park Blvd, our proposed balconies on the 
second and third levels will be included in our building footprint and not project any further into our front yard 
setback. 
 
Our original design proposed a front yard setback of 21’-1”, but after feedback from community members and 
city staff we have revised our design to be more respectful of our neighbours. Although we were only able to 
push back our building another 8” to have a total building front yard setback of 21’-9”, we have shifted the 
second and third level units further into the property where they are only 6’-8” proud of our neighbours. We also 
carved out the northwest and southwest corners of the building to improve views to the park.  
 
 
REAR YARD 
 
The proposed rear-yard setback to the above grade storeys of the building is 1.91M more than the typical 
setback per R-72 zoning. While the main level projects beyond this setback, its roof will be landscaped and 
treated as open space, reducing its visual impact on any neighbours. 
 
We are requesting a variance from existing zoning in order to permit the main level to go within 1.52M of the 
rear property line, and for above grade levels (2-4) to be at 3.79M from the rear property line. 
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SIDE YARDS 
 
The proposed side-yard setbacks are 0.13M less than the 1.5M requirement per R-72 zoning. This is a result of 
trying to minimize the variance required for front and rear yard setbacks. We will ensure that the side yard walls 
and overhangs will be built to code as required by the BCBC 2018 to remove all safety concerns. There will also 
be no unprotected openings in the wall plane at the setback to ensure neighbour privacy is not encroached 
upon. Additionally, a 6.83M x 1.93M recess will be carved out of the sides of each above grade floor, to further 
increase setback relief within the side-yards.  R-72 zoning permits uninhabitable parking level to have 0.0M 
setbacks. The minimum proposed setback to the parking level is 1.37M at the side yards, to allow for a 
significant landscape buffer.  
 
We seek to vary the existing zoning to allow for the setbacks noted above. 
 
 
PARKING 
 

R3-AM2  R-72 (1014 PARK BLVD) R3-AM2 (986 HEYWOOD AVE) PROPOSED 
 
NO. UNITS   -  -   21 UNITS   6 
PARKING   1.4/UNIT  0.9/UNIT (6 SPACES)  1.4/UNIT (29 SPACES)  1/UNIT (6 SPACES) 
VISITOR PARKING  -  -   -   - 
BIKE PARKING (SHORT TERM) 6 SPACES  6 SPACES   6 SPACES   6 SPACES 
BIKE PARKING (LONG TERM) 1/UNIT (6 SPACES) 1.25/UNIT (9 SPACES)  1.25/UNIT (22 SPACES, 8 SPACES 
        12 NON-CONFORMING) 

 
A 1:1 ratio will be provided for vehicle parking. This exceeds the required 0.9 parking spaces / unit per R-72 
zoning, and is nominally less than the revised Schedule-C requirements. This site is centrally located and close 
to public transportation and bike routes. The proposed development will provide ample secure long-term bike 
storage in the parking level. 
 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The proposed building suits the targeted use and character of the current zoning.  It will quietly nestle itself into 
Heywood Avenue’s streetscape.  Planning’s support for our requested variances will allow for the current 
zoning’s intended uses to continue on, while providing the opportunity for a fresh development that supports 
empty nesters or young families.  The site is perfectly situated to accommodate this modest project near 
Victoria’s historic and important downtown, across from the much-loved Beacon Hill Park. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Sincerely, 

 
D’Arcy Jones 
Architect AIBC MRAIC 
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CALUC Community 
Input Meeting Report:  
November 22nd, 2018 
Address: 956 Heywood


Developer: Luke Mari, Purdey 
Group (Aryze) lmari@purdeygroup.com

Architect: D’Arcy Jones Architects


Attendance: 8


This property is the last one to be developed on this block and it is surrounded by 4 storey res-
idential buildings.


Rezoning 
Requested

Current  
Zone

Proposed 

R3-AM-2 R-72 zone (a
neighbouring R-72 has
a lane access and this
property does not.)or
site specific zone
closely related to R-72

Number of Units Orphaned House Multi Family 7


Current Zone Proposed
Site Coverage 30% 72.2% (including 

balconies)

FSR (Floor Space Ratio) 1.58:1

Number of Storeys 4 4

Height 48.25 ft or 14.7M

Number of parking stalls 1.4 per unit 1.0 per unit 7 parking 
stall (No visitor parking)

Rear (East) Setback 3M 1.2M to parking garage 
level

For Staff Consideration
ATTACHMENT E
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Neighbourhood Comments Feedback on development proposal: 

Mass: Front setback. “It sticks out further”: 
• Picture doesn’t really show how much further it sticks out from us (approx. 7 feet 

past)

• You need to make it smaller

• I like the design if you push it back a bit

• Would it be possible to move the building back to the same setback as the other 2 

neighbouring buildings?

• “I won’t be able to see the sky anymore”

• Your building will be the “only one” that sticks out

•  “Jutting out (front setback) and too high.  You should be the same as the neighbour 

buildings”


Loss of Light: 
• You are taking morning light away from neighbours

• If we have to live with a blank wall keep it a light colour so at least we get some re-

flective light

• large light blocking wall to the north

• “all I’m going to see is a wall”

• How about murals, so if we have to look at a wall, at least make it interesting.


Loss of View 
• 964 Heywood NW Corner currently has a beautiful city view.  Building higher and 

moving forward we would be losing our north view.  (The west view will remain un-
encumbered.)


Design: 
• Due to soil conditions there is no underground parking because they would 

have to get permission from the neighbours north and south to encroach on 

Front (West) Setback 10.5M 6.43M

Side (North) Setback 3M 1.51M

Side (South) Setback 3M 1.5 to habitable 

.59 to non habitable 
(garage)

Number of protected 
trees None

Community Amenity 
Contribution

None

For Staff Consideration
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their property during construction. Neighbours do not want this encroach-
ment hence, it is surface parking.


• The first storey is higher than neighbouring buildings because of the parking not be-
ing able to be underground. 


Greenspace & Gardens: 
• The mature trees visible from Heywood are on neighbouring north and south 

properties.


Comments on Land Use policy: 
• “Zoning should guide the land use.”

• “Variances are way too big and should only be small.”

• “If you can’t depend on zoning, or community plans, you build whatever you want.”

• “This [proposed building] will set a precedent [not preserve the existing develop-

ment pattern] for our neighbourhood, with heritage houses isolated between over 
sized buildings.  Good bye green space, and privacy.”


• 6.2.1 DRAFT Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan Public Realm Policies: Maintain and en-
hance the existing urban tree canopy on all street to support attractive streetscapes 
and walkable environments.  This proposal does not support this. 

Noted: In the discussion, about moving the front setback it was discussed re-
moving a parking space to move the building back, and the difficulty of this be-
cause of the placement of the elevator.


See attached letters to CALUC


For Staff Consideration
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From: CALUC chair planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca
Subject: Fw: 956 Heywood Avenue

Date: December 5, 2018 at 11:33 AM
To: Board President president@fairfieldcommunity.ca, kwhite1@shaw.ca, skai8@me.com, rmj8485@icloud.com,

davidwls930@gmail.com, nhumphre@shaw.ca, Joanna Fox joannafox@telus.net, joanne.ca@shaw.ca
Cc: alicejalbert@shaw.ca

 

Sent:	Monday,	November	26,	2018	2:51	PM
To:	mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca;	CALUC	chair
Subject:	956	Heywood	Avenue
 
Re: 956 Heywood Avenue

I am alarmed and dismayed at the proposed development of 956 Heywood Avenue.

For Staff Consideration
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It is a tiny lot and the new building would be shoehorned onto it, reducing light and privacy for
neighbours on either side.

986 Heywood and 1014 Park Blvd are given as comparable recent developments in the area. But
in neither case are there the kind of open balconies that are such an integral part of 964 Heywood
and 909 Pendergast St.

Are people supposed to sit out in the shaddow of an enormous cube? Residents would be deprived
of full enjoyment of their property. And no doubt their property would lose potential resale value.

I was unable to attend the planning meeting on Nov 22 but wish to voice my strong opposition to
the proposed  development as is.

Sincerely,

408-964 Heywood Avenue

For Staff Consideration
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Sent:	Tuesday,	December	11,	2018	1:00	PM	
To:	mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca	
Cc:	CALUC	chair;	ajohnston@victoria.ca	
Subject:	956	Heywood	lack	of	noOces	&	opposed 
  
Dear Mayor Helps and Council, 

I did not get a notice from the City for the Community Meeting for the 
proposed development at 956 Heywood, as is the case with several other 
people. I live next door in a condo at 964 Heywood. 

I have checked with 13 people who live in the two condo buildings on either 
side of the proposed development. Nine are sure they did not get the notice. 
Five do not recall getting it, but can't be sure. I have not found anyone who got 
it.  

At first when I question some people, they think they did got it, but when I ask 
them further they refer to the information that some people received from the 
developer and then clarify they did not get anything from the City. 

I have met with Alec Johnston, Senior Planner, about the lack of notices and he 
is looking into this.  

A neighbour who did not get the notice went to City Hall and was told to take it 
up with Canada Post. 

Can another community meeting can be scheduled to remedy this situation? I 
look forward to a reply from you. 

I am strongly opposed to the proposed development. 

When I purchased my condo, I carefully examined the zoning of 956 Heywood 
as it is to my immediate north and my balcony and windows look onto it. At 
present there is a single family dwelling. The proposal is for a condo with four 
stories plus part of a parking level garage with 7 units. 

For Staff Consideration
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The proposal is drastically different than the zoning which is in place and 
which I based my purchase on. 

The existing zoning is for 30 % site coverage. The proposal is for 72.2%.  

The zoning height is 12 M. The proposal is 14.2 M. 

The zoning front set back is 10.5 M (for 4 storeys) and the proposal is 6.43 M. 
The buildings adjacent are set back about 11.35 M. The proposal would jut out 
in comparison and block views of Beacon Hill Park. Front balcony zoning is 
for 2 M. The proposal is for 2.5 M. Balconies next door at 964 Heywood are 
1.5 M. 

The zoning rear setback for a 12 M height (the maximum height) is 6 M. The 
proposal is for only 1.21 M for the parking level garage and 6.01 M for the rest 
of the building. 

For the south side setback which is beside the building I am in, the setback for 
a 12 M height is 6 M. The proposal is for only 0.59 M for the parking level 
garage and only 1.51 M for the rest of the building!! 

The north side setback is proposed for 1.51 M as compared to the 6 M zoning 
(for a height of 12 M). The proposal would effectively cut off the sun for many 
of the residents next door at 909 Pendergast. 

The proposal is far too massive for the site, is intrusive and does not fit in with 
the  buildings on either side.  

The proposal is not respectful or in keeping with what the City has planned for 
with the present zoning for this site.  

Thank you. 

 
305-964 Heywood Ave 

For Staff Consideration
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Advisory Design Panel Minutes Page 7 
January 22, 2020 

3.3 Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood 
Avenue 

The City is considering a Development Permit with Variance application to construct a 
four-storey multiple dwelling building. 

Applicant meeting attendees: 

BIANCA BODLEY BIOPHILIA DESIGN COLLECTIVE 
D’ARCY JONES D’ARCY JONES ARCHITECTS 

Alec Johnston provided the Panel with a brief introduction of the application and the areas 
that Council is seeking advice on, including the following: 

• window placement and privacy impacts

• parking entrance and street relationship

• landscaping in response to context

• any other aspects of the proposal on which the ADP chooses to comment.

D’arcy Jones provided the Panel with a detailed presentation of the site and context of the 
proposal and Bianca Bodley provided the Panel with details of the proposed landscape 
plan. 

The Panel asked the following questions of clarification: 

• is the west stairwell enclosed?
o It is open air, and enclosed only at the top

• what material is proposed for the overhang?
o metal

• are you worried about glare with the overhangs?
o some glare is intended to spread light throughout

• what is the purpose of the screens?
o they are operable and meant to be playful

• can you explain on the west elevation of the roof deck what the grey boxes are?
o you are looking at the screens that would contain the hatches

• what is the surface of the wall on the first level?
o concrete and glass

• what is the landscaping between the existing buildings currently?
o that area was not surveyed.  From the drawing it looks like a hedge

• what will the landscaping on the roof look like, and will it be irrigated?
o combinations of plantings, such as Pampas grass. Yes, it will be irrigated

• where is the roof access for level four?
o it is a hatch at the top of the stairs

• is there a guard on the roof garden?
o yes.

Panel members discussed: 

• window placements

• the impact on privacy of surrounding neighbours

ATTACHMENT F
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Advisory Design Panel Minutes Page 8 
January 22, 2020 

• appreciation for the concept in the landscaping plan. 
 
Motion: 
 
It was moved by Jessi-Anne Reeves, seconded by Jason Niles, that Development Permit 
with Variances Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue be approved with the 
following changes: 
 

• consideration of the minimum side yard setbacks affecting livability to the 
neighbours. 

 
Carried 6:1 

 
For: Sorin Birliga, Jason Niles, Jessi-Anne Reeves, Carl-Jan Rupp, Brad Forth, 

Pamela Madoff 
Opposed: Karen Sander 
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06 July 2020 

Re: 956 Heywood- ADP Response  

Attn: Alec Johnston, Senior Planner 

As you are aware, our application for 956 Heywood was heard by the Advisory Design Panel on January 
22, 2020 with the resulting motion to approve the application with “Consideration of the minimum side 
yard setbacks affecting livability to the neighbours” supportively voted on by the panel. We appreciate 
the many aspects of the project they discussed and are grateful for the support for the project put forward. 
In regards to their specific motion considerations, we reviewed the design to see if there was a way to 
accommodate some changes. Unfortunately, due to the unique constraints of the site, we are unable to 
make any further revisions for the following reasons: 

1. Our current design reflects a two unit per floor layout, each unit is a mirror of the other. At their
widest point, the units are 15’ wide and at their narrowest point they are 12’ in width, for
reference, a normal condominium unit carries a width of 19’ to 26’. Furthermore, the building
core and circulation space cannot be narrowed any more while still meeting the requires of the
BC Building Code. This means that any increases in side yard setback must come from the livable
space within the unit themselves. Due to the already narrow unit plans, any reduction in unit
width will significantly impact the livability of these proposed homes and compromise fire safety
exiting to the two egress points.

2. Building upon work done previously, we again looked at reducing the building height by sinking
the structure with our geotechnical consultants. This was our original plan, placing the parking
underground thereby reducing the overall building height. The two different drill tests done on the
property indicate the site consists of soft grey and brown clays to a depth of 18.6m, well below
the required 3.5m for underground parking. In order to reduce the height of the building through
excavation, we require shoring on all property lines due to the instability of the soil. When we
approached the neighbouring buildings for the required access to accomplish the shoring, they
politely refused due to the complex nature of their lease-hold building tenure. Given the Site
Classification for Seismic Site Response ‘E’, the worst soil classification possible, we had no
choice but to put the parking at grade eliminating the possibility of sinking the building to reduce
height.

3. We ran an enhanced sun study and the results essentially show that any reduction to height or
setbacks has no measurable benefit to the lower units of the neighbouring building as for many

Aryze Developments Inc.  
1839 Fairfield Road Victoria, BC V8S 1G9  Tel (250) 940-3568  

Email: info@aryze.ca Instagram: @aryzedevelopments 
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parts of the year, they are already shadowed by existing buildings. In addition, the upper floor 
units experienced a minimal reduction in shading but in order to accomplish this benefit, the 
changes render the project infeasible.  

 

4. We understand that our project will create additional shadows, it is part of the challenge of 
building on one of the last undeveloped properties in this urban area. Through GIS we ran an 
analysis that shows this urban situation is not without precedent, there are in fact 343 other 
multi-family buildings with a 7m or less building separation which represents 26% of the entire 
City’s multi-family building stock. This de facto urban context highlights the need for high 
quality architecture to mitigate the impacts where possible. We believe our approach to 
architecture on this very challenging site achieves many of the stated City objectives both in 
policy and design guidelines. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, please feel free to reach out with any questions or concerns.  

 
Kind Regards, 
 

 
  
Luke Mari 
Principal, Development 
Aryze Developments 
luke@aryze.ca 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Enhanced sun study 
2. MF separation analysis 

 
 

Aryze Developments Inc.  
1839 Fairfield Road Victoria, BC V8S 1G9  Tel (250) 940-3568  

Email: info@aryze.ca Instagram: @aryzedevelopments 
2 
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Multi Family Building Within 7m

There are approximately 343 
Multi Family Buildings 7 metres 
or less from another Multi Family 
Building in Victoria
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1

Devon Cownden

Subject: 956 Heywood avenue development � Purdue group (meeting notice)

From: Dianne Brooks 

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 11:23 AM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>; planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: 956 Heywood avenue development - Purdue group (meeting notice) 

I received the ‘community meeting notice proposed development’.  

I live at 964 Heywood Avenue . . .   Ext door to the proposed development. 

I feel that 4 stories squeezed between the two apartment buildings will seriously create a ‘hemmed in’ feeling and 

reduce the quality of living and value of our lease hold properties considerably 

I believe that the new development residents will also feel hemmed in between the two looming apartment buildings. 

Perhaps 3 stories only would create a more specious feeling and quality of life for all residents.  

Very depressing to have to face a huge wall in your window. 

 many thanks  

Dianne Brooks 

Resident 964 Heywood avenue 

Attachment H
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1

Devon Cownden

Subject: 956 Heywood Avenue

From: anne   

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 2:51 PM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>; planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: 956 Heywood Avenue 

 

Re: 956 Heywood Avenue 

 

I am alarmed and dismayed at the proposed development of 956 Heywood Avenue. 

 

It is a tiny lot and the new building would be shoehorned onto it, reducing light and privacy for neighbours on either 

side. 

 

986 Heywood and 1014 Park Blvd are given as comparable recent developments in the area. But in neither case are 

there the kind of open balconies that are such an integral part of 964 Heywood and 909 Pendergast St. 

 

Are people supposed to sit out in the shaddow of an enormous cube? Residents would be deprived of full enjoyment of 

their property. And no doubt their property would lose potential resale value. 

 

I was unable to attend the planning meeting on Nov 22 but wish to voice my strong opposition to the proposed  

development as is. 

