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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 2, 2020 8:37 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: OCP amendment for 3080 Washington

Hi Katie, 

Below is correspondence concerning the Washington OCP amendment. 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

From: Bruce Clarke 

Sent: November 2, 2020 7:34 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: OCP amendment for 3080 Washington 

Good day: 
I do NOT support amending the OCP Bylaw to permit an Urban Residential designation in my 
neighborhood.  I do not want to see a three-story developement in this area.   

Thank you, 
- Bruce Clarke

410-252 Gorge Rd. East

ATTACHMENT D



From: Ryan Smith <   
Sent: November 2, 2020 2:19 PM 
To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Greetings from 3085 carroll Street 
 
I have just received your post today. 
 
I would like to put my name against this 3 story development. 
 
As it stands we have a nice quiet and secluded backyard, we purchased this property as this was 
available for us. 
 
The proposed construction will strip that away from us, lessen our property value and now have a 3 
story building staring directly into our common areas of our house. 
 
I am all for making more homes for people in Victoria, i know the town needs it. 
 
But not at the sacrifice of many people who live along that property line. 
 
Last we checked it was slated to start 6 feet from our property line giving us zero privacy. 
 
I object in this letter, have in person at the meetings the developer has called and will continue to do as 
it is not a reasonable plan for the space(the parking allocation is a while other situation) 
 



From: MARY ASHWORTH <   
Sent: November 3, 2020 12:14 PM 
To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 
Subject: "It's My NeighbourHood" Burnside-Gorge Area 
 

 
Dear Ms. Taylor (Leanne), 
 
Thank you for your City of Victoria letter entitled, "It's Your Neighbourhood" 
dated October 30, 2020. 
 
With this reference one thing you might want to know about me.  After living 
last 11 years on Carmanah Terrace, North Saanich (Dean Park) I have 
returned to my childhood neighbourhood!  My family of six kids and mom 
and dad, owned house on Steele Street, 1940's through to 1980's but 
leaves me so emotional regarding the now industrial area. 
 
Yes, and living corner Gorge/Washington condo now daily walks I am in 
sort of a dream world as I remember the way it used to be.  I tell my four 
sisters (we are all over 60 now) & I am flying solo here.  I don't want to 
move!  But before I moved here my brother-in-laws (2 of them) warned me, 
"It's not a nice area, Miss Mary" ! 
 
It is my concern with the proposed 3080, 3082 and 2090 Washington 
Avenue is Mother Nature.  
With that exact spot there are, about and have counted about say, (not 
many) two or three or even four extremely historic tall evergreens, Douglas 
fir, & some maple trees.  These evergreens or conifers (? not sure) are 
located exactly on the sidewalk, off the sidewalk by not much.  I'm going to 
leave it there, as I get too emotional about losing any more of these 
extraordinary landmarks I've remembered since 1960's (Born 1952). 
 
I am in awe of you and your job with its decisions;I worked in Public Service 
my entire working life. 
Please excuse any spelling errors 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 4, 2020 3:17 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Washington avenue

Hi Katie, 

 

Below is an email in response to the OCP notice mail out for the Washington rezoning. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Bob Kilmer   

Sent: November 4, 2020 2:56 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Washington avenue 

 

Leanne Taylor; 

   I have sent two responses to Mayor and Council previously , responded to by Councillor Isitt, re the development  

proposal by Curate Developments on Washington Avenue. It seems none of our neighbourhood  concerns were  

accounted in the process as your letter dated Oct30,2020 for new input before Nov 30 seems to show. 

Now the goalposts have been moved according to the new wording of the OCP. I am not opposed to development of 

some kind 

but this one at 3080,3082 and 3090 Washington is just too massive. As I have stated before, the single lot development 

farther north on Washington 

Is for 8 single homes extrapolated to Curate’s 3 lots would come to 24 units. If the other proposal is economically viable 

then Curate’s should be viable at a much smaller scale. 

 

   Thank you for your attention; 

      Yours truly,R.E. Kilmer(owner of 3070 Washington Ave.) 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 9, 2020 8:41 AM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: proposed official community plan addresses on Washington Ave

Hi Katie, 

 

Please see correspondence below concerning 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Joanne Nicolson <freya1333@hotmail.com>  

Sent: November 7, 2020 8:13 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: proposed official community plan addresses on Washington Ave 

 

Dear Leanne Taylor, 

re: 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave. 

 

I did look at the site but am not an architect so cannot tell what the parking situation is for proposed 

development. 

 

What I can tell you right now is that parking on Washington Ave is already very tight. Currently cars heading in 

opposite directions cannot pass on Washington Ave. If cars come in opposite directions, one needs to pull 

over in order to let the other car pass. If there is increased parking on the street and increased traffic this will 

become MORE of a nightmare. 

 

On Friday Nov. 3 there was a road closure on Gorge Rd. This caused all traffic to be diverted up Washington 

Ave. Traffic was backed up almost to Gorge Rd, from Burnside Rd. It took several minutes for me to exit my 

residence at 3048 Washington Ave. at 8:15 am. Then it took a further 12 minutes for me to make my way to 

Burnside Rd. I NEVER choose to go that way in the morning due to the fact it is virtually impossible to make 

that right hand turn onto Burnside due to intense traffic on Burnside Rd. This was a forced situation on Friday. 