 

Sincerely, 

Anne Cuthbert 

408-964 Heywood Avenue 
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1

Devon Cownden

Subject: Development of 956 Heywood Avenue, Victoria

From: Lottie Ericson   

Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 10:49 AM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>; planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca; Geoff Young 

(Councillor) <gyoung@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Development of 956 Heywood Avenue, Victoria 

 
  

I am writing this letter because of concern over a proposed multifamily building on 956 Heywood Avenue as 

it does not at all meet the by City Council proposed plan of gentle densification in the Fairfield area close to 

Beacon Hill Park. The picture of the building I received shows a 4 foot above ground parking garage and 9 foot 

ceilings in each unit and it makes the building look very obtrusive on our very picturesque street.  

 

Unfortunately I didn't received the notice of the Nov 22 meeting so hence I never heard the presentation by 

Aryze, the development company proposing the building, but, from what I have seen of the plan, many of the 

zoning bylaws are not followed, i.e. the proposed building is higher than allowed, the building will take up 

twice the allowed area on the lot and the building is being pushed forward much too close to the street. As 

the building will also be very close to the existing buildings, Villa Royale on Heywood Ave and Edgemont 

Villa on Pendergast Street it will obstruct the view of the lovely park and let less light into the apartments 

facing the new building. 

 

I don't really want to use the saying "we were here first" but I do hope that the members of Victoria City 

Council will, after having looked at this proposal closely, ask ARYZE Development Company to redo their plan 

and understand why we, the residents of this area chose to live here.  

 

This is an historical area for people, locals and tourists alike, to walk, bike and even explore it sitting in a horse-

drawn carriage . Please let this unique area of Victoria stay unique. 

 

Regards, 

 

Lottie Ericson  

419-964 Heywood Avenue, Victoria BC 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: 956 Heywood Avenue Proposed Development

December 15, 2018 

 

Mayor and Council of Victoria (mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca) 

Planning and Zoning Department (planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca) 

Jeremy Loveday (jloveday@victoria.ca) 

 

 

Re: 956 Heywood Avenue Proposed Development 

 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

 

I am the resident owner of Suite 204, 964 Heywood Avenue and am also the owner of Suite 123 in the same 

building. I have lived here for almost 20 years. 

 

I was not able to attend the Fairfield community meeting held on November 22 and wish to voice my opposition 

to the proposed development. 

 

The current proposal does not fit into the present landscape and community of this area. This is primarily a 

residential neighbourhood with a mixture of individual houses and low rise apartment buildings. 

 

The proposed development, with its footprint almost to the sidewalk and to the neighbouring apartment 

buildings surrounding it, and its proposed height (equivalent to 5 or 6 stories), compared to its neighbours, is 

more suitable for an urban inner city environment and not a residential neighbourhood bordering beautiful 

Beacon Hill Park. 

 

The proposal seeks to utilize almost every square foot of the property with no regard for green space, gardens or 

lawns- solely to maximize profits. 

 

The building will dwarf and tower over its adjoining neighbours- restricting light and views for the its north and 

south facing neighbours. 

 

Although the building purports to have only four storeys, because of the proposed shallow underground parking 

lot and the increased ceiling heights in the units, the true height of the building will tower over the two 

adjoining four storey apartment buildings. 

 

The lot itself, which now contains one residential home, set well back from the street with a driveway to the 

street, is just too small to accommodate such a large development. It would be more suitable for a duplex or 

multi-family 4 unit strata development and not a 7 unit condo development. 

 

Despite the developer’s statement, the proposed building will not provide affordable housing for Victoria 

residents, but will be just another million dollar luxury condo development to add to the already crowded 

market. 

 

In closing, I would like to reiterate my opposition to the proposed development. 
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From: *bsilvergold < >  
Sent: December 16, 2018 2:42 PM 
To: planandzone@fairfieldcommuniity.ca; Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 965 Heywood Avenue 
 
 

 

I am writing concerning the development project for 956 Heywood Avenue the Fairfield Community of 

Victoria. Living within the 100 meter perimeter of the project, I was supposed to be convened to a meeting on 

November 22, 2018 to discuss the project.  In fact ,very few of the people in our building at 964 Heywood 

were actually notified of this meeting, and this evening one of the six or seven attendees managed to inform 

others in the building of the intended project. 

 

The “quietly nestled”…”modest” project is anything but. Apparently, in order to build seven units, the 

developers have asked for derogations to the existing zoning laws to an extremely detrimental degree. 

 

                        What the zoning is:           What the developers have requested: 

Lot coverage……….30%…………………………….72% (!) 

front setback………10.5m……………………………6.43m 

rear setback…………6m……………………………..1.21m         

side setback…………6m……………………………..1.21 m and 0.5m    

 

Additionally, for seven units, they feel it necessary to have an underground parking which would allow them 

to go higher than the other multi-family dwellings in the neighbourhood.       

 

Not only will this building scream its presence in the neighbourhood, pushing out to the sidewalk like a giant 

cliff, but it will also effect the quality of life of the hundreds of adjacent residents. 24 units will have their 

views obliterated, 16 others severely compromised.  People with balconies will no longer be able to profit from 

them with the proximity of walls beside them. The developers say nothing about green space at all. The 

shadow cast by this behemoth will be enormous, and concrete will replace grass and trees. 

 

The present zoning laws have been mostly respected in our neighbourhood, Multi-unit construction does not 

invade the old single-family buildings that dominate the area. Re-zoning will hopefully not threaten this fine, 

green place. 

 

I think the City Council should ask itself what kind of environment it wants to create.  If the problem is truly 

creating housing for the many people needing it, these huge, expensive apartments do not fit the bill, and 

certainly do nothing to enhance a wonderful neighbourhoodnue 

 

 

Barbara Silvergold 
202-964 Heywood Avenue 
Victoria, B.C. V8V 2Y5 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: Not in favour of 956 Heywood development

From: Dave   

Sent: Monday, December 17, 2018 4:57 PM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: Not in favour of 956 Heywood development 

 

 

To whom it may concern: 

 

                Subject:   956 Heywood development     

 

I am not in favour of the development proposal for 956 Heywood. 

 

Please reject this proposal and  encourage the developer to abandon the current plan. 

 

I own a condo which faces directly onto the site.  This development would drastically reduce the property 

values of all units facing into 956 Heywood due to the over height and over sized proposed building.   

 

The proposal is too high, the setbacks are completely inadequate and the site coverage is way to large. 

 

I hope you will not approve this.   The space available is suitable for a much much smaller building. 

 

Thank you 

 

 

Dave Brownell 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: 956 Heywood

From: Rod Bieller   

Sent: Monday, December 17, 2018 1:41 PM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Subject: 956 Heywood 

 

To whom it may concern:  I have been a property owner in Fairfield  for over 40 years and walk Heywood on a 

regular basis.  I find the proposed project ill conceived at best with the way it sticks out rather than blend 

in.   With a background in property development I understand the developers need to maximise return on 

investment.  In this case the plan is flawed from a design aspect in the way it overwhelms the lot.   

To have this design at the entrance of Beacon Hill Park does not make sense.  I am not against development nor 

am I a nimby but this development in my view does not work as planned.  Please have the  developer bring the 

first floor down to grade and have the parking garage below grade to lower the height, as well set the front of 

building in line with the buildings on each side, as the design shows now it kind of sticks out like a sore 

thumb.  Regards Rod Bieller 135 Howe st. Victoria V8V4K5    
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December 18, 2018

Mayor Lisa Helps and Members of Council

1 Centennial Square

Victoria, B.C. V8W 1P6

Dear Mayor Helps and Members of Council,

Re: Proposed Rezoning for property at 956 Heywood Avenue

As an owner in the adjacent property, I am writing to express my strong objection to the proposal for

956 Heywood Avenue.

The site's current zoning is R3AM-2 and the proponent is seeking numerous and significant variances for

their proposed development. My concerns about the variances are as follows:

Site Coverage: from current 30% to 72.2%

Height: from current 12M to 14.2M

Front Yard: from current 10.5M to 6.43M

Rear Yard: from current 9M to within 1.21M of rear property line

Side Yards: from current greater of 3M or 1/2 bldg height to 0.6M South side (parking level)

This is a very small building site and the developer's proposal is totally out of proportion to the site.

Aside from the fact that these are huge variances from current zoning, these variances would put the

new building too close to the adjacent properties, plus the proposed height would make it higher than

the two adjacent buildings. The proposed sidelines and height of the building are inappropriate to these

adjacent buildings as they significantly reduce valuable natural light for residents whose balconies would

face this over height new building.

Further, the proposal ignores the current zoning and mostly makes comparisons to buildings at 1014

Park Blvd and 986 Heywood. These are not suitable comparisons for the following reasons:

1. The comparatives are not adjacent to this proposed development (they are two blocks away).

2. The buildings adjacent to those developments do not have open balconies facing them and taking

away so much natural light.

3. They are different zoning (R-72) and the developer makes his case as if that different zoning is a

"given" for this proposal.

4. The exceptions granted for those two buildings in the neighbourhood do not, and should not, make

those buildings the "benchmark" for new proposals as the proponent of this project claims.

With regard to parking, again, the developer talks about R-72 zoning which is not the current zoning and

makes the assumption that a zoning change to that category is a given. The site is centrally located so is

very walkable, bikeable, and close to public transportation. There would be no need for underground

parking if a smaller structure that is more fitting to the site was designed.

With respect to the design, the developer talks of "empty nesters and young families" yet is proposing

suites that are 1240 sq ft and one at over 1700 sq ft. Given that the suites at the noted comparison

property at 986 Heywood sold for over $1.2 million each, this is not a proposal that is aimed to
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"modestly" benefit the neighbourhood. A design with smaller suites may provide more affordability and

could work without asking for such major variances that are detrimental to space, light, and aesthetics

currently enjoyed by neighbouring residents in the adjacent properties.

Under the current zoning a duplex could be built. Alternatively, if a rezoning is permitted, the developer

should be required to reduce the height of the building and the size of the suites so that a reasonable

sized building be built to fit "seamlessly into the existing streetscape" (quote from developer's

proposal). This current proposal definitely does NOT fit seamlessly into either the streetscape or the

adjacent properties.

The variances asked for, particularly the height, front, and side setback variances, make this building

inappropriate in relation to the properties adjacent to it .and to the neighbourhood in general.

I respectfully ask that Council (and the Fairfield Community Land Use Committee) turn down these

variances.

Respectfully submitted,

_fJ/y-44
A.Szilos

cc. Fairfield Gonzales Community Association, Land Use Committee
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Devon Cownden

Subject: 956 HEYWOOD PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

From: Inez walker   

Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 2:12 PM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Subject: 956 HEYWOOD PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT. 

 

GREETINGS; 

PLEASE TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THE LAND USE OF THIS PROPERTY, FIRST. 

ANY BUILDING THAT GOES IN THAT SPACE WILL LOOK LIKE A MCDONALD'S SANDWICH 

BETWEEN  TWO LARGE BUILDINGS.  

IT WOULD BE PUT TO BETTER USE AS A GREEN SPACE NEXT TO BEACON HILL PARK THAT 

WOULD PROVIDE A REST AREA FOR THAT AREA OF THE PARK AS THERE IS NO SEATING IN 

THAT AREA AT THE PRESENT TIME.  

IT COULD ALSO HOUSE A STATUE OF QUEEN VISCTORIA WHO DECLARED IT A PARK IN THE 

FIRST PLACE AND THEIR IS NO RECOGNITION OF THIS IN THE PARK.   

I AM VERY MUCH AGAINST THE PRESENT PROPOSAL AS THEY DO NOT CONSIDER OUR LOCAL 

GUIDLINES AND THE PRESENT PROPOSAL JUST DOESN'T FIT IN.  

 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION, 

INEZ WALKER, 

909 PENDERGAST ST. 

APT. 306 

 

CC   plan and zone@fairfield community. ca 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: 956 Heywood Proposed Development

From: Lene Kroll   

Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 8:36 PM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: 956 Heywood Proposed Development 

 

Hello 

 
I am a resident at 964 Heywood Ave. and am horrified at what is is going on in the Fairfield area (and 

I suppose others). 
A healthy city needs to support small animal habitat as well as the majority of human 

inhabitants in it.   Unhealthy environments include noise and air pollution , but two main 
"rights" of a citizen renting or owning an apartment are admittance of sunlight and 

daylight even during winter solstice.   A good standard of outlook is also essential 
especially for north facing suites.  Enough space should be present between balconies 

that face each other to provide some privacy.   The design of outdoor space is as 
important as the building and has a significant impact on residents and neighbors. 
 

There seems to be a panic present in the state of housing, as there well should be since 
it was set aside for far too many years.   But giving developers carte blanche to do 

anything they like with a space has disastrous consequences!  I, and most of my friends 
are fearful of seeing one ugly cement block after another fill up all the green spaces that 

make Fairfield so livable. 
 

This particular group that are interested in a small parcel of land at 956 Heywood that 
sits between two rows of facing apartment buildings has pointed out the fact that "other 

developers" where allowed to build what he envisions...I only hope someone actually 
goes to those sites to look.....the situations of very dissimilar.  Both fill the lots and have 

cemented over any potential green space as well which is a shame....but apparently 
quite all right with our mayor and town planners. 

There is also mention of providing housing for "middle income" families or couples to 
retire to.   This would only be affordable to the top 15% of income earners in this fair 

city (and of course those from overseas)....and we already have many "luxury suites" 
popping up.  What we need is truly affordable accommodation for the rest of us 

Victorians who actually live work and retire here. 
 

Anyway I really can't see how you can allow this kind of development to go ahead 

especially for this particular plot of land. A well designed low duplex or small fourplex 
would even be difficult, but with imagination and an eye to good landscaping could 

probably be done.   The expiration of the lease on 964 Heywood would also make it 

difficult to plan around this lot once developed. 
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These are a few sad cries from one of your citizens as I watch the wildlife and trees 

slowly disappear. 
 

Thank you 

Lene Kroll  
#208 964 Heywood Ave. 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: FW: 956 Haywood Proposed Development

From: Niall Maloney   

Sent: December 19, 2018 11:37 AM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: Re: 956 Haywood Proposed Development 

 
To whom it made concern, I’m writing to express my disagreement against the following development. As proposed 

siutluated on a small lot between two complexes, the building porposed is would be oversized height and width which 

would block view and light to the following buildings.  

 

As a resident of 909 Pendergast Street, hope you consider my dissatisfaction in this development. 

 

Thank You  

 

Niall Maloney  

909 Pendergast Street  

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

 

 

Devon Cownden 

Planning Secretary 

Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

Phone: 250-361-0283 

Email: dcownden@victoria.ca  
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Devon Cownden

Subject: Comments on Design Rationale 956 Heywood Ave

From: Dave Marshall   

Sent: December 19, 2018 11:12 AM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: Comments on Design Rationale 956 Heywood Ave 

 

For Victoria Mayor and Council, and CALUC for Fairfield-Gonzales Community Association: 

Re: 956 Heywood Ave Design Rationale 
 

I am a resident (lessor/taxpayer/retired) of 964 Heywood Ave, an adjacent property to this proposed 

development. 

 

Aryze Development published a 4-page "Design Rationale" for a 7-unit development - I trust that the reader has 

access to that document.  The document lays out requests for and rationales for zoning variances and was the 

basis to kick off a Fairfield-Gonzales Community Assn meeting between the developers and community 

members.  N.B., many if not most residents of the adjacent buildings did not receive this meeting notice nor the 

document - the city planning/zoning department cited Canada Post as the culprit for lack of notice. 

 

The zoning variance rationales (setback, height, property coverage) are misleading and if agreed to, would 

deliver hardship to the adjacent residents.  If the developers followed the local zoning like every other building 

on the block, it would be tough on adjacent residents, but development is a fact of life in the city and we must 

endure.  All of us who purchased here knew or could have known the zoning.  If the zoning variances were 

agreed to as requested, 16 suites in the buildings at 909 Pendergast and 964 Heywood will have their 

entire/only portal to Beacon Hill Park, the sky and ambient light all or nearly-all obliterated - a blow to 

quality of life and property value.  Another 16 suites in those buildings will be meaningfully harmed in a 

similar way, and another 8 suites less so.   If the current zoning were followed, the harm would be significantly 

reduced. 

 

The significant variance requests are for setbacks, height, and site coverage, the "devil in the details" items that 

justify the wishes of the developer.  With the combined variances, the new building would rise 12% higher than 

the neighbouring buildings and combined with the massively increased site coverage (30% now to 72% 

proposed) and reduced front/side setbacks, would overwhelmingly fill the space that is the portal to the world 

for 20-30 households.  The net result is a relatively massive building that assaults the well-being, view, and 

light for many adjacent residents.  It can reasonably be stated that there is not room in that space for a 7-unit 

building, but possibly room for a 4-plex or duplex.  The developers deftly make their case for variances, but fail 

to address the forthcoming devastation to adjacent residents - for that, Mayor and Council is our only 

hope.  Please help us. 

 

In the variance requests, a comparison was always made between 1) the current zoning R3AM-2, 2) 1014 Park 

Ave recent development, 3) 986 Heywood recent development, and 4) the proposal.  Comments for each 

numbered item follow: 

1. The current zoning is reasonable and appears to be followed by buildings in the area.  If one puts a 

building at 956 Heywood following this zoning, it will be tough for adjacent residents but could be 
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endured.  Good arguments could be made that the zoning could be tightened due to special 

circumstances, rather than relaxed. 

2. The building at 1014 Park is similar in some respects but not similar in context.  Notably, the buildings 

on either side do not have their portals to the world obliterated by the new building - there are only 

bedroom windows on either side of 1014 Park.  The adjacent buildings still have their views and 

ambient light intact.   

3. The building at 986 Heywood is again similar in some respects but not similar in context.  There is 

nothing but bedroom windows facing on the building to the south and these resident's park/view/light 

access is intact.  Regarding the town homes to the north, the new building delivers some hurt to 2-4 

suites, but arguably not great as there is 15 meters or so space between the buildings (as crudely stepped 

off by me). 

4. The proposed variances are good for the developers, at the cost of pain for the nearby residents.  Same 

for the city: any benefit (e.g. tax revenue) is offset by pain to nearby residents. 

Thanks in advance for your consideration.  Sincerely, 

Dave Marshall (#306-964 Heywood, cell ) 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: Proposed Development 956 Heywood Ave

From: Keir Cordner   

Sent: December 20, 2018 4:32 PM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: Proposed Development 956 Heywood Ave 

 

Mayor and Council, 

 

I write today to voice my opposition to the proposed development variance at 956 Heywood Ave.  I am also 

voicing my concerns regarding the notification process for the first public meeting, or should I say no 

notification process.   

 

Public Consultation – Notification of Public Meeting 

I reside at 411- 964 Heywood Avenue as an owner and received no notification of the public meeting held 

November 22, 2018.  The neighbors I have spoken to also did not receive any notification of the community 

meeting.  I have heard that Canada Post has been used as a reason that adequate notifications were not 

received.  The Developer has a duty to inform the community and give opportunity to attend and discuss public 

concerns relating to developments and variances.  Canada Post has nothing to do with this duty.  If the 

community was not properly informed of the public meeting due to the postal strike, I feel that the developer 

did not fulfill their duty to inform, and should re-notify and hold another community meeting after proper 

notification has been provided.  The public meeting held on November 22, 2018 should not represent 

community consultation as the community was not adequately notified. 

 

Development Not suited to the Neighborhood 
1. The height variance is unacceptable.  The two recent developments who successfully received approval for 

overheight variance should not be used as reasonable comparisons to the neighborhood.  If recent properties 

that received height variances are used solely as the comparisons it sets precedence for all future developments 

seeking height variances.  Sight lines in the Cook Street Village area are valuable to residents and should not be 

compromised for economic gain.  The giant totem pole, the fireworks at the parliament buildings, the Empress 

Hotel, Craigdarroch Castle, Moss Rock are examples of some of the important sights enjoyed.  I would hate to 

see the sightline wars of Toronto and Vancouver occur in our beautiful city. 

2. The ecological value of the Beacon Hill ecosystem is incredibly valuable to the local neighborhood and the 

city.  Truly one of the most beautiful urban parks in Canada.  Should densities in the area continue to increase, 

the stress on the park ecosystem must be evaluated.  I suggest that an environmental impact assessment of 

projects such as the proposed development be undertaken to evaluate impacts on migratory birds, owls, and 

other sensitive flora and fauna in the area.  This will become increasingly important if developments continue to 

obtain variances in height and density. 

3. The aesthetic of the proposed development is not a good match for the area.  The development provides 

minimal frontage roadside clearance and impacts sightlines for many neighboring properties.  Minimal side lot 

clearance has been proposed as well.  Neighboring lots will be so close the this development if it proceeds that 

they will be staring at concrete wall or be stared down by neighbors now in such close proximity. 

 

In summary, I am opposed to the height variance sought by the developer and feel the frontage and side lot 

allowances are too minimal.  This development continues a trend for economic gain at the expense of a 

wonderful quiet community with a very diverse park ecosystem. 
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I trust you will ensure that the community is adequately informed of all future opportunities to discuss the 

development, and that you will consider holding another initial public consultation meeting where community 

members are properly informed.   

 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Keir Cordner 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: 956 HEYWOOD

From: BERNARD HAMBLY   

Sent: December 22, 2018 11:54 AM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: 956 HEYWOOD 

 

As a resident in this beautiful community on the edge of Beacon Hill Park I am totally against the proposed development 

for 956 Heywood.  I live next door & will be affected by its size & proximity.   

 

The proposed design is, frankly, hideous & totally out of character with this neighbourhood.  It is not too much to say 

that it is a monstrosity when seen in the midst of the 2 apartment buildings on either side. It is far too large, far too high, 

far too close to the neighbouring buildings, & far too obtrusive - completely overshadowing the adjacent buildings & 

eliminating views. 

 

If something is to be allowed on this lot, it must be much smaller & less obtrusive, & be within the existing zoning 

allowances  in order to respect the neighbours & the neighbourhood in general. 

 

Please consider this carefully.  One look at the picture of the proposed building dwarfing & almost touching its 

neighbours should be enough to say it must not be approved as is.  I am sure that this picture on the front page of the 

Times Colonist would engender a universal horror & unbelief 

 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

 

Sincerely,  B. R. Hambly 

 

#304-964 Heywood Ave. 

 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Devon Cownden

Subject: Re. 956 Heywood Avenue Proposed Development

From: Brian Grison   

Sent: Friday, January 04, 2019 7:40 AM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Subject: Re. 956 Heywood Avenue Proposed Development 

 

January 1, 2019 

  

Mayor and Council of Victoria (mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca) 

Planning and Zoning Department (planingandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 

Jeremy Loveoy  

  

RE: 956 Heywood Avenue Proposed Development 

  

Dear Sir and/or Madam, 

  

I am a resident of Villa Royale, an apartment building of leasehold condominiums and rentals, 

at  964 Heywood Avenue in Victoria. I have lived in this building approximately three years. 

  

I was unable to attend the Fairfield Community meeting held on November 22 to voice my 

opposition to the proposed project. I will outline one of my objections here: 

  

1. Beyond the core of Victoria’s downtown, this city is a landscape of primarily private homes 

and low-rise apartment buildings surrounded by lawns, gardens and trees. Most of the lots are 

too small for ‘monster houses’ a type of building that does not accommodate lawns, gardens or 

trees. The apartment building proposed for 956 Heywood Avenue is a ‘monster-building'. It’s 
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design would require the destruction of the lawns, garden and trees that surround the current 

house on that property.  

  

2. In his request for a change in the zoning laws, the developer points to a certain building on 

nearby Park Avenue as well as the building under construction right now further south on 

Heywood Avenue. Both these buildings are designed to cover every square inch of the property, 

and both are a big mistake in the planning of Fairfield’s and Victoria’s city planning for 

primarily residential areas. Referring to these buildings as an excuse to build more such 

condominiums will only open the way for the complete destruction of the natural landscape of 

Victoria. Those buildings should not be allowed in residential zones. 

  

3. The building being proposed for 956 Heywood would be more rational and appropriate on 

such downtown street as Douglas between Bellville and Uptown or Fort Street between 

government and Cook. There are plenty of sites in Victoria’s core in which new large apartment 

buildings with no lawns, gardens or trees make good design sense.  There are already several 

such apartment buildings among the retail, government and other buildings on Victoria’s main 

streets.  

  

4. A new building at 956 Heywood must retain the current property’ space for lawns, trees and 

gardens.  A couple town houses, no taller than the apartment building to the north and south 

might be a better design option. Such a complex would need to be set back from the public 

sidewalk the same distance as the residential buildings around it. 

  

5. Closely related to the urban planning argument I present here is the well-known fact that it is 

mainly trees and other greenery that keeps a city cool in the summer.  Buildings that straddle 

their property line have no space for trees etc. and therefore increase the heat of the air around 

it. A residential street of such buildings is naturally hotter and less livable than an adjacent 

residential street on which there are lawns, trees and other green-spaces. 

  

Cordially, 

Brian Grison 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: David Coffey

Sent: February 8, 2019 7:37 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca

Subject: 956 Heywood Proposed Development

Dear Mayor Helps, 

 

Regarding the proposed condominium building proposed at 956 Heywood: 

 

I live on the fourth floor in a corner unit of a building on the corner of Heywood and Pendergast Streets.  The 

proposed condominium will be four stories, each with 9' ceilings, and a portion of the garage above ground 

making the building seem like five stories.  My 4th floor condo will look directly into the 3rd floor of the 

proposed building. 

 

The building proposal shows the front of the building much closer to the street than ALL the other buildings on 

Heywood St., and that will eliminate my entire southern view and that of those who live on floors below 

me.  Having the front of the building further back on the property will make it fit in with the rest of the 

buildings on the street.  That will also preserve the southern view for at least 8 units in this building.  It will also 

be just 1.5 meters from the property lines, which will practically bring it into my living room and den.  Also, 

the design has an entry to the garage which is aesthetically ugly because it will look like a large, open 

maw.  Because the garage will be approximately 4.5 ft. above ground, the height of the building, with it's 9 ft. 

ceilings, will actually make it the height of a five story building. 

 

I believe the site is better suited for a smaller building with fewer units, or a house.   

 

Thank you, 

 

David Coffey 

409-909 Pendergast St. 

Victoria, BC   

 

 

 

 

 

515



1

Lucas De Amaral

From: Nicole Chaland 

Sent: March 25, 2019 11:48 AM

To: Ben Isitt (Councillor); Laurel Collins (Councillor); Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Sarah 

Potts  (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Lisa Helps (Mayor); Charlayne 

Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor)

Subject: Fwd: FW: Cook & Pendergast Project

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

I'm writing to let you know that it appears the developer of the Cook and Pendergast project got their wires 

crossed. I have brought it to the attention of the City Manager.  

 

I was forwarded an email from Luke Ramsey (representative of Aragon who is developing the Cook and 

Pendergast project) and I am concerned that they have received faulty information about how to proceed with 

their project.   

  

Luke says : "The city requested we do an economic analysis of the project through a 3rd party consultant to see 

if there should be additional CAC." 

  

It looks like the wires were crossed. My interpretation of council's decision is "we will not send this to public 

hearing unless it includes 10% affordable housing."  

 

With much appreciation for all the great work you are doing. 

 

Sincerely, 

Nicole 

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 

Date: Mon, 25 Mar 2019 at 11:44 

Subject: FW: Cook & Pendergast Project 

To:  

Cc: Andrea Hudson <AHudson@victoria.ca>, Alison Meyer <ameyer@victoria.ca> 

 

Thanks Nicole.  Copying in Andrea and Alison in planning for their attention. 
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Regards, 

Jocelyn 

  

Jocelyn Jenkyns 
City Manager 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
T 250.361.0563     F 250.361.0248 

                                 

  

  

                  

                  

  

From: Nicole Chaland [mailto:   

Sent: Monday, March 25, 2019 11:08 AM 

To: Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Cook & Pendergast Project 

  

Dear Jocelyn Jenkins, 

  

I was forwarded an email from Luke Ramsey (representative of Aragon who is developing the Cook and 

Pendergast project) and I am concerned that they have received faulty information about how to proceed with 

their project.   

  

Luke says : "The city requested we do an economic analysis of the project through a 3rd party consultant to see 

if there should be additional CAC." 

  

It looks like the wires were crossed. My interpretation of council's decision is "we will not send this to public 

hearing unless it includes 10% affordable housing."  
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I hope you can course correct. 

Sincerely, 

Nicole 

  

Here's the decision: 

Direct staff to work with BC Housing and/or the applicant to secure 10-20% of the units as affordable rental housing in 

perpetuity and ensure the tenants who are being displaced have first right of refusal provided they meet the eligibility 

requirements for the affordable units. 

Direct staff to work with the applicant to revise the plans to remove the three parking stalls on Pendergast in exchange for 

green space. 

Ask staff to report back on the process for determining the vulnerability of tenants with respect to this application and all 

future applications. 

https://pub-victoria.escribemeetings.com/FileStream.ashx?DocumentId=30895 

  

Here's Luke Ramsey's Email 

From: Luke Ramsay  

Sent: Monday, March 25, 2019 9:31:43 AM 

To: Ken Roueche 

Subject: RE: COOK STREET PROJECT  

  

Hi Ken, 

 

Good to hear from you, hope your travels went well. The city requested we do an economic analysis of the 

project through a 3rd party consultant to see if there should be additional CAC.  Once we have that we are 

going back to council for COTW. Likely still 4 months or so away until a public hearing. 

 

Cheers, 

 

Luke  
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Richard Elliott

From: Luke Mari 

Sent: July 20, 2020 11:52 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 956 Heywood: Project Details

Attachments: 20.07.08 956 Heywood Mailer.pdf; 956 Heywood - Letter of Support - Jawl 

Residential.pdf

Good Morning Mayor and Council, 

 

Our project at 956 Heywood requiring a Development Permit with Variances is coming before you this week for 

consideration. We just want to note that the neighbourhood correspondence in the agenda package is largely from 

2018 and 2019 when the project was first presented. Over the last 2 years, we have reduced the height, increased the 

setbacks, decreased the number of units, and changed window placement to do our best to satisfy neighbor concerns. 

We mailed out the attached PDF highlighting the changes to all of our neighbours to highlight the moves made in 

response to their concerns. 

 

We’ve also included a letter from David Jawl, the developer of 986 Heywood highlighting how their project was 80% 

sold to people downsizing out of their single family homes which resulted in these homes being made available to 

others. We modeled our project design on this very principle. 

 

We hope you like the project and consider forwarding us to the Public Meeting. 

 

Thanks for your time, 

 

Luke 

 

--  

 

Luke Mari, MCIP/RPP 

Principal, Development 

ARYZE Developments 
1839 Fairfield Rd.  
Victoria, BC, V8S 1G9 
 

  
w: http://aryze.ca/ 

 

528



Design Concept 
Evolution

July 2020

956 
Heywood Avenue

Development Permit
No. 000547

Rezoning
No. 00689

529



Hi Neighbour!

Introduction
956 Heywood Avenue is located on a small 0.092 ha / 0.23 ac site across from 
Fairfi eld’s Beacon Hill Park. The site is currently occupied by a single-family home — 
one of the last remaining on the block amongst a context of built out multi-residential 
buildings. The site is being reimagined as a compact, six-unit residential building 
that strives to fi t into the established community by taking cues from the natural 
environment and existing neighbouring architecture.

The fi rst development submission was shared in March 2019 and in the months 
following, the project team launched a community consultation process. In response to 
the feedback we received, the building has undergone numerous design changes, as 
outlined in the Design Concept Evolution Summary on the following page.

Thank you to everyone who lent their voice to the 
redevelopment vision of 956 Heywood Avenue. 
We’re grateful for all of the feedback that was shared through 
our community consultation process and we’re excited to 
share the evolution of the project’s Design Concept with you. 
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956 Heywood Avenue’s horizontal character, predominantly wood façade, and use of 
sliding screens are inspired by the decorative qualities of balconies on neighbouring 
buildings. Combined with a fl at roof and sympathetic massing, the revised building 
design aims to fi t seamlessly into the existing multi-residential streetscape. 

The building setbacks have been revised to provide additional space between 
956 Heywood Avenue and the neighbouring buildings, as shown on the setback 
refi nements diagrams to the right. The front yard setback has been expanded from 
3.99m to 6.63m; rear yard setback from 1.21m to 3.79m; north side yard setback 
from 1.31m to 1.37m; and the south side yard setback from 0.59m to 1.37m.

The widened setbacks and recessed residential units are sensitive of neighbours’ 
privacy and allow for an exterior walkway and open staircase that serves each 
unit’s exterior entry door. The design creates a “vertical rowhouse” that encourages 
interaction amongst neighbours, adds eyes to the street, and creates active 
connections to Beacon Hill Park.

Design Concept 
Evolution Summary

Design Concept Overview

Key Building    
Design Refi nements

Added a screened gate and reduced the 
prominence of the parking entry for a more 
pleasant public view

01

Revised the entry with a large, more 
legible sculptural door creating an inviting 
procession to the main entry

02

Reduced hard surfaces and increased 
landscaping in the front yard for visual 
interest, increased biodiversity, effi  cient 
stormwater management, and a natural 
transition to the meadows of Beacon  
Hill Park

03

Reduced the amount of screening on 
the front façade for a lighter architectural 
appearance

04

Added window garden beds for visual 
interest and increased privacy for both 
residents and neighbours

05

Reduced the overall building height from 
14.6m to 13.49m for sensitive streetscape 
integration

06

010203
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jawlresidential.com    |    |    i  

 
Dear Mayor & Council, 

 
Having recently completed the 986 Heywood project in August of 2019, I would like to provide an overview 
of the individuals served by the construction of those 20 homes, as I believe the 956 Heywood project, by 
Aryze, aims to meet the housing needs of a similar demographic. 

Our vision for the 986 Heywood project was similar to that of 956 Heywood, in that we aimed to serve the 
local community by catering to prospective downsizers looking to “age in place”. Our research showed that 
many individuals currently living in single family dwellings had aspirations of downsizing but did not want to 
leave their current neighborhood. Due to a lack of housing options, those individuals were remaining in  their 
single-family homes.  By providing appropriate housing for this demographic through larger suites, increased 
storage and single level living, we were able to provide an outlet so that those individuals could move more 
seamlessly move through the housing continuum and create opportunities for families to occupy the vacated 
single family homes. 

Our research based vision for our project came to reality with 100% of the homes having been sold to BC 
residents, 80% of whom were already living on South Vancouver Island. Many of the residents had previously 
lived in the Fairfield and James Bay neighbourhoods for decades.   

The majority of the homes (80%) were sold to downsizers, with the balance going to working professionals.  
To our knowledge, a very limited number of homeowners did not intend to downsize immediately, and those 
units have been rented to the local market in the meantime.  The individuals interested in the homes and the 
ultimate homeowners were not speculative investors.  

We are aware that 956 Heywood Ave aims to serve a similar demographic as 986 Heywood, and while our 
group is acutely aware of the demand for affordable and non market housing, we also feel strongly that there 
is a need for diverse housing types that allow for the expansion of the housing options in Victoria.  Given the 
proximity to our past project, and our demonstrable success in serving the local downsizer community, we 
believe that the Aryze project at 956 Heywood will have an immediate positive impact to the overall Fairfield 
Community. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

David Jawl 

Jawl Residential Ltd. 

 

Mayor Helps & Council           
City of Victorial  
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 
 
Re 956 Heywood Ave 

July 08, 2020 
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Richard Elliott

From: Alison Boston 

Sent: July 22, 2020 1:45 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Re 956 Heywood Ave

Dear Mayor Helps and Council, 

I am writing to request that you vote for the 

ALTERNATE MOTION 

That Council decline Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for the property located at 956 

Heywood Avenue. 

 

 

I would like to make a presentation to council concerning Heywood Avenue, and this development and others, and am 

unable to attend council tomorrow as I have an exceptional opportunity to do day’s work on a film.  

 

Briefly: I have had a connection to Heywood Ave for the last 35 years: first through my parents retirement condo, which 

they purchased in the 1980’s in a leasehold building at 964 Heywood. Their condo was a second home for me.  

 

More recently, I have resided on this street for the last 8 years, not in my parents’s condo, rather in rental homes in the 

same lease hold condo building.   