 

Traffic that turned off Burnside onto Washington at that time, could not progress down Washington as there 

was no room to get past the traffic. Traffic heading East had to actually stop all movement to let the oncoming 

cars complete that turn. Again, I will use the term NIGHTMARE. 

 

So a proposal for 34 more units on Washington Ave. Let's assume 1.5 cars per unit. NO NO NO. The street 

cannot sustain that increase in traffic.  

 

Already we have 4 new townhouses across the road from this new proposal. It does not appear as tho parking 

is included on sight for those townhouses. That means we can assume (at a ratio of 1.5 vehicles per unit) an 

increase of 6 new cars parking on Washington Ave.  
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Please DO NOT approve this new development. There is no room for more vehicles on Washington Ave.  

This is a huge safety concern. 

 

Thank you for using your common sense. 

Joanne Nicolson 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 9, 2020 8:41 AM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: proposed official community plan addresses on Washington Ave

Hi Katie, 

 

Please see correspondence below concerning 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Joanne Nicolson   

Sent: November 7, 2020 8:13 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: proposed official community plan addresses on Washington Ave 

 

Dear Leanne Taylor, 

re: 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave. 

 

I did look at the site but am not an architect so cannot tell what the parking situation is for proposed 

development. 

 

What I can tell you right now is that parking on Washington Ave is already very tight. Currently cars heading in 

opposite directions cannot pass on Washington Ave. If cars come in opposite directions, one needs to pull 

over in order to let the other car pass. If there is increased parking on the street and increased traffic this will 

become MORE of a nightmare. 

 

On Friday Nov. 3 there was a road closure on Gorge Rd. This caused all traffic to be diverted up Washington 

Ave. Traffic was backed up almost to Gorge Rd, from Burnside Rd. It took several minutes for me to exit my 

residence at 3048 Washington Ave. at 8:15 am. Then it took a further 12 minutes for me to make my way to 

Burnside Rd. I NEVER choose to go that way in the morning due to the fact it is virtually impossible to make 

that right hand turn onto Burnside due to intense traffic on Burnside Rd. This was a forced situation on Friday. 

 

Traffic that turned off Burnside onto Washington at that time, could not progress down Washington as there 

was no room to get past the traffic. Traffic heading East had to actually stop all movement to let the oncoming 

cars complete that turn. Again, I will use the term NIGHTMARE. 

 

So a proposal for 34 more units on Washington Ave. Let's assume 1.5 cars per unit. NO NO NO. The street 

cannot sustain that increase in traffic.  

 

Already we have 4 new townhouses across the road from this new proposal. It does not appear as tho parking 

is included on sight for those townhouses. That means we can assume (at a ratio of 1.5 vehicles per unit) an 

increase of 6 new cars parking on Washington Ave.  
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Please DO NOT approve this new development. There is no room for more vehicles on Washington Ave.  

This is a huge safety concern. 

 

Thank you for using your common sense. 

Joanne Nicolson 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 15, 2020 8:33 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: Fw: 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave Proposal

Hi Katie's, 

 

Below is correspondence on the OCP mailout for Washington. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

From: Duncan M  

Sent: 15 November 2020 15:58 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave Proposal  

  

Hello Leanne, 

  

In regards to this proposal, I am not in agreement with it as it stands.  I live on Washington Ave, and the current 

buildings need to be replaced, but this proposal is far too dense, and tall, in addition to not providing for adequate 

parking.  The original LUC, which is still in effect for seven more years indicates a maximum of 24 units.  This seems 

more reasonable, and livable.  

Three stories is too tall.  Maximum two.  The units facing each other are very close.  One parking space for two, three 

and four bedroom units is not reasonable.  Street parking is very tight now.  Add to the fact that the city approved four 

homes (on a single small lot), each with a suite, and with NO Provisions for parking!! This complex is near completion, 

and virtually across the street from this development.  Parking on this street and adjoining streets will be severely 

impacted.  

Finally, the proposed Doric corridor for walking/biking through the complex and connected to Cecelia  and beyond; 

Really??!!  Why don’t you call it what it is, or will be in this neighbourhood;  a Crime Corridor.   

  

Thanks for the opportunity to share my views.   

  

Regards, 

  

Duncan Milne 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 21, 2020 12:29 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: Fw: Comments Re-Zoning Application for 3080 to 3090 Washington Ave, Victoria BC

Hi Katie, 

 

Please see correspondence below concerning the OCP amendment for 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Pat Miller  

Sent: 21 November 2020 12:24 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Cc:  

Subject: Comments Re-Zoning Application for 3080 to 3090 Washington Ave, Victoria BC  

  

Ms. Taylor, 

  

As requested in your letter of October 30, 2020 requesting residents of Washington Avenue properties 

comment on the proposed development planned for 3080-3090 Washington Ave, please find our comments 

below regarding this Project. 