 

Rents in this building have increased dramatically in recent years; and we have also experienced a drain on the rental 

units in favour of new owners who choose to evict the often long-standing tenants and occupy the property as their 

principal residence for the given RTB legislated required 6 months.  

 

The increased density request being made by Aryze for 956 Heywood Avenue is contributing to the increased rental 

prices in this area, and in my opinion, Aryze has not contributed sufficiently to compensate the community for the loss 

of the affordablefor-low-income rental units in neighbourhoods adjacent to Beacon Hill Park.  

 

Myself and small group of us including community service workers, care givers, and business owner have been 

collectively working to create a not-for-profit society to help with this situation. Our society is not yet registered, yet we 

are very interested in acquiring and managing rental units in these neighbourhoods with a view to retaining some low 

income rental units in these neighbourhoods to ensure that full economic diversity is retained; and the neighbourhoods 

thereby retain some human diversity in keeping with the ecological diversity we so treasure and protect.  

 

We are currently preparing a proposal to present to Aryze and Mayor and Council and need more time. We therefore 

ask that you delay decision on this property until we have made our presentation.  

 

We would like a month for this process and ask you to delay the decision until say,  end of August? 

 

Thank you, 

 

Sincerely 

 

Alison Boston 

Suite 315-964 Heywood Ave 

Victoria, V8V 2Y5  
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Richard Elliott

From: David Jawl 

Sent: July 22, 2020 3:56 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 956 Heywood

Attachments: Correspondence 956 Heywood.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Mayor and Council, 

 

Please see the attached correspondence related to the above reference land use application. 

 

Sincerely 

 

David 
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Richard Elliott

From: Joan Halvorsen 

Sent: July 22, 2020 7:55 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Urgent 956 Heywood Ave

I respectfully request that you not approve the proposal for 956 Heywood Ave. 

 

The proposal does not respect privacy for the adjoining buildings.  

 

The proposal comes no where near respecting the original intent of 30% coverage and instead proposes 64%.  

 

The proposal does not respect the zoning for north and south setbacks and is far too close to the adjacent buildings to 

respect privacy. 

 

22 emails were sent to Council with not a favorable comment on the previous proposal,  which is largely unchanged 

from the present proposal. The front set back from the street is improved, but is still much less than the adjoining 

buildings.  

 

Just one building over to the north, 2 smaller scale houses have just been built on a lot, which fit into the neighborhood 

and do not impose on other people. 

 

It is an outright lie by Aryze,  the developer, that the property is vacant as there is a man living there. 

 

Aryze also indicated earlier that the house was unsuitable for rent and after that a man moved in. 

 

Please please please do not approve this proposal which would have tremendous negative impacts on the 

neighborhood. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Joan Halvorsen  

305-964 Heywood Ave 

Victoria BC V8V 2Y5 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Richard Elliott

From: Rachel Cooper 

Sent: July 22, 2020 8:47 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Permit with variances application 00126

To the honourable Mayor and Council of Victoria, 

 

I am writing to request that you vote for the 

ALTERNATE MOTION 

that Council decline a Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 for the property located at 956 

Heywood Avenue until such time as we have been able make a presentation to all of you and the folks at Aryse 

developments.  

I belong to a group of people in the process of forming a not for profit organization addressing the shortage of 

affordable rentals in Victoria. 

We believe that an alternate solution can be arrived at that will maintain current affordable housing as well as adding to 

Victoria's supply and we are hoping the city will support our innovative approach. In order to ensure new for profit 

developments do not further diminish the existing affordable rental supply, it would be in the interest of the city to 

require variances which address the affordable housing crisis in our fine city. The proposal should be ready in a few 

weeks, so further delay can be avoided. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Rachel Cooper 

68-420 Sitkum Road 

Victoria, V9A7G6 
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Madison Heiser

From: john vann 
Sent: Monday, January 18, 2021 5:24 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Comments to 956 Heywood Ave

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Re: Variances Application No. 00126 
 
If the ‘height from 12m to 12.98 (main roof)’ is granted, does this place the whole 4 story building higher than the 
neighbouring building at 964 Heywood ? 
If so, then, I would object it being granted, out of ‘aesthetic’ reasons, as all buildings (condos) on Heywood are 4 stories. 
 
The exact height in metres of 964 Heywood is unknown to me. 
 
Loss of visitor parking from 1 to Zero is disconcerting, as Heywood is usually ‘full’ of residential parking . . ..and people 
parking to play soccer / baseball on the adjacent fields. 
 
Submitted by: 
 
John Vanden Heuvel 
964 Heywood Ave., Unit 403 
 Victoria 

 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Madison Heiser

From: Barbara SILVERGOLD 
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 2:18 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

         
January 20, 2021 
 
City Council 
 
 Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126 
 
This is in response to theNOTICE OF OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT distributed to the neighbours of the building project at 956 
Heywood Avenue in Development Permit Area 16. Especially are concerned the variances of several perimeters.  The same project was 
presented at least a year ago, discussed at a well-attended neighbourhood meeting, and the comments addressed to the council.  Few 
apparent changes have been made to the original project, despite many neighbours’ complaints, which I reiterate here: 
 

 the vehicle parking was complained about, because it permitted underground stalls that consequently raised the height of the 
building. The number of stalls has effectively been reduced to 6, but the  building height has remained unchanged, and since the 
number of units is unmentioned in your letter, we cannot judge if the parking is sufficient to accommodate the residents of the building. 

 

 increase in height from 12 to 14.81 m was thought to be too high, casting shadows on neighbouring balconies and walkways. 
 

 the front setback, reducing the sidewalk interstice by about 4 meters, leaves little space for greenery, especially since the wide 
cement driveway giving access to the underground parking consumes a large part of the front facade at ground level. The 
neighbourhood is old with lovely landscaping, and this over-urbanises its character. 

 

 .the rear setback likewise reduces green space on a street largely consumed by parking lots already. 
 

 But the side setbacks, reduced from 7.71 m to 1.37 m (more than 6 meters!). is the most grievous variance, as it crowds out the 
adjacent buildings, reduces their views to walls, and encroaches on their private life in their apartments. This is totally unacceptable! 
Even COVID recommended separations are larger. 

 

 site coverage, 64 % instead of 30%, might be conceived of differently: a reduction of open       space from 70% to 36%. 
 
Thank you for considering these comments.  Hopefully they will have an impact this time. 
 
        Barbara Silvergold 
        202-964 Heywood Avenue 
        Victoria, BC V8V 2Y5 
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Madison Heiser

From: Frances Witt 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 8:24 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Variance Application No. 00126

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Council of City of Victoria, 
 
I’m am sorry that I will not  able to attend the meeting dealing with the variances concerning the property at 956 Haywood 
Avenue due to the pandemic. 
I do have some serious concerns about this new variance request, which is considerably different to the original design 
approval for this proposed building. 
 
They are requesting many changes:  Reducing parking, increasing height, reducing set back in all three areas( front, back 
and side).  In actuality, the site coverage went from 30% to 60%.    I feel this is completely unreasonable and shocking 
request. 
 
Please examine both sites next door very carefully in relationship to this new proposal. I live on the adjoining site, in a 
building at 909 Pendergast Street, on the north side of this proposal, in an older four story complex.   
 
Thank you council for your continual vigilance in the developments of our Cook Street Village.  I was very grateful for your 
consistent due diligence shown on a site close to our building a year or so ago.   
 
Sincerely, 
Ms. Frances Witt 
205-909 Pendergast Street, 
Victoria,BC 
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Madison Heiser

From: L G 
Sent: Wednesday, January 20, 2021 5:03 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston; Public Hearings
Subject: 956 Heywood Ave Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing to voice my strongest opposition to the development proposed at 956 Heywood Avenue. I live in 
unit 407 on the north side of the building at 964 Heywood Avenue and am horrified to have learned of the 
structure planned for this tiny lot. Being on the top floor, this would eliminate both my view and privacy and 
completely change the experience of living in my home.  
 
Regardless of what has been previously allowed in the area, even a 4 storey building does not make sense for 
the size of the lot and proximity of neighbouring buildings. If adjacent buildings faced onto the lot with solid, 
windowless walls, this might be a different story but we are talking scores of units, peoples’ homes, being 
forever changed negatively. 
 
In addition I can say, through my observation over 6 years of residence, that the lot is an important ecological 
pathway for birds and other animals. I have noted 17 bird species that regularly use the lot as a roosting place, 
for nesting, foraging and as a fly through area during migration. The change in height and coverage would 
completely decimate that habitat, particularly with the loss of mature trees without adequate replacement. 
 
I am an advocate for affordable housing and fully understand the crisis that my beloved city is facing but this 
kind of over development does nothing but further degrade the quality of our community with very little benefit. 
The lot would be far better suited to a duplex or townhome that could keep green space available and reduce 
negative impacts on neighbours who have called the surrounding buildings home, some for decades. I love my 
home and will be devastated if the proposed changes are made, I ask that you please consider the quality of 
life impacts this will have on the neighbourhood. 
 
I very much appreciate the opportunity to voice my concerns and hope that they will be considered in this very 
important decision. 
 
Regards, 
 
Lee Griffin 
407-964 Heywood Ave 
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Madison Heiser

From: Lottie Ericson 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 3:11 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 956 Heywood Avenue

 
 
 
>  
> Mayor and Council, 
> I certainly hope that Mayor and City Council will reject the proposed building on 964 Heywood Avenue, which still is 
quiet and quaint street. The building is too tall, too big for the lot size, too overbearing and ugly to fit with other buildings 
on the street. Being adjacent to the park where locals as well as tourists stroll please make yourself aware of what is 
pleasing to the eye!!!  
> What’s your vision for the Victoria cityscape? Don’t destroy the beauty that’s left now with so many high rises are 
creeping further in on the downtown area! 
> Regards, 
> Charlotte Ericson 
> 317-964 Heywood Avenue 
>  
>  
> Sent from my iPhone 
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Madison Heiser

From: G G 
Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2021 11:14 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Development permit no.00126

 
Hi,as a concerned resident/owner of 207-964 Heywood Ave.I think the planned oversize building next door is not 
warranted.Our building has been here since the 1960's and it will spoil our light and views very much!There is no need 
for a building of this size.A one or two level building makes more sense but these developers are mostly interested in 
profit.I totally disagree with this future planned development!Thank you,Glenn M Gilroy. 
 
 
Sent from my Galaxy Tab® E 
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Laura M Dempsey 

204-964 Heywood Avenue 

Victoria, BC V8V 2Y5 

 
January 22, 2021 

 

Mayor and Council of Victoria (publichearings@victoria.ca) 

Fairfield Neighbourhood Liaison Councilor Ben Isitt (bisitt@victoria.ca) 

James Bay Neighbourhood Liaison Councilor Stephen Andrew (stephen.andrew@victoria.ca) 

 

956 Heywood Avenue Proposed Development 

Council Meeting- January 28, 2021 

 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

 

I am the resident owner of Suite 204, 964 Heywood Avenue. I have lived at Villa Royale for over 

twenty years. My building is located to the south of 956 Heywood Avenue. 

 

This letter is further to my letter addressed to Mayor and Council dated December 15, 2018, a copy 

of which forms part of the public record. There have been minimal changes to the development plan 

since that date. 

 

I am writing again to voice my opposition to the proposed development and request that Mayor and 

Council do not grant the Development Permit with Variances. 

 

The current proposal does not fit into the present landscape and community of this area. Heywood 

Avenue which forms the eastern boundary of Beacon Hill Park is primarily a residential 

neighbourhood with a mixture of individual houses, townhouses and low-rise apartment buildings. 

 

The design of the proposed development plan with its six condominium suites, above-ground parking 

and a rooftop deck would be better suited in an urban downtown city environment and  

not our residential neighbourhood bordering Victoria’s premier park, Beacon Hill Park. 

 

The proposed height of the new building at 14.81 meters or 48.6 feet will cause the complex to tower 

over and dwarf its two neighbouring four storey apartment buildings at 964 Heywood Avenue and 

909 Pendergast Street. 

 

The proposed height is much higher than the two newest developments in this area cited by the 

developer- 1014 Park Blvd (12.1 meters) and 986 Heywood (14.28 meters). 

 

These buildings and their location and orientation to their neighbours are not similar to the present 

proposal and should not become the benchmark for future development. 

 

The proposal seeks to utilize almost every square foot of the property with no regard for green space, 

gardens or lawns- solely to maximize profits. 
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Laura M Dempsey 

204-964 Heywood Avenue 

Victoria, BC V8V 2Y5 

 
The building will restrict and unduly limit light and views for its north and south facing neighbours at 

964 Heywood Avenue and 909 Pendergast Street. 

 

The proposed side and rear setback allowances have been reduced by almost 7 meters or over 22 feet, 

contrary to the recommendation of the Advisory Design Panel in January 2020 which advocated 

“consideration of the minimum side yard setbacks affecting livability to the neighbours.” 

 

The developer has countered that increasing the side setback allowances would “negatively impact 

the livability of the proposed dwellings”- which is developer-speak for saying that the strata units 

could not be priced at the premium offering that would bring maximum profits to the developer- 

thereby ignoring the livability of its neighbours who were there first. 

 

The lot itself, which now contains one residential home, set well back from the street with a driveway 

to the street, is just too small to accommodate such a large development. It would be more suitable 

for a modest duplex or multi-family 4-unit strata development and not a luxury six-unit condo 

development. 

 

Despite the developer’s statement, the proposed building will not provide affordable housing for 

Victoria residents, but will be just another million-dollar luxury condo development to add to the 

already crowded market.  

 

Merely putting in place a Housing Restriction Agreement prohibiting the future Strata Council from 

denying rentals in the building will do nothing to ease the affordable housing crisis in Victoria. 

Monthly rental costs for a million dollar plus condo will exceed the budget for almost all but the 

richest of Victoria’s residents. 

 

Similarly, requiring the Developer to purchase a car-share membership for each strata unit will not 

reduce car traffic and emissions as each strata unit will also receive one underground parking space. 

Perhaps if all on-site parking were eliminated, the car-share membership would be needed and much 

more valuable.  

 

In closing, I would like to reiterate my opposition to the proposed development. 

 

Thank you, Mayor and Council, for your anticipated consideration of the neighbourhood’s wishes 

and the best interests of our community. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 

Laura Dempsey 
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From: Laura D
Sent: January 23, 2021 7:35 PM
To: Public Hearings
Cc: Ben Isitt (Councillor); Stephen Andrew (Councillor)
Subject: 956 Heywood Proposed Development- Council Meeting- January 28, 2021
Attachments: Letter to Council-Jan 2021.docx

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Attached please find my letter opposing the granting of a Development Permit with Variances 
regarding 956 Heywood Avenue. 
 
Thank you, Mayor and Council for your anticipated consideration of the neighbourhood's 
wishes and the best interests of our community. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Laura Dempsey 
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From: Rosanne Dahl 
Sent: January 24, 2021 6:22 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Proposed Changes to 956 Heywood Ave

Dear Council Members 
 
As a resident of 964 Heywood, I am forwarding to you my comments regarding the Development Permit with Variances 
Application No. 00126 for 956 Heywood Ave.  
 
Regarding the variances I am particularly opposed to the reduction of side setbacks from 7.71 metres to 1.37 meters ( 
building )and .93 ( window screens ). This new proposed variance would leave 4.49 feet between the buildings, roughly 
the width of a hallway. There are 12 interior units facing the north side of 964 Heywood that only have light exposure in 
this direction. These are units 106, 107, 108, 206, 207, 208, 306, 307, 308, 406, 407 and 408. These units have no other 
sources of natural light within, besides this exposure to the north. There are balconies on the second, third and fourth 
floors. Needless to say, the emotional and psychological impact of losing the one and only source of natural light within 
a suite is immeasurable. With only a space of 4.49 feet between these units and the new construction, these tenants 
will not access a single ray of light to grow their balcony gardens or indeed, to cheer their hearts. They will exist in 
complete shadow of 956 Heywood and not only will they lose their light, but they will also lose any sense of privacy with 
neighbours in such close proximity. The mental health, safety and well being of these residents is a strong argument 
against this proposed variance. At the very least, it appears inhumane and unconscionable. I believe it is the duty of us 
all  to uphold the well being of our neighbours when circumstances threaten to impinge on their freedom to live 
peacefully and healthfully within their own homes. Council members I strongly urge you to please vote no for this 
proposed variance.  
 
Sincerely 
Rosanne Dahl  
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From: David Coffey 
Sent: January 24, 2021 5:47 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 956 Heywood Ave.

January 24, 2021 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
This message is to convey to the Council of the City of Victoria our opposition to the Development Permit with Variances 
Application No. 00126 by Aryze Development and Construction. 
 
1.  We APPROVE of the parking plan that includes no underground parking but rather, six spaces on the ground level 
with no visitor space. 
 
2.  We DISAPPROVE of the increase in height of the new building.  Residents of 964 Heywood Ave. who live on the north 
side of the building will lose their northern and northwestern views of Beacon Hill Park.  The residents of 909 
Pendergast St. who live on the south side of the building will lose their southern and southwestern views of Beacon Hill 
Park.  Residents of 909 Pendergast St. will also lose the majority of their natural light source during the day due to the 
height of the new building as originally proposed.  Adding more height is worse. 
 
3.  We STRONGLY OPPOSE increasing the site coverage from 30% to 64%.  That will put the entire exterior of the new 
building FAR TOO CLOSE to the property lines and, ESPECIALLY, to Heywood Ave. on the west side of the new building, 
which would be the front of the new building. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
David Coffey 
409‐909 Pendergast St. 
Victoria, BC  V8V 2W7 
and 
Niall Maloney 
401‐909 Pendergast St. 
Victoria, BC  V8V 2W7 
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From: Rob Thompson 
Sent: January 24, 2021 8:00 PM
To: Public Hearings
Cc: Rob Thompson
Subject: Input: 956 Heywood variances application No. 00126

Dear Victoria City Council, 
 
I'm very concerned about the development permit variance proposals at 956 Heywood Avenue. I am 
strongly opposed to the variances, especially the increased height, the reduced setbacks on all sides, 
killing the mature tree, and particularly increasing the site coverage to 64% from 30%. This is far too 
much. I'm opposed because of the extremely negative impact the variances will have on the quality of 
life and privacy for the neighbouring building residents who directly face the property. Very simply, 
the variances would put the FRONT of our units far too close to the new building and do not respect 
the neighbours’ quality of life. 
 
I live in 909 Pendergast and face south toward the 956 Heywood property. My home would be 
significantly and negatively impacted by the variances. 
 
The proposed variances would negatively impact our quality of life in numerous ways. For many of us 
in the neighbouring two buildings, this is our main living space. Most of us do not have side windows; 
we do not have front yards, backyards or patios, or a rooftop. We do not have large units. Most 
residents have living spaces with windows and balconies which face one way only, from the north or 
south onto the 956 Heywood property. This is the most important and most loved part of our homes, 
the front. For many of us, it’s why we live in these homes. The proposed variances would place the 
new building extremely close to our only living space so that our residences would be only a few 
metres away from the side of the new building. Specifically, the proposed development would 
significantly reduce our privacy, light and view. We would be looking directly at the wall or into the 
windows of the new building, and we do not have the option of looking a different way or out a 
different window. It is worth emphasizing that Aryze’s claim is highly misleading that this 956 
Heywood development is just like other recent nearby developments on Heywood and Park; there is 
a huge difference because in this case, the FRONT of most of our units face north and south directly 
onto the property, not the sides. 
 
Also the removal of the mature evergreen tree at the very back of the property is not listed as a 
variance. This tree is also part of our living space; it is not just private property and it also adds to our 
quality of life. Why is the removal of this tree not listed as a variance? I understand that cutting 
mature trees also require a variance or a permit from the City. If the building were kept to the 30% 
site coverage as the bylaw stipulates, then the tree could remain living at the back of the property for 
all residents to enjoy. 
 
I am in favour of increasing densification in our city and also densification of the 956 Heywood 
property. I am not opposed to a development on the property; rather I look forward to seeing a 
development proposal which is sensitive and respectful of the neighbouring residents and the 
neighbourhood. The current development proposal and variance requests are neither sensitive nor 
respectful. I urge you to adhere to the existing bylaws which allows 30% site coverage on this 
property. 
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Sincerely, 
 
Rob Thompson 
406 – 909 Pendergast Street 
Victoria, BC, V8V 2W7 
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From: Sheila Hodgkinson
Sent: January 24, 2021 10:41 AM
To: Public Hearings
Cc:
Subject: proposed development of building between 964 Heywood and 909 Pendergast.

To: Victoria Council. 
 
With regard to the building proposed for between 964 Heywood Avenue.and 909 Pendergast. 
I have written before about this proposed development and I am still amazed. you  
would sentence   the occupants on either side of this vanity project to dark, no sunshine at all, and  extreme variances 
from the guidlines for Fairfield . 
 
I request that you re‐ visit this application for an unwelcome building ( which only houses 6 millionaires I believe) Do you 
not think it unconscionable to allow a building to block not only light, but replace it with a narrow space and a wall to 
look at. One side will lose all light on top of everything else ! and the other also looks at a wall after these people have 
looked at open space for years, ( and may have bought with that in mind) I hope as a council  you realise you are bowing 
to moneyed interest ,allowing money to ride ramshackle over everyone else. There is no other reason for the existence 
of this new building whose design ALSO shows complete disregard for the sidewalk space along Heywood Avenue. 
Please re‐ consider this application as an aberration, which would plunge many people into a dark and very different 
environment. 
The applicants could redesign this uncompromising building into several small units, Observing  one street over from 
Pendergast, some small units have been built in a ‘comparable space ‘ which fit in and deprive no;‐one of their original 
choice. 
Thank you for considering this point of view. Six families in this design should not be allowed to change life for so many 
other people. 
 
Sheila Hodgkinson.. 
( local resident) 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: anne cuthbert 
Sent: January 25, 2021 10:14 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 956 Heywood Avenue

Dear sir or madam, 

The proposed apartment building at 956 Heywood Avenue is too big in both height and area. 

It will be so close to the boundary of the lot it will encroach on the neighbours' space, inhibiting the full enjoyment of 
their property. 

It will also reduce the potential resale value of any apartment facing it. 

Yours truly, 
Anne Cuthbert 
408‐964 Heywood Avenue 
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From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: RE: Development Permit with Variances Application No DPV00126
Date: January 25, 2021 3:52:16 PM

To Mayor and Council, City of Victoria:
RE: Development Permit with Variances Application No DPV00126 

The development at 956 Heywood would be constructed in the lot immediately
between buildings at 909 Pendergast and 964 Heywood.  There are 32 suites in
those multi-unit buildings that directly face the proposed construction at close
range, roughly 9-15 meters away. 24 of those 32 suites have their only visual
link to the outside world passing through the development site via the living
room glass door. This is a plea for help from the city decision-makers and an
attempt to raise awareness about the impact of factors at their discretion. This is
not a request to stop the development, but rather to make the zoning
requirements rational and fair.

The requested zoning variances, while to the obvious potential benefit of the
developer and the six new suite owners, come wholly at the expense of the
adjacent residents in the Pendergast and Heywood buildings.  The more the
existing zoning requirements are eased, the more negative impact to the
adjacent residences - perfectly illustrating the concepts of “zero sum” and “not
fair”.  

The neighbouring buildings on Heywood and Pendergast conform to the zoning
requirements.  In the current development application, some proposed zoning
variances from R3-AM-2 would have a major negative impact on the
neighbouring buildings:

Side setback: required 7.71 M, to 1.37 M, an 82% reduction
Front setback: required 10.5 M, to 6.63 M, a 37% reduction
Site coverage: required 30%, to 64%, a 213% increase
Height: required 12 M to 13M, an 8% increase

Each councillor making this decision might consider how they would feel if a
construction went up adjacent to their residence, only a few meters away from
their living room - a construction that nearly obliterates their connection to and
view of their surroundings including light, sky, and nature.  That’s the proposed
fate of many of the Pendergast/Heywood residents.
 
If there was ever an application that required the zoning restrictions be adhered
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to at a minimum, this is it.  If the developer were required to adhere to the
zoning requirements as the adjacent buildings do, they could and would do so
albeit at possibly some decline in their profit margin.  It’s not fair for those
living adjacent to bear this cost to their quality of life and property value.

Dave Marshall, 306-964 Heywood Ave, Victoria, BC V8V 2Y5
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From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126
Date: January 26, 2021 12:11:41 PM

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on the proposal for 956
Heywood Ave.

I am strongly opposed to the proposed development for the following reasons.

This proposal is far too massive for the relatively small lot. The zoning is for 30%
site coverage and the proposed 64% is more than double that, which I feel is
ridiculous. 

It in no way respects the zoning and instead asks for so many variances as to
make the requirements to follow what is set out for zoning as useless.

Perhaps most importantly it would drastically alter the livability of the residents of
the adjacent neighbouring buildings in a hugely negative way. It would take away
privacy. The slatted sliding screens on the proposed building could be left open
24/7 meaning that they do not allow for privacy.

The proposed side set backs of 1.37 meters are far too close to the property line.
The City's Advisory Design Panel indicated that the side setbacks were not
appropriate and the developer replied that this could not be changed. In my
opinion it could not be changed to something appropriate as the proposal in itself
is not appropriate. 

There are 32 units in the adjacent buildings (16 from each) which face directly to
956 Heywood and another 16 units (8 from each) which face the property on a
diagonal. That is a total of 48 units where the residents would have their livability
so overwhelmingly affected in such a dramatically negative way! It would be
largely devastating for these units as their balconies face the property.

I live in the adjacent building at 964 Heywood and look to 956 Heywood Ave.
When I look out my bedroom window I can see sky, trees, birds, a small house
and the building on the other side of the lot which is at a respectable distance.
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When I imagine the proposal, I realize that all I would see looking out that window
would be a narrow strip of sky at the top of a building which would be staring me
directly in my face. I have living room, dining room/kitchen and bedroom
windows and a balcony which face 956 Heywood.

Other main concerns would be the lack of light for both adjacent buildings and
the shadowing which would impact 909 Pendergast.

The height would dominate the adjacent buildings. The developer has compared
the height in their drawings to the lounge on the top of 964 Heywood which is
unfair as that lounge is small and setback so as to hardly be noticed from a street
view. 909 Pendergast is to the north and on a downward grade from 956
Heywood and would be largely overpowered with the proposed height and the
building mass.

The front setback of the building where I live is 11.35 metres. The proposal
disregards the zoning for 956 Heywood of 10.50 metres and instead proposes
6.63 metres which means that building would jut out far beyond the adjacent
buildings. 

Please consider the negative effects this proposal would have on the
neighbourhood and particularly on the residents in the adjacent buildings.

Please vote to oppose this proposal. 

Thank you. 

Joan Halvorsen
305-964 Heywood Ave
Victoria BC V8V 2Y5
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From:
To: Public Hearings; Victoria Mayor and Council; Alec Johnston
Subject: Development at 956 Heywood Avenue
Date: January 25, 2021 8:11:24 PM

Hello,
I am writing with regards to the application for a 4 storey multiple unit dwelling at 956
Heywood Avenue. I am concerned about the lack of affordable housing in this previously
livable neighborhood. I recently learned that these units will be luxury units, NOT affordable
housing units. This luxury housing will be located between two buildings which appear to be
largely rentals, some of the last affordable units remaining within walking distance from
downtown victoria. This is an important neighborhood for providing peaceful living for
workers of the downtown core, and I am shocked that council is considering approving
increasing the density of UNAFFORABLE living space. This practice will only help to
INCREASE the cost of living in this neighborhood, and will not provide housing for those
who need it most. The vulnerable citizens of Victoria are who we should be prioritizing. Fixed
income, no income, low income, middle income and students have a decreasing quality of life
in Victoria, while student and communal housing is rezoned for luxury units. I understand that
the building developer has stated that "working professionals" and people from the
neighbourhood who are downsizing will be served by this development. I do not believe that
council will agree that those people downsizing from the sale of million dollar homes in James
Bay and Fairfield, or people with six figure incomes are those most in need of housing
options.
If luxury units are to be developed here, it would be more beneficial for the neighbourhood,
citizenry and for the priorities of council to NOT increase our high-income housing density,
but encourage the development of a duplex or fourplex that actually follows the bylaws
surrounding coverage and setback for development in this neighbourhood.
Finally, it appears this development will require the loss of a significant spruce tree, and the
loss of a number of fruit trees, without space in the building plans for any replacement,
pushing our canopy cover and urban forest even further down the list of priorities.
I urge council to reconsider the addition of this luxury multi unit dwelling, in favour of
EITHER high density LOW INCOME housing, or low density luxury units which respect the
zoning, coverage, height and setback rules. I would support changing the rules to benefit those
in need of housing. I do not support granting these changes to further the interests of
developers and high income earners, and I am surprised council is considering granting this
application. Please reconsider the implications of this development. Please reconsider the
priorities here. Please do not grant exemptions and changes for the sole purpose of profit, at
the expense of the affordability, ecological integrity and cultural values of this beautiful and
diverse neighourhood. 

Miles Albu
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From: Robin & Maureen Applewhaite 
Sent: January 25, 2021 9:16 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 956 Heywood

Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
As close neighbours of 956 Heywood, I have the following concerns about this development: 
 
‐ 956 Heywood seems a very small area to shoe‐horn in a 4 storey building, particularly with the variances as listed 
reducing the setbacks to such a small amount of uncovered land. 
 
‐ Reducing the parking stalls from 9 to 6 and 1 visitor parking to zero is definitely problematic ‐ there is now generally no 
empty parking space on Heywood at present ‐ where are the residents and visitors going to park? 
 
‐ I feel for the immediate neighbours as the new building’s windows will peer directly into their bedrooms as the 
building is so close to them.   If this building is approved, I would hope that the architect/builder will consider placing 
“piano windows” on the south side of the new building.     This type of window, placed directly below the ceiling, allows 
light but not direct viewing of the neighbours next door. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
Maureen Applewhaite 
907 Oliphant Avenue 
Victoria, B.C.   
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From:
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 956 Heywood Ave Development application 00126
Date: January 26, 2021 12:19:23 PM

I am a resident of 964 Heywood and I am vehemently opposed to the proposed development of 956
Heywood. 

To put it simply it is an oversized building crammed into a very tiny lot.

The drawings submitted by the Developer do not accurately reflect the enormity of the building and its
impact on the many residents of the two adjacent buildings. 

I respectfully request you study the photo taken from my unit in 964 Heywood Ave looking across at the
existing home, its lot and 909 Pendergast.

The shot was taken from the 3rd floor of Heywood and because of the grade it lines up with the 4th
floor  of Pendergast. The proposed development exceeds the height of Heywood but towers over
Pendergast! 

There are 48 units in the 2 buildings that face 956 Heywood. Of those there are 32 units that the sole
source of window is facing the proposed project. Again look at the picture and imagine what many
people will face. 

The side and back setbacks proposed are a little over 1 meter.  Ironically lest than COVID protocol! Note
the fence in the photo. Picture in your mind looking out the window and facing that massive wall
extending above and beyond.

In addition the front juts way past the 2 existing buildings. 

This is not about a “view”. It is about a very serious degradation of quality of live for my friends and
neighbors. I believe this goes against the spirit of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms.

The 6 very wealthy condo purchasers of 956 Heywood who can afford the $1 million plus will have
wonderful views of Beacon Hill Park in their front rooms and decks but for many of my neighbors they
will suffer a claustrophobic feeling and this as we are suffering through COVID times and it’s impact on
our freedoms.

In economics terms I believe this is a very unfair distribution of wealth. There will be no doubt a
devaluation for existing unit holders in 2 buildings. For some that I have talked to this is their main
asset! The delelopers will be enriched.     The 6 new unit holders will have have sizable asset. They are
the winners here not my fellow leaseholders.  
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This massive structure does not fit into our neighborhood and I sincerely believe it will be very
detrimental to the health and well being of many of my neighbors.

I implore you to vote AGAINST this proposal.

Ron Mahoney
Resident of 964 Heywood and Neighbour to 909 Pendergast 

Sent from Ron’s iPhone
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Madison Heiser

From: Dave 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 3:25 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Development proposal of 956 Heywood

Dear Victoria City Council: 
 
I have extreme concerns regarding this project!  
 

1) Reduced parking…parking is almost impossible in the Heywood / Beacon Hill Park area with sports 
events, carriages, buses and tourists on top of all the other residences that have more than one vehicle 
and everybody in this building will have guests just making parking worse. There will also be people 
with more than one car in this new building causing even more congestion. 
 

2) Height…The height variance makes this building block all the sun from our suite and 16 other units as it 
will only be 15 feet away from our decks and towering over us.  
 

3) Front set back variance ...The new building increases accepted site coverage by 50% and will look like 
totally out of place with the rest of the neighborhood.    
 

4) Side set back variance.  This is one of the biggest problems due to privacy issues, fire issues and 
sunlight issues.  These buildings will be approx.. 16 feet apart with kitchen and den windows of the 
new building looking right into our bedroom windows.  Our suite will be completely devoid of sunlight 
and privacy. 
 

5) I can see no reason to let this project go ahead the way the developer has proposed as it needs SIX 
separate variances.  These site regulations were put in place to protect the integrity of the 
neighborhood for its citizens.    We don’t need more million dollar homes, less parking, more 
congestion and more noise.  Our property values will be going down while the developers bank 
account goes up at our expense.  There is an abundance of unsold million dollar condos on the market 
now and many more in the pipeline and we don’t need any more.  I appreciate that Aryze construction 
is helping out with construction of small homes for the homeless which is very admirable but that 
should have no bearing on this project.  We have put up with the tents across the street, bicycle chop 
shops, noise, fires, rampant drug use and the destruction of our beautiful park for the last year and this 
just adds insult to injury to the residents of Heywood Ave.  

 
This project does not meet any existing bylaws or community plans and should be rejected until it meets the 
existing rules and regulations. 
 
Thank you for your consideration 
 
Dave Brownell 
307-964 Heywood 
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Madison Heiser

From: Clem Persaud 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 3:38 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Development Permit with Variances No. 00126

Re:  Development Permit with Variances No. 00126 
        956 Heywood Avenue, Victoria BC 
        Development Permit Area 16 
        PID:  009-324-402, Lot 36 of Lot 1694, Victoria City, Plan 24 
 
Dear Mayor Helps and City Councillors, 
 
I am writing to say that I strongly object to the proposed development at 956 Heywood Avenue, Victoria BC.  It is just TOO 
BIG for the lot and for the neighbourhood.  Going from a small single family house to a six unit apartment building is a 
huge increase in size. 
 
The developer is asking for more than double the allowed zoning currently in place. This will cause the proposed building 
to loom over the neighbouring apartment buildings, and the block in general. 
 
The reduction of the front setback will allow the proposed building to jut far out past the neighbouring buildings spoiling the 
sight lines of this block.  The front of the proposed building should be in alignment with the neighbouring apartment 
buildings, not based on setbacks of buildings on other blocks. 
 
The increased height will allow the proposed building to tower over the neighbouring buildings cutting off light to the 
apartments on the north side of 964 Heywood and to the apartments on the south side of 909 Pendergast.  The roof line 
should be no more than the fourth floor height of 964 Heywood - not including the small lounge on the top of 964 
Heywood (are 9 foot ceilings really necessary?). 
 
Most serious is the proposed reduced side setbacks.  This would allow walls to be erected just a few feet away from the 
apartments on the north side of 964 Heywood and the south side of 909 Pendergast impinging on the privacy and 
emotional well-being of those living there.  (How would it make you feel to look out your only window and be confronted by 
an enormous wall?). 
 
I am aware of the developer’s desire to maximize its profits, but should its desires override the desires and enjoyment of 
the many people who live in this neighbourhood? Please consider the emotional well-being impact to the neighbours of 
such an oversized building on this site.  Please deny a building permit for this proposed building.  Please require a 
significant reduction in size and lot coverage for future development plans (eg. a three unit rather than a six unit building). 
 
I thank you for your time, attention and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Donna Persaud 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Madison Heiser

From: France ** 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 2:41 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Proposed development at 956 Heywood 

Please reject the development proposal for 956 Heywood in its entirety. 