  

1. Phasing – We would request that the developer change the Phasing to allow Phase 2 to proceed first.  It 

normally would take 4 to 5 years for a project of this size to be completed.   We are assuming that Phase 

2 is planned to be completed last to allow construction and supply vehicles to access all parts of the 

property.  We would prefer not to live beside a construction zone that a long period of time but do 

understand that projects do take time.    

  

Thus, we would hope that the developer would be able to flip the phasing (do Phase 2 first) to minimize 

the time our property is directly impacted by this project. 

  

2. Parking – We would request that the developer secure parking for all construction trades (other than 

deliveries) in a location that does not utilize parking on Washington Avenue.   The street is already full 

of residences’ vehicles and is down to one lane most of the time.  If construction vehicles are added to 

the already dense parking, driving in and out of our development is going to be negatively impacted.   

  

While I understand that Victoria is encouraging residences to walk or bike ride, both my husband and I 

have mobility challenges and walking long distances or biking are not options for us. 

  

3. Noise – We would request that the developer be respectful of Victoria’s noise bylaws and take 

additional measures for sound mitigation like ensuring compressors are run inside buildings, generators 

have noise dampening devices, etc. 
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While we welcome this project and do believe it will benefit the Burnside Gore Neighbourhood in the long run, 

we as the owners of 3056D Washington Avenue and out of our complex, we will be the ones most impacted by 

this development thus our concerns addressed above. 

  

Please contact me should you require any further clarification.    
  

Sincerely, 

  

Pat A Miller  & Randy R Miller 

3056D Washington Avenue 

Victoria, BC, V9A 1P6 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 25, 2020 3:18 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Comments Re-Zoning Application for 3080 to 3090 Washington Ave, Victoria BC

Hi Katie, 

 

Below is correspondence re: Washington. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Pat Miller   

Sent: November 25, 2020 11:58 AM 

To: Sam Ganong  

Cc: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Re: Comments Re-Zoning Application for 3080 to 3090 Washington Ave, Victoria BC 

 

Thank you for you’re your quick response and explanations.   I thought there might be something like that in 

your phasing.   Looking forward to the completed project and its positive impact on the neighbourhood. 

 
Cheers – Pat 

Pat A Miller 

 

 

From: Sam Ganong  

Date: Wednesday, November 25, 2020 at 10:58 AM 

To: Pat Miller  

Cc: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Re: Comments Re-Zoning Application for 3080 to 3090 Washington Ave, Victoria BC 

 

Dear Pat and Randy, 
 
Thank you for providing your feedback. I can understand living next to a construction project is not 
the most ideal situation. Our current construction schedule is showing a total timeline of just under 
two years to complete the entire project. 
 
The phasing is primarily governed by the City's request to have the pathway along the north and the 
greenspace at the front of the property completed in Phase 1. This results in the need to work 
through the project from north to south.  
 
For construction trade parking, we will do our best to ensure there is enough room on the 
property for trades to park. Given the property is 1.5 acres we should be able to accommodate on-
site parking to minimize congestion on Washington Avenue.  
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I will make sure the construction team adheres to the noise bylaw and looks for opportunities to use 
noise mitigation measures where possible. I recognize we will be building in a quiet residential 
neighbourhood, and we will be as respectful as possible. 
 
Please feel free to reach out if you have any questions at any time. 
 
Regards, 
 
Sam Ganong 

 

 

Curate Developments 

841 Fort Street 
Victoria, BC V8W1H8 

 

 

 

 

On Sat, Nov 21, 2020 at 12:24 PM Pat Miller  wrote: 

Ms. Taylor, 

  

As requested in your letter of October 30, 2020 requesting residents of Washington Avenue properties 

comment on the proposed development planned for 3080-3090 Washington Ave, please find our comments 

below regarding this Project. 

  

1. Phasing – We would request that the developer change the Phasing to allow Phase 2 to proceed first.  It 

normally would take 4 to 5 years for a project of this size to be completed.   We are assuming that 

Phase 2 is planned to be completed last to allow construction and supply vehicles to access all parts of 

the property.  We would prefer not to live beside a construction zone that a long period of time but do 

understand that projects do take time.    

  

Thus, we would hope that the developer would be able to flip the phasing (do Phase 2 first) to 

minimize the time our property is directly impacted by this project. 

  

2. Parking – We would request that the developer secure parking for all construction trades (other than 

deliveries) in a location that does not utilize parking on Washington Avenue.   The street is already full 

of residences’ vehicles and is down to one lane most of the time.  If construction vehicles are added to 

the already dense parking, driving in and out of our development is going to be negatively impacted.   
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While I understand that Victoria is encouraging residences to walk or bike ride, both my husband and I 

have mobility challenges and walking long distances or biking are not options for us. 

  

3. Noise – We would request that the developer be respectful of Victoria’s noise bylaws and take 

additional measures for sound mitigation like ensuring compressors are run inside buildings, generators 

have noise dampening devices, etc. 

  

While we welcome this project and do believe it will benefit the Burnside Gore Neighbourhood in the long 

run, we as the owners of 3056D Washington Avenue