I am an owner of a north facing condo at 964 Heywood, which is immediately adjacent to the 
development proposal. 

The proposed design in no way fits on this single family lot. 

I am very opposed to this proposal as it will negatively affect the quality of life of all persons 
living on the north side of the building and will greatly reduce the property values.  

The height is domineering and the side setbacks are totally inappropriate. There is no 
consideration of the green space. 

The views from my unit would be largely obliterated and would instead be taken up by an over 
powering building which would be far to close.   With the current design I will almost be able to 
touch the new building from my balcony.  I will have no light, no sun and no view.   It has been 
so hard being locked indoors during this pandemic it will be much worse if all we could see was 
a wall in front of us. 

There are adjacent buildings on both sides of 956 Heywood that have balconies that will face 
directly into a wall. 

I have safety concerns, the building at 964 Heywood is wood framed, if there was ever a fire it 
would be difficult to fight with this proposed new building at 956 Heywood.  Hence the reason 
adequate setbacks are required. 

There has been no consideration made for the current residents of the adjacent buildings. 

I am not opposed to development but this project is drastically pushing the boundaries of height, 
lot lines and set backs.  Why bother having rules on setbacks if they are never followed 

I know that the developer of this project is working with the city on social housing but this 
should not give them a free pass to ignore the current building requirements for this property.   

This past year has been very difficult with the pandemic and with all the homeless campers at 
beacon hill park and now this.  

567



2

City Council has abandoned us, our buildings have been broken into, our bikes and cars stolen 
or vandalized, our personal safety has been compromised.  Our quality of life this past year has 
been horrible being too afraid to leave our homes. 

Please show us some respect and stand up for us – please do not toss us aside like we do not 
matter.  Please say No to the proposed development  

Thank you   

France Lio  
307-964 Heywood  
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Madison Heiser

From: Jill Kirby 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 5:44 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Council meeting on Thurs Jan 28 re: Proposed development at 956 Heywood Ave

Re: Proposed development at 956 Heywood Ave. 

 

My name is Jill Kirby and I am a resident of the Edgemont Villa Apartment building, 909 
Pendergast St., #105. As my main floor apartment directly faces the site of the proposed 
development at 956 Heywood Ave., I have many very serious concerns about this proposed 
development.  

In particular, the variances being requested by the developer, which are extreme: 

- "increase height from 12 meters to 12.98 meters (main roof) and 14.81 meters (roof access)"  
 
- "reduce front setback from 10.50 meters to 6.63 meters"  

- "reduce rear setback from 7.71 meters to 1.52 meters" 

- "reduce side setback from 7.71 meters to 1.37 meters (building) and .93 meters 
(windowscreens)" 

- "increase site coverage  from 30% to 64 %"  

 

- The proposed structure will be far too close to the buildings on either side.  

From my perspective on the first floor facing it, not only will it block all my light, but will loom 
over me, as it will be so close to my living space that it will be 'right on top of me'. This will 
severely impact my quality of life and enjoyment of my living space.  

It will block the sunlight that I and others on this side of my building currently enjoy...even the 
top floor, since the proposed structure will be significantly taller than this building and the one 
at 964 Heywood. 

- Looking at the artists’ rendering, the proposed development simply ‘sticks out like a sore 
thumb’, rather than blending into the neighbourhood, as they try to claim.  
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The proposed structure requires variances for height, setbacks, parking and site coverage, as 
outlined above.  

It is my feeling that allowing these variances would allow for a building that does not fit with 
the existing neighbourhood and would have a huge negative impact on the quality of life and 
enjoyment of home for myself and other residents who live in the neighbouring buildings. 

- Allowing the variances needed for this proposed development would, in my opinion, open the 
door to further and further degradation of the beauty and livability of the neighbourhoods in 
Fairfield and the rest of Victoria. 

 
- There is currently a single house on the lot of this proposed development. Simply put, the 
proposal calls for far too large a building on such a small lot!  

 
- The other concern I have is for the type of development is that it  caters only to those who 
have a great deal of money to afford such accommodation, when what is really needed in the 
city of Victoria is more affordable housing. Unless developers are required to include 
affordable (truly affordable, not just affordable for the wealthy!) units in their proposed 
developments, we will surely see more homeless people in the park and on our streets and more 
seniors, like myself, who will struggle to find anywhere in Victoria to live.  

 

Sincerely, 

J. Kirby 
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Madison Heiser

From: Kathy Trithardt 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 5:04 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: 956 Heywood Avenue

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing to voice my strongest opposition to the development proposed at 956 Heywood Avenue. I have a 
friend who lives on the north side of the building at 964 Heywood Avenue and they are horrified to have 
learned of the structure planned for this tiny lot. Being on the top floor, this development would eliminate both 
their view and privacy, and completely change the experience of living in their home. 
 
Regardless of what has been previously allowed in the area, even a 4 storey building does not make sense for 
the size of the lot and proximity of neighbouring buildings. If adjacent buildings faced onto the lot with solid, 
windowless walls, this might be a different story but we are talking scores of units, peoples’ homes, being 
forever changed negatively. 
 
Their observation over 6 years of residence in that unit suggests that the lot is an important ecological pathway 
for birds and other animals. They have noted 17 bird species that regularly use the lot as a roosting place, for 
nesting, foraging and as a fly through area during migration. The change in height and coverage would 
completely decimate that habitat, particularly with the loss of mature trees without adequate replacement. 
 
I am an advocate for affordable housing and fully understand the crisis that my beloved city is facing but this 
kind of over development does nothing but further degrade the quality of our community with very little benefit. 
The lot would be far better suited to a duplex or townhome that could keep green space available and reduce 
negative impacts on neighbours who have called the surrounding buildings home, some for decades. Please 
consider the quality of life impacts this will have on the neighbourhood. 
 
Regards, 
 
Kathy 
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Madison Heiser

From: Lori LaCroix 
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2021 2:38 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Variances Application No. 00126

Re: proposed development at 956 Heywood Avenue. 
 
I own condo unit #405 at 909 Pendergast Street and am facing the proposed development site.  I strongly object to the 
proposal for several reasons. 
 
1.  It will block out my sunlight.  This will greatly impact my quality of life.  I am legally blind and rely on the natural lighting 
here. It also is wonderful for my overall sense of wellbeing. 
 
2.  I realize that this is a prime location therefore it will be developed, it is the size that is so unreasonable.  The height 
increase of .98m will completely block my already limited view of treetops in Beacon Hill Park.  I understand that the units 
will have 9 foot ceilings which will be nice for their residents but not for we neighbours..And their roof access is even 
higher.  If they have roof access, what sort of additional features will be added to the roof?   They will need railings for 
protection, as well as furnishings, planters,  and perhaps a dividing wall to make it even more private for them.   
 
3.  The proposed lot coverage will more than double, to 64%.  This exceeds existing zoning bylaws.  they need to adhere 
to the current zoning, which I believe allows for only 30%.  Their request  is totally unreasonable.   
 
The proposed building will not at all fit is with the cozy neighbourhood feeling or ambiance that we now have. 
 
4.  Property values for  our current properties will fall due to the presence of such a huge new structure.  When I 
purchased my unit in 2019 I was attracted by the sunlight and the sense of space.  I would not have been interested in 
this property if the proposed development had been there.  I actually know someone who was considering purchasing a 
unit down the hall however he is not interested due to the proposed building.   
 
5.  Many units on all 4 floors will have no privacy.  Their  neighbours will be looking directly into their units, their living 
room and bedrooms, not to mention their balconies.  Half of the units in 909 Pendergast will have this situation. 
 
6.  It will cause further “gentrification” of our neighbourhood.   
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Lori LaCroix           
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City of Victoria, Development Permit with Variances application No.00126 
 956 Heywood Ave.  
 
Lori Lautermilch  
309 964 Heywood Ave. 
Victoria BC 
V8V2Y5  
 
 
 
Please consider that this proposal, for more than a 50% increase in regulation land use and 
other extended variances, should be voted off the table without question. 
 
Firstly, the two buildings adjacent to this proposed construction need to be considered above all 
else when making this decision. There are over 25 units in these two buildings whose living 
areas/homes face directly into this development. Meaning, that they will have a blank wall built 
right in front of their living space; their living room, bedrooms and outdoor decks. This will 
eliminate privacy, a view, sunlight, and drastically increase the amount of daytime darkness in 
each unit. The physicality of this wall obstruction will directly impact the quality of life and have 
implications on the overall mental, physical, and spiritual well being of each person who lives 
there. The physical distance of this wall to each unit is also a major factor, in that it is literally 
right in the face of every front room of these units. How would you feel if you came home one 
day and there was a wall in the front of your home, right in your face? You wouldn't be able to 
believe it, right? The people who live in these two buildings would never have believed it either.  
 
 Secondly, there are land use regulations, ( 30% of land use as opposed to the requested 64% 
of use) enacted by the Fairfield community and the City of Victoria, for which you, the city 
officials have been elected to uphold, for every Citizen of our community.  
  Based on the large number of opposition letters submitted by the public and those directly 
affected by this proposal throughout this two year application process, there is more opposition 
to this development than there is for it!. If you were to include the votes of the builder, the 6 units 
that are proposed, and the 8 members of the elected officials (total of 15)....... this proposal is 
already defeated. 
Will you, the elected officials, adhere to the building regulations and the strong public 
opposition?  Will you, the elected officials, use your own conscience and consider all the 
needs/equality/quality of life, of all the citizens/homeowners, and the community affected by this 
proposal?  
 It is clear……. defeat this building proposal!  
 
Submitted by Lori Lautermilch 
309 964 Heywood Ave. Victoria BC V8V2Y5 
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Madison Heiser

From: Angela Bell 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 1:41 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Public hearing Jan.28.  Development Permit Appicaiton # 00126 - Side setbacks not 

acceptable!

Re; the Variances of Application NO.00126, Haywood Avenue 956 
 
I am writing you as a neighbour of the proposed Development, Owner of my apartment 403 at 909 Pendergast st. 
 
Having seen how close the new Development would be, if the given variance was permitted, has shocked me, to say the 
least. 
The space between the buildings , when reducing the side setbacks from 7.71 m to 1.27 m (0.93 m window screens!) will 
just be too close, for comfort, for dwellers on both sides. 
 
I therefore urge you to re-consider this part especially, But I also feel that the increase of  the site coverage from 30 to 64 
percent just feels too big. 
 
thank you for your consideration, 
 
yours, 
Angela Bell 
#403 -909 Pendergast st. 
Victoria V8V 2W7 
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Madison Heiser

From: blair jensen 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 12:26 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Re: Comments on the Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00126

Dear Mayor and Council Members, 

The proposed building and the variances requested for it do not serve the immediate community on either 
side of it, nor does it reflect the character and personality of the larger neighbourhood. 

 Increasing the height to 14.81m (Nearly 49 feet) will greatly reduce the light and privacy of at 
least 12 suites on the south side of Edgemont Villa (909 Pendergast St.) 

 Reducing parking stalls from 9 to 6 and no visitor parking will put increased pressure on Heywood 
Avenue parking. 

 Reducing the front setback from 10.50m to 6.63m is providing a minimal buffer between the 
resident of the proposed building and pedestrians along the sidewalk as well as cars and trucks 
travelling along Heywood Avenue. 

 Reducing the rear setback from 7.71m to 1.52m will provide very little buffer between the 
residents in the rear of the building and the garbage and recycling as well as parking lot that exists 
in the rear of Edgemont Villa. 

 Reducing side setbacks from 7.71m to 1.52m will provide very little buffer for occupants from all 3 
buildings that would face each other. It would be most disagreeable to the residents on the south 
side of Edgemont Villa, who are closer to the existing property line and fence that the residents on 
the north end of Villa Royale are. 

The design of the building and the prices that these condos will demand will further erode the personality 
and affordability of the area. While there may be a perfectly adequate site for this project to be built in or 
outside of Victoria, this is not that site. My family and I do not support this project or the proposed 
changes to the variances for it.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
Blair Jensen 
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Madison Heiser

From: Clement Persaud 
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 10:51 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Development Permit with Variances No. 00126

Re:  Development Permit with Variances No. 00126 
       956 Heywood Avenue, Victoria BC 
       Development Permit Area 16 
       PID:  009-324-402, Lot 36 of Lot 1694, Victoria City, Plan 24 
 
To:  Mayor Helps and Victoria City Councillors, 
 
I am opposing the construction of the apartment building as proposed because the dimensions are too big for the lot and 
for the block - too high, too wide and too deep.  It will have a negative impact on the neighbours living in the adjacent 
buildings, cutting off the light and any view they have.   
 
Please deny a building permit for the current propsal.  Please require significant reductions in size and footprint for further 
development on this lot. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Clem Persaud 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Madison Heiser

From: Victoria Mayor and Council
Sent: Wednesday, January 27, 2021 11:01 AM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Fw: Subject: Development Permit Development with Variances Application No 00126 for 

956 Heywood Avenue

 
 

From: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Sent: January 27, 2021 8:53 AM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fw: Subject: Development Permit Development with Variances Application No 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue  
  
 

From: Lottie Ericson  
Sent: January 26, 2021 2:49 PM 
To: Ben Isitt (Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca>; Marianne Alto (Councillor) <MAlto@victoria.ca>; Stephen Andrew 
(Councillor) <stephen.andrew@victoria.ca>; Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor) <sdubow@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday 
(Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Sarah Potts (Councillor) <spotts@victoria.ca>; cthortonjoe@victoria.ca 
<cthortonjoe@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young (Councillor) <gyoung@victoria.ca>; Lisa Helps (Mayor) <LHelps@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Subject: Development Permit Development with Variances Application No 00126 for 956 Heywood Avenue  
  
Subject: Development Permit Development with Variances Application No 00126 for 956 
Heywood Avenue 
 
 
First of all, I would like to thank Councillor Thornton-Joe and councillor Young for having voted no to 
the proposed development on 956 Heywood Avenue and I do hope that you will continue to do so 
and also positively influence other city councillors to follow your lead. 
 
By-laws are created for the common good. The City hires planners and planning departments are 
given instructions after consultation, referendums, open houses and much consideration. 
 
Densification development on the above-mentioned single city lot will have far reaching negative 
impacts. Much damage will be done to community by buildings that do not have the understanding of 
the common good. 
 
Because of this development the quality of life of the residents of 32 apartments, (north facing ones 
on 964 Heywood and south facing ones on 909 Pendergast) will be dramatically affected. By having 
the proposed building only a few meters away they will lose privacy and light. The residents being 
mostly single seniors are living in affordable one or two-bedroom leasehold apartments. Yes, these 
apartments are affordable, now let us keep them livable. 
 
That a developer desires to maximize profits is understandable. But whether the developer is being 
greedy or just being an astute business person doesn’t seem to be an issue in this development. One 
can only hope that no developer, even if they are working with the City on housing for the homeless, 
would be above the law. 
 

577



2

I am surprised that Aryze believes that they can ask for and possibly receive six variances on a very 
small 15-metre-wide city lot between two large apartment blocks. They expect the City to give them 
twice the legal site coverage. They want to do away with the rear and side setbacks, from a legal 
7.71 to 1.52, 1.37 and 0.93 meters. Fortunately, the two neighbouring apartment blocks were built 
following the law so some distance is given. Variances should only be allowed when the City wishes 
to increase the common good. Such cases could include i.e. saving trees, making improvements to 
support people with disabilities or if the developer benefits the common good for example by building 
a group home.   
 
Aryze has made only minor changes over the last two years but those changes are not enough. Have 
they considered less grand one-bedroom apartments, which would fit with and be less damaging to 
the neighbourhood? 
   
Aryze also wants a height variance so the owners of the two top suites can have access to the roof 
and hence look down onto both sides of the neighbouring apartments and sundecks. What about 
privacy? Cramming in a six-unit apartment block on a small city lot is certainly not considered 
compatible with the adjacent development. Would we even be having this discussion if the 32 
effected properties were high end condos? 
 
The planning department is very subjective in its descriptions. They talk of extensive perimeter 
landscaping not mentioning that the perimeter is only 1.37 meters wide and that the shade from the 
building will have minor impact on the liveability of some of the neighbouring units. Surely nobody in 
the planning department, or city councillor, would be happy to see a four-storey apartment plunked 
down immediately beside their own apartment or home. Privacy is going to be protected by some 
rushes and screens! What about conversations, music and where there are no plants or screen? The 
staff at the planning department is defending this development saying that it is going to look nice. 
We ask, “Nice for whom!” 
 
The city has shown an interest in providing more affordable rental units. This development is far from 
being classed as affordable housing. For citizens in 32 units to lose quality of life and lose financially 
does not seen to justify building 6 high-end apartments. The 32 properties are affordable. Let us 
keep them liveable. 
 
Densification is happening just a block away from this proposal at the corner of Quadra Street and 
Southgate. A large development of 90 units is replacing three small homes and an older 34-unit 
apartment block. This project is well thought out and is not obstructing the main view of any 
property.   
 
If a bylaw can be easily negated by asking for and receiving variances, then all of the work to create 
a fair and just community is being overridden!   
 
The citizens of Victoria need to believe that our elected representatives are not only upholding the 
laws and bylaws of the city, but also being sensitive to the rights and needs of all its citizens.  
 
I ask that you please vote no to the illegal development proposal on 956 Heywood Avenue. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 
Charlotte Ericson 
Resident of 964 Heywood Avenue  
 
 
Sent from Outlook 
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Brian Grison 
Suite 123, 964 Heywood Avenue 
Victoria, British Columbia, V8V2Y5 
 
Mayor and Council of Victoria (publichearings@victoria.ca) 
Fairfield Neighbourhood Lianon Councilor Ben Isitt (bisitt@victoria.ca) 
James Bay Neighbourhood Councilor Stephen Andrew (stephen.andrew@victoria.ca) 
 
Wednesday, January 27, 2021 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
Regarding the Proposed Development for 956 Heywood Avenue 
 
I am the resident and owner of Suite 123, 964 Heywood. I have lived at this address for four 
years. I moved to Victoria from Toronto in 1977. 
 
I am opposed to the proposed development of a condominium building at 956 Heywood Avenue. 
The proposal does not fit into the residential landscape, community atmosphere, architectural or 
pleasant mix of built and natural aesthetic that is central to life in Fairfield, James Bay or the 
other districts of Victoria and surrounding communities. Except for one architectural mistake at 
986, Heywood Avenue is a residential street with a mixture of individual houses and low-rise 
apartment buildings. It should remain so. There are lots of large trees, lawns and gardens. The 
proposed building should be built downtown; it should not turn Heywood Avenue or Fairfield 
into a downtown. 
 
The proposed building would occupy every square foot of the property with no regard for trees, 
gardens and lawns; flowerpots are no substitute. Such condominiums are more appropriate on 
Yates Avenue west of Cook Street, where lawns, trees and gardens are not expected or 
appropriate. The building would tower over its neighbours, restricting light and views for its 
north, east, west and south facing neighbouring apartments.  
 
The lot itself, which currently contains one residential home, set well back from the street with 
lots of trees and gardens and a driveway to the street, is too small to accommodate such a large 
development. This lot would be more suitable for an infill duplex or multi-family four-unit strata 
development in a more traditional design than an ugly and impersonal six- unit condominium. 
 
 
Cordially, 
Brian Grison 
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Madison Heiser

From: Ms. B 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 1:54 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Variance application 00126- (956 Heywood Ave)

 

Dear Council, 
 

Reference Application number: 00126,  
956 Heywood Ave, permit area 16. 
 
 

I write in connection with the above planning application. I live at 909 
Pendergast street, directly beside this lot. I wish to object strongly to the 
development in this location for the following reasons: 
 

-reduced parking spaces will put a strain on already tight parking in the 
area 
 

-the rear and side setback variances and site coverage seem excessive. The 
lot does not seem large enough to accommodate such a large building 
without affecting neighbouring buildings (r/e sunlight/privacy/view)  
 

I know that council is charged with managing the continued growth and 
prosperity of the neighbourhood, however the variances in this 
application seem excessive and not in line with the area. If approved I feel 
they will greatly affect existing residents, many of whom have owned 
units in adjacent buildings for years.  
 

Thank you for your consideration, 
 

Ms. Brown  
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Madison Heiser

From: Roy Fletcher 
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2021 12:32 PM
To: Public Hearings
Subject: Public Hearing for 956 Heywood Ave.   Development Permit No. 00126

Public Hearing for 956 Heywood Ave.   Development Permit No. 00126 
 
Submitted by Roy Fletcher   #101-1041 Richardson St. in the City of Victoria 
 
I recommend that Victoria City Council REJECT this proposal for 956 Heywood Ave. 
 
I lived on this block of Heywood Ave. from 1946 to 1968. 
My family home was demolished during the building boom of late-60s and early-70s. 
This single property was the only house which remained after that series of developments. 
 
It now presents a very difficult and complex challenge. 
This proposal falls far short of answering that challenge. 
It contains too many suites for the site restrictions listed below. 
When I looked at it for the first time I thought it was a first design attempt. 
 
 
Beacon Hill Park 
The map does not show it, but the BHP eastern boundary is right at the property line of the proposed development. The 
paved area of Heywood Ave. has never been severed from the Trust property. 
 
 
building massing 
The two adjacent buildings have a 10-metre setback. This one is proposing six-metres. 
It will present a very dominant front when viewed from Beacon Hill Park. 
This building design makes no attempt to blend to the existing buildings on either side. 
The proposed side set-backs are very small and add to the dominance of this building when viewed from the park side. 
 
 
parking 
6 parking stalls is too few. 
These will not be low-price units in a building close to town. These will be high-priced units for the wealthy. 
In fact, they may be Airbnb units 
Most of the people in these units will have two cars. 
 
A quick scan of the parking design for this building should give Council an indication that some residents of the building 
wiil choose to park on the street because it is too inconvenient to exit from the semi-undergroung parking as designed.  
 
The two buildings on either side have waiting lists for parking so residents of this building will have no ability to rent 
spaces close by. 
 
Parking on Heywood Ave. is zoned residential only. As a frequent visitor to the other buildings, I can assure Council that 
parking on this block is frequently not available. 
 
The road behind, Vancouver St., is slated for a cycle path. 
It is already choked with cars from the two adjacent buildings. Half the parking spots on Vancouver St. will be eliminated. 
All the rest of the roads in that neighbourhood are already choked with cars. 
The City has no need to install 30Km/h signs in that neighbourhood. It's usually not possible to go more than 20 Km/h. 
 
It is inevitable that meal delivery services (Skip-the-Dishes, DoorDash etc) and other deliveries will illegally park on the 
grassy area on the west side of Heywood Ave. in the Heywood Meadow of Beacon Hill Park. 
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garbage 
The only access to this building is on Heywood Ave. 
It is a narrow road with many cars parked on the street. 
This building has 6 suites, so it will not have small blue bins left on the boulevard. 
It will have the large wheeled garbage and recycling bins. 
Large garbage trucks will have a difficult time finding a stopping spot to upload the garbage etc. 
They will inevitably use the Heywood Meadow as a loading zone. 
 
Regards.         RAF 
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NO. 21-005 

HOUSING AGREEMENT (956 HEYWOOD AVENUE) BYLAW 
A BYLAW OF THE CITY OF VICTORIA 

The purpose of this Bylaw is to authorize an agreement to ensure that future strata bylaws 
cannot prohibit the rental of units for the lands known as 956 Heywood Avenue, Victoria, BC. 

Under its statutory powers, including section 483 of the Local Government Act, the Council of 
The Corporation of the City of Victoria in an open meeting enacts the following provisions: 

Title 

1 This Bylaw may be cited as the "HOUSING AGREEMENT (956 HEYWOOD AVENUE) 
BYLAW (2021)”.  

Agreement authorized 

2 The Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development is authorized to 
execute the Housing Agreement  

(a) substantially in the form attached to this Bylaw as Schedule A; 

(b) between the City and 956 Heywood Holdings Ltd., Inc. No. BC1136310 or other 
registered owners from time to time of the lands described in subsection (c); and 

(c) that applies to the lands known as 956 Heywood Avenue, Victoria, BC, legally 
described as: 

PID: 009-324-402, Lot 36 of Lot 1694, Victoria City, Plan 24 

 

READ A FIRST TIME the   14th  day of   January   2021 
 
 
READ A SECOND TIME the   14th  day of   January   2021 
 
 
READ A THIRD TIME the  14th  day of   January    2021 
 
 
ADOPTED on the     day of       2021 
 

 
 
 
 

CITY CLERK MAYOR 
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Council Meeting Minutes
April 9, 2020 4 

H.1.a.c  429 and 431 Parry Street: Development Variance Permit 
Applications No. 00234 and No. 00235 (James Bay) 

 
Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Young 
 
That, subject to the preparation and execution of legal agreements 
to secure a Statutory Right-of-Way, to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Engineering, that Council, after giving notice and 
allowing an opportunity for public comment at a meeting of Council, 
consider the following motion: 
 
That Council authorize the issuance of Development Variance 
Permit Applications No.00234 for 429 Parry Street and No.00235 
for 431 Parry Street in accordance with: 
1. Plans date stamped December 19, 2019 (429 Parry Street) and 

December 23, 2019 (431 Parry Street) 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw 

requirements, except for the following variances: 
For Development Variance Permit No. 00234 at 429 Parry 
Street: 

a. reduce the front yard setback from 7.5m to 3.79m; 
b. reduce the rear yard setback from 8.28m to 4.71m for the 

rear stairs and 5.61m for the building; 
c. reduce the north side yard setback from 1.5m to 1.2m; 
d. reduce the south side yard setback from 3m to 2m; and 
e. reduce the combined side yard setback from 4.5m to 3.2m. 

For Development Variance Permit No. 00235 at 431 Parry 
Street: 

a. reduce the front yard setback from 7.5m to 4.41m; 
b. reduce the rear yard setback from 8.28m to 4.42m for the 

rear stairs and 4.95m for the building; 
c. reduce the north side yard setback from 1.5m to 1.2m; 
d. reduce the south side yard setback from 3m to 2m; and 
e. reduce the combined side yard setback from 4.5m to 3.2m. 

3. Registration of legal agreements on both property titles to 
secure a Statutory Right-of-Way, to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Engineering. 

4. The Development Permits lapsing two years from the date of 
this resolution. 

 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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Committee of the Whole Meeting Minutes 
April 2, 2020 10 

E.2 429 and 431 Parry Street: Development Variance Permit Applications No. 
00234 and No. 00235 (James Bay) 
 
Committee received a report dated March 12, 2020 from the Director of 
Sustainable Planning and Community Development regarding the proposed 
Development Variance Permit Application No. 000234 for 429 Parry Street and 
Development Variance Permit Application No. 00235 for 431 Parry Street in 
order to construct two new single-family dwellings with secondary suites and 
recommending that it move forward to an opportunity for public comment. 
 
Moved By Councillor Alto 
Seconded By Councillor Dubow 
 
That, subject to the preparation and execution of legal agreements to secure a 
Statutory Right-of-Way, to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering, that 
Council, after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at a 
meeting of Council, consider the following motion: 
 
That Council authorize the issuance of Development Variance Permit 
Applications No.00234 for 429 Parry Street and No.00235 for 431 Parry Street in 
accordance with: 
 
1. Plans date stamped December 19, 2019 (429 Parry Street) and December 

23, 2019 (431 Parry Street) 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for 

the following variances: 
For Development Variance Permit No. 00234 at 429 Parry Street: 

i. reduce the front yard setback from 7.5m to 3.79m; 
ii. reduce the rear yard setback from 8.28m to 4.71m for the rear stairs 

and 5.61m for the building; 
iii. reduce the north side yard setback from 1.5m to 1.2m; 
iv. reduce the south side yard setback from 3m to 2m; and 
v. reduce the combined side yard setback from 4.5m to 3.2m. 

For Development Variance Permit No. 00235 at 431 Parry Street: 
i. reduce the front yard setback from 7.5m to 4.41m; 
ii. reduce the rear yard setback from 8.28m to 4.42m for the rear stairs 

and 4.95m for the building; 
iii. reduce the north side yard setback from 1.5m to 1.2m; 
iv. reduce the south side yard setback from 3m to 2m; and 
v. reduce the combined side yard setback from 4.5m to 3.2m. 

3. Registration of legal agreements on both property titles to secure a Statutory 
Right-of-Way, to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering. 

4. The Development Permits lapsing two years from the date of this resolution. 
 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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~ VICTORIA 

Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of March 26, 2020 

To: Committee of the Whole Date: March 12, 2020 

From: Karen Hoese, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Subject: Development Variance Permit No. 00234 for 429 Parry Street and 

Development Variance Permit No. 00235 for 431 Parry Street 

RECOMMENDATION 

That, subject to the preparation and execution of legal agreements to secure a Statutory Right 
of-Way, to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering, that Council, after giving notice and 
allowing an opportunity for public comment at a meeting of Council, consider the following 

motion: 

That Council authorize the issuance of Development Variance Permit Applications 
No.00234 for 429 Parry Street and No.00235 for 431 Parry Street in accordance with: 

1. Plans date stamped December 19, 2019 (429 Parry Street) and December 23, 2019 

(431 Parry Street) 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the 

following variances: 
For Development Variance Permit No. 00234 at 429 Parry Street: 

i. reduce the front yard setback from 7.5m to 3.79m; 
ii. reduce the rear yard setback from 8.28m to 4. 71 m for the rear stairs and 

5.61 m for the building; 
iii. reduce the north side yard setback from 1.5m to 1.2m; 

iv. reduce the south side yard setback from 3m to 2m; and 
v. reduce the combined side yard setback from 4.5m to 3.2m. 

For Development Variance Permit No. 00235 at 431 Parry Street: 
i. reduce the front yard setback from 7.5m to 4.41m; 
ii. reduce the rear yard setback from 8.28m to 4.42m for the rear stairs and 

4.95m for the building; 
iii. reduce the north side yard setback from 1.5m to 1.2m; 
iv. reduce the south side yard setback from 3m to 2m; and 
v. reduce the combined side yard setback from 4.5m to 3.2m. 

3. Registration of legal agreements on both property titles to secure a Statutory Right 
of-Way, to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering. 

4. The Development Permits lapsing two years from the date of this resolution. 

Committee of the Whole Report 
Development Variance Permit No. 00234 for 429 Parry Street and 
Development Variance Permit No. 00235 for 431 Parry Street 

March 12, 2020 

Page 1 of6 
595



LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 

In accordance with Section 498 of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a Development 
Variance Permit that varies a Zoning Regulation Bylaw provided the permit does not vary the 

use or density of land from that specified in the Zoning Regulation Bylaw. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for the Development Variance Permit Applications for the properties located at 429 and 431 
Parry Street. The proposal is to construct two new single-family dwellings with secondary suites 

on two lots that are currently being used as surface parking lots. The variances are related to 

front, side and rear yard setbacks. 

The following points were considered in assessing these applications: 

• the proposal is generally consistent with the James Bay Neighbourhood Plan 
• the existing non-conforming surface parking lot is not consistent with the zoning or the 

Traditional Residential designation in the Official Community Plan and the proposal for a 
total of four new residential units is a more appropriate use on the primarily residential 

street 

• the proposed variances related to the building setbacks are relatively minor given the 

constraints of the site 

• the provision of the Statutory Right-of-Way along Parry Street, which incorporates a new 
boulevard and sidewalk alignment, contributes to transportation and priorities and 

improves the pedestrian experience. 

BACKGROUND 

Description of Proposal 

The proposals are for two new single-family dwellings with secondary suites. While the lot sizes 
are smaller than typical, they are within the minimum lot size established in the applicable R1-B 

Zone - Single Family Dwelling District. 

The applications propose variances to reduce the front, rear and side yard building setbacks. 

Affordable Housing 

The applicant proposes the creation of four new residential units, including two rental units, 

which would increase the overall supply of housing in the area. 

Sustainability 

The applicant has not identified any sustainability features associated with this proposal. 

Active Transportation 

The applicant has not identified any active transportation impacts associated with these 

applications. 
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Public Realm 

The applicant has agreed to provide a 1 08m Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW) along Parry Street. 

The proposal incorporates the SRW into the site design, reconfiguring the sidewalk and adding 

a boulevard. The SRW would be secured with a section 219 covenant prior to the issuance of 

the Development Variance Permit. 

The provision of the SRW and realigned sidewalk allows for a new boulevard, which creates 

space between the sidewalk and road traffic and allows space for public street infrastructure out 

of the way of the sidewalk. 

Accessibility 

The British Columbia Building Code regulates accessibility as it pertains to buildings. All of the 

units require stairs to access. 

Existing Site Development and Development Potential 

The sites are presently part of a larger non-conforming commercial surface parking lot Under 

the current R 1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, the properties could be developed as 

two single-family dwellings with secondary suites or garden suites or as public buildings. While 

a new subdivision of a lot within the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District would require a 

minimum of 460m2, the two subject properties meet the 230m2 minimum lot size for existing 

sites. 

Data Table 

The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R1-B Zone, Single Family 

Dwelling District as well as the R1-S2 Zone, Two Storey Small Lot District. While the R1-S2 

zone does not technically apply, it does provide a useful comparison given that this is the zone 

used for small lot rezonings. An asterisk is used to identify where the proposal varies from the 

existing Zone. 

Proposal - Proposal- 
Existing R1-B R1-S2 Zone 

Zoning Criteria 429 Parry 431 Parry 
Zone (for comparison) 

Street Street 

Site area (m2
) - 

273.2 249.4 230 260 
minimum 

Density (Floor 

Space Ratio) - 0.56:1 0.51: 1 N/A 0.6:1 

maximum 
I 

I 
Total floor area (m2). 

231.5 174.4 300 N/A 

-1 - maximum 

429 Parry 
Total floor area (m2) 163.92 I 
- excluding 154.30 127 N/A 

basement maximum 
431 Parry J 149.64 
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Proposal - Proposal - 
Existing R1-B R1-S2 Zone 

Zoning Criteria 429 Parry 431 Parry 

Street Street 
Zone (for comparison) 

Lot width (m) - 
8.23 8.25 7.50 10 .. rrurumum 

Height (m) - 
7.57 7.55 7.60 7.50 

maximum 

Storeys - maximum 
2 2 2 2 

plus basement plus basement plus basement plus basement 

Site coverage (%) - 
38.30 35.00 40 40 

maximum 

Setbacks (m) - 

minimum 

Front 3.79 * 4.14 * 7.50 6 

Rear 
4.71 * (stairs) 4.42 * (stairs) 

8.28 6 
(5.61 to building) (4.95 to building) 

1.50 or 2.40 

Side 
1.20 * 1.20 * 1.50 with windows 

(north) (south) into habitable 

areas 

1.50 or 2.40 

Side 
2* 2 * 3 with windows 

(south) (north) into habitable 

areas 

Combined side 
3.20 * 3.20 * 4.50 NIA 

yards 

Parking - minimum 1 1 1 1 

Community Consultation 

While not required, the applicant arranged a meeting with the Community Association Land Use 

Committee (CALUC) to present the proposal. A letter from the CALUC dated December 16, 

2019 is attached to this report. 

These applications propose variances; therefore, in accordance with the City's Land Use 
Procedures Bylaw, they require notice, sign posting and a meeting of Council to consider the 

variances. 
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ANALYSIS 

Development Permit Area and Design Guidelines 

The proposal is consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP, 2012), and the single-family 

dwellings with secondary suite use addresses several OCP objectives and policies relating to 

infill development and increasing the supply of rental housing. 

James Bay Neighbourhood Plan 

The proposal is consistent with the James Bay Neighbourhood Plan (1993), to encourage infill 

development The subject properties are in a transitional area in terms of both form and use. 

The building designs adapt to this through form and materials, which supports the 

neighbourhood plan objective of a "visual harmony of form and scale between new buildings 

and adjacent residential units". 

Tree Preservation Bylaw and Urban Forest Master Plan 

There are no Tree Preservation Bylaw impacts with these applications and no public trees are 

impacted. 

Variances 

For both applications, variances are required to reduce the minimum setback requirements at 

the front, rear and side yards. The R1-B Zone was designed for lots 460m2 and greater, while 

the subject properties are 273.2m2 for 429 Parry Street and 249.4m2 for 431 Parry Street 

Because of this, there is little buildable area left within the minimum setbacks. 

The reductions to the side yard setbacks are relatively minor and are designed to reduce the 

impacts to adjacent neighbours. While there will be some shading impacts on the adjacent 

public building and outdoor daycare pay area, the building design at 431 Parry Street is stepped 

back at the second level, which will help to reduce this somewhat 

While the setback reductions for the front and rear yard are significant, the position of the 

buildings generally reflects the street context of smaller setbacks at the front and rear of nearby 

buildings. 

On the whole, the setback variances are supportable given the narrow lot widths, smaller lot 

sizes and the siting choices made to minimize the impacts on the neighbouring properties. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposal to construct two new single-family dwellings with secondary suites is consistent 

with City policies. The new houses fit within the existing street context and the variances will 

not have a substantial impact on the privacy of the adjacent lots. The two single-family 

dwellings with secondary suites are consistent with the OCP strategic objectives for additional 

housing and are a higher and better use than the existing non-conforming commercial surface 

parking lot use. Staff recommend the Council consider supporting these applications. 

AL TERNA TE MOTION 

That Council decline Development Variance Permit Applications No. 00234 and No 00235 for 

the properties located at 429 Parry Street and 431 Parry Street 
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Respectfully submitted, 

j H- 
Ch Io e Tunis Karen Hoese, Director 
Planner Sustainable Planning and Community 

Development Services Development Department 

Report accepted and recommended by the City Managed~ 

Date tpcL 
List of Attachments 

• Attachment A: Subject Map 

• Attachment B: Aerial Map 

• Attachment C: Plans date stamped December 19, 2019 (429 Parry Street) and 

December 23, 2019 (431 Parry Street) 

• Attachment D: Letter from applicant to Mayor and Council date stamped December 19, 
2019 (429 Parry Street) and December 23, 2019 (431 Parry Street) 

• Attachment E: Community Association Land Use Committee comments dated December 

16, 2019 
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mlArc ta ATTACHMENT 0 

924 McClure St. 

Victoria, BC. V8V 3E7 

C. 250.413.7307 
0. 778-432-3550 
e. arcata@telus.net 

December 18, 2019 

Mayor and Council 

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1 P6 

Re: 431 Parry Street Proposed Development 

Dear Mayor and Council, . 
. J P\Jnnir.q 8, Dl'Vt:1 ,,:,11rnr D_c•p.;,1r.1cni 

Introduction 1 Oe1Jl'lupilll'l11 ),'I JI( c, ,.·: ·' .. ,•II - _ .. 
The proposed development is a sensitive infill which seeks to improve an undeTUtiTizecfi3'arkfng lot 

by providing a single family home and a legal market rental basement suite in close proximity to 

James Bay Village and Capital Park. 

The Site 
The subject site at 431 Parry Street is a legal nonconforming lot that dates back to the original street 

layout of James Bay and is currently used as a parking lot. Zoned as R-2 Two Family Dwelling, the 

property has never had any built structures on it and is surrounded by the following conditions: 
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The site is adjacent to James Bay Village and half a block from the Capital Park 

Development. These areas offer access to amenities, transportation, and community services like 

the James Bay Community Project, Five Corners retail, Capital Park, and Irving Park. Parry Street is 

diverse and has a range of housing typologies suitable for a variety of tenures, our proposed 

development will add additional housing options in the community while maintaining a design 

aesthetic complementary to the immediate context. 

Variances 
The site area is approximately 249.4 sq.m. with a street frontage of 9.15m. The lot does not meet the 

minimum site area or width under the R-2 zone. Additionally the required setbacks of R-2 would 

result in a floor area which does not conform to the required minimum. If the R-2 zone required 

setbacks were to be relaxed the allowed FSR would be exceeded, triggering a rezoning. The R2 

zone allows the permitted uses under R1 -B. The variances requested are therefore based on the 

requirements of the R1-B zone. 
Under the R1 -B zone the required setbacks would create an allowable building envelope of 

3. 7 4m x 12.57m (12'3" x 41 '3"), resulting in a maximum building footprint of only 46 sq.m. (495 sq.ft.) 

with an interior width of 3.32 m (10'1 O"). The relaxations requested for setbacks would allow for a 
more typical narrow lot width and floor area similar to that of the R1-S2 small lot zone. The proposed 

residence will have a living area of 127.5 sq.m. (1,372 sq.ft.) over two storeys with a 45.2 sq.m. (486 

sq.ft.) legal basement suite. 

The setback variances requested are as follows: 

Front 

Rear 

Side North 

Side South 

Side Combined 

Allowed (R1 -B Zone) 

7.5 

8.28 

3.0 

1.5 

4.5 

Proposed 

4.14 

4.42 

2.0 

1.2 

3.2 

Design Rationale 
The design of the proposed single family home draws inspiration from the form of the buildings in the 

immediate area. Specifically, the historic Redstone Building and the future Rotunda development 

which lie directly across the street, as well as the flat roof form of the James Bay Community Project 

(JBCP) building bordering the northern edge of the property. 
The massing of the proposed residence forms a transition between the traditional pattern 

houses at the southern end of Parry St. and the JBCP building at the northern end while also being 

complementary in form to the multi-family residential buildings that define the western boundary of 

the street. 
The material palette is refined and limited consisting of two primary materials-stucco, and 

western red cedar, both contextual references to the site's surroundings. This ensures that the 

established quality level of materials remains consistent on Parry St. For example, the front facade 

has large amounts of glazing which brings an element of lightness and transparency to the street 

edge while defining and creating a welcoming front door. The front facade is further articulated with 

cedar accents and by stepping the upper level back 3m creating an appropriate scale along the 

streetscape. Western red cedar is the primary cladding on the back facade. The side elevations are 

finished with a high quality stucco rain screen system referencing the materiality of the JBCP 

2 of 3 

634



building. Punched openings in the side elevations were carefully placed and sized to respect 

neighbours privacy and limit overlook. 

Policy Framework 

Our proposal is consistent with the OCP James Bay Strategic Directions and align with the following: 

, 21.16.1 Maintain a variety of housing types and tenures for a range of age groups and incomes. 

, 21.16.5 Continue to support sensitive infill. 

Additionally, the creation of a new a single family home and rental suite supports the growth 

management goal of having 40% of new population by 2041 occurring in Large Urban Villages. Our 

site is adjacent to the James Bay urban village and is only ?Om from the Urban Core southern 

boundary, therefore it is ideally located to help support this objective. Furthermore, the infill project 

helps enhance the City's sustainability goals as follows: 

, Our proposal is family-oriented and provides a market rental suite contributing to the diverse 

mix of housing typologies characteristic of the area. This is an essential component for a 

vibrant, mixed-used urban village. 

, Daily destinations are walkable supporting a multi-modal lifestyle. 

, The site is adjacent to transportation options including a transit corridor, well-developed 

sidewalk network, and is in close proximity to the expanding bicycle network. 

Conclusion 

Our proposal takes an under utilized parking lot and transforms it into a single family home and 

rental suite thus adding to the diverse range of housing typologies in the area while aligning with the 

OCP goals and strategic directions. It is our hope that providing additional housing we can help 

contribute to the positive growth and vitality of the James Bay Neighbourhood. 

Yours truly, 

~- 
Larry Cecco, MRAIC, AIA int. 
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m1Arc3ta 
924 McClure St. 

Victoria, BC. V8V 3E7 

C. 250.413. 7307 

0. 778-432-3550 
e. arcata@telus net 

1
---- i:1e ·-ei\·<·-J----·-··-, 

] !,, \.,. ., I ft~-• 

City or vrct ona l 

l 
DEC 1 9 20'!9 i 

Planning i.~ Develoornen: Ocpartrnent : 

Developmc:11 <.e, •11ce1 D1v1,1on __ I 

December 10, 2019 

Mayor and Council 

City of Victoria 

1 Centennial Square 

Victoria, BC V8W 1 P6 

Re: 429 Parry Street Proposed Development 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Introduction 
The proposed development is a sensitive infill which seeks to improve an under utilized parking lot 

by providing a single family home and a legal market rental basement suite in close proximity to 

James Bay Village and Capital Park. 

The Site 
The subject site at 429 Parry Street is a legal nonconforming lot that dates back to the original street 

layout of James Bay and is currently used as a parking lot. Zoned as R-2 Two Family Dwelling, the 

property has never had any built structures on it and is surrounded by the following conditions: 
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The site is adjacent to James Bay Village and half a block from the Capital Park 

Development. These areas offer access to amenities, transportation, and community services like 

the James Bay Community Project, Five Corners retail, Capital Park, and Irving Park. Parry Street is 

diverse and has a range of housing typologies suitable for a variety of tenures, our proposed 

development will add additional housing options in the community while maintaining a design 

aesthetic complementary to the immediate context. 

Variances 

The site area is approximately 273.2 sq.m. with a street frontage of 9.15m. The lot does not meet the 

minimum site area or width under the R-2 zone. Additionally the required setbacks of R-2 would 

result in a floor area which does not conform to the required minimum. If the R-2 zone required 

setbacks were to be relaxed the allowed FSR would be exceeded, triggering a rezoning. The R2 

zone allows the permitted uses under R1-B. The variances requested are therefore based on the 

requirements of the R1-B zone. 

Under the R1 -B zone the required setbacks would create an allowable building envelope of 

3.74m x 15.25m (12'3" x 50'), resulting in a maximum building footprint of only 57.9 sq.m. (623 sq.ft.) 

with an interior width of 3.32m (10'1 O"). The relaxations requested for setbacks would allow for a 

more typical narrow lot width and floor area similar to that of the R1 -S2 small lot zone. The proposed 

residence will have a living area of 154.3 sq.m. (1,660 sq.ft.) over two storeys with a 58.6 sq.m. (630 

sq.ft.) legal basement suite. 

The setback variances requested are as follows: 

~--- ---·--------~--------- .. --1·-- _, -- --------- ---- 

! 
1 

Allowed (R1 -8 Zone) Proposed 
f----------- ------ -- , _, -- --- ------------ 

! Front ; 7.5 3.79 !-- ----- -- -- - -- -+-- -- -- ·-- - --- ... - .. -·---- ----------------------.. -- --- --- - 
I 
: Rear 

1 

8.28 4.71 
!_, ------- -- - -~----- ;- 

: Side North 
,--·----- 

, Side South 

1.5 1.2 

3.0 

I ,_ "i' - ---- --- -- ---·-- --·---- 

. Side Combined 4.5 

2.0 

3.2 ____________ , .. , _ 

Design Rationale 

The design of the proposed single family home draws inspiration from the form of the buildings in the 

immediate area. Specifically, the historic Redstone Building and the future Rotunda development 

which lie directly across the street, as well as the flat roof form of the James Bay Community Project 

(JBCP) building bordering the northern edge of the property. 

The massing of the proposed residence forms a transition between the traditional pattern 

houses at the southern end of Parry St. and the JBCP building at the northern end while also being 

complementary in form to the multi-family residential buildings that define the western boundary of 

the street. 

The material palette is refined and limited consisting of two primary materials-stucco, and 

western red cedar, both contextual references to the site's surroundings. This ensures that the 

established quality level of materials remains consistent on Parry St. For example, the front facade 

has large amounts of glazing which brings an element of lightness and transparency to the street 

edge while defining and creating a welcoming front door. The front facade is further articulated with 

cedar accents and by stepping the upper level back 3m creating an appropriate scale along the 

streetscape. Western red cedar is the primary cladding on the back facade. The side elevations are 

finished with a high quality stucco rain screen system referencing the materiality of the JBCP 
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building. Punched openings in the side elevations were carefully placed and sized to respect 

neighbours privacy and limit overlook. 

Policy Framework 
Our proposal is consistent with the OCP James Bay Strategic Directions and align with the following: 

• 21.16.1 Maintain a variety of housing types and tenures for a range of age groups and incomes. 

• 21.16.5 Continue to support sensitive infill. 

Additionally, the creation of a new a single family home and rental suite supports the growth 

management goal of having 40% of new population by 2041 occurring in Large Urban Villages. Our 

site is adjacent to the James Bay urban village and is only ?Om from the Urban Core southern 

boundary, therefore it is ideally located to help support this objective. Furthermore, the infill project 

helps enhance the City's sustainability goals as follows: 

• Our proposal is family-oriented and provides a market rental suite contributing to the diverse 

mix of housing typologies characteristic of the area. This is an essential component for a 

vibrant, mixed-used urban village . 

• Daily destinations are walkable supporting a multi-modal lifestyle. 

• The site is adjacent to transportation options including a transit corridor, well-developed 

sidewalk network, and is in close proximity to the expanding bicycle network. 

Conclusion 

Our proposal takes an under utilized parking lot and transforms it into a single family home and 

rental suite thus adding to the diverse range of housing typologies in the area while aligning with the 

OCP goals and strategic directions. It is our hope that providing additional housing we can help 

contribute to the positive growth and vitality of the James Bay Neighbourhood. 

Yours truly, 

~- 

Larry Cecco, MRAIC, AIA int. 
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ATTACHMENT E 

60 
JBNA James Bay Neighbourhood Association 
jbna@vcn.bc.ca 
Victoria, B.C., Canada 

www.jbna.or~ 

December 16th, 2019 

Mayor and Council, 

City of Victoria 

Dear Mayor Helps and Councilors, 

Re: Community Meeting - 429-431 Parry Street 

A community meeting to consider the proposal at 429-431 Parry Street was held on 

December t l" (34 attendees). This was a courtesy consultation as the CALUC process is 

not a requirement for the Development Variance Permit being sought. Attached please find 

an excerpt of the General Meeting minutes regarding the proposal (Attachment "A"). 

JBNA provided notice to approximately 450 residents on the JBNA e-lists while the 

proponent canvassed near-by neighbours. 

The application is to build two dwellings on two sub-sized R2 lots on Parry Street, 

currently used as a parking lot. A development variance permit is being sought to change 

the setbacks. Because the lots are sub-sized, the R2 zoning reverts to R-1 B. 

Proponents will be returning to demonstrate the plan for the Powell Street end of the 

parking lot early in the New Year. They will be applying for a rezoning application for R-1 B 

to divide the lot on Powell into two lots. 

Discussions with the James Bay Community Project had been directed to resolving 

emergency access for the Project along the south side of its property and to lowering the 

roof-line. There will be boulevard and pedestrian improvements on the sidewalk. 

In summary, this proposal is for a sensitive infill on 2 legal non-conforming lots to 

provide housing options for the community. Participants at the meeting were strongly 

supportive of the project, particularly due to the possibility of lower level rental suites. 

For your consideration, 
·1 

/=,,.,,-· _.,.l,, 

Marg Gardiner 

President, JBNA 

Cc: JBNA Board 

Chloe Tunis, CoV Planner 

Conrad Nyren, Magellan Holdings Ltd. 

Danny Zeigler, Arcata 

JBNA - honouring our history, building our future 
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ATTACHMENT "A": Excerpt from Minutes of August 14th, 2019 CALUC meeting 

6. 429/431 Parry Street (courtesy consultation) 

• Conrad Nyren, Magellan Holdings ltd, Proponent 

• Danny Zeigler, Arcata 

Questions/comments: 

C: Resident on Niagara Street, near MacDonald Park. I like the overall project but I 

am concerned about the parking. 

A: It is monthly parking and people who work nearby, not community members, will 

no longer be able to park there. 

C: Resident resides on Powell, opposite the proposal. I have talked to neighbours and 

we appreciate that you are forthcoming and have met with us. We are positive about 

what you are proposing. Housing is preferred over storage of cars. We should not 

have surface parking lots. 

C: Resident directly across proposal on Powell Street. The parking lot is under 

utilized and it is much preferable to have housing in that location. Thank you for doing 

what you are doing. 

A: Proponent says some neighbours believe the housing will enhance the area as some 

activity in the parking lot is not desirable. Also, we are pleased to be able to add 4 

single family houses in James Bay, which is losing its sfh dwellings. These properties 

are family focused. 

Q: Resident on Menzies. Likes what is being proposed. Does the zoning allow for B&B 

or suites? 

A: Zoning is SFH for small lots. The houses will all have legal suites. 

C: Resident on Lewis really likes proposal. Sensitive and modest single family homes, 

with suites. I believe all single family homes should have suites given the housing 

situation. 

C: Resident on Dallas Road. Finds the design a bit boxy. As with previous speaker I 

agree that it is desirable to have suites when new single family homes are built. Will 

you have problems with parking? 
A: There are 2 parking stalls for each dwelling, and we meet City requirements. With 

regard to boxy, we are taking our queue from other buildings on Parry Street. The 

proposal for Powell Street is a pitched roof, as all other properties on Powell have 

pitched roofs. 

Q: Resident on Montreal Street concerned about building properties, is a proponent of 

passive housing. What is anticipated retail price? 

A: Minimum required is Step3, won't be passive. Regarding costs, it will be whatever 

market is at the time of sale, probably in neighbourhood of $1million. 

JBNA - honouring our history, building our future 
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Q: Lewis Street resident appreciates what is being done. Had you considered 

something other than stucco on side walls, some kind of panel that would offer some 

visual interest? Is there access to roof for top garden? 

A: Stucco is high end rain screen. No access to roof, no rooftop garden permitted. 

C: As developers, you have choice of what to build. When I look at proposal, is it not 

possible to build a commune type of housing so that all residents share green space? 

You have a landscape plan but wonder if you could plant bigger trees and try to return 

the landscape to how it was beforehand. 
A: As a developer, I have to sell what I build. Most people want their own back yard. 

This property now is asphalt so we are improving the property. The landscape will be 

very attractive. 

C: Montreal Street resident agrees with comments being made. There is no benefit to 

neighbourhood in maintaining pavement. Putting in market housing, that is modest 

like this is a plus. I appreciate that you took time to meet and consult with 

neighbours, and the fact you came to this meeting tonight even though you didn't have 

to do so is appreciated. 

JBNA "'honouring our history, building our future 

641



642



1

Heather McIntyre

From: 123FormBuilder 

Sent: January 16, 2020 5:51 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: I want to support the project on 430 Parry Street

Name Geoff Murphy 

Email  

Address 409-967 Collinson Street 

Terms of Service-Opt out of 

future updates from 

TalktoAryze 

no 
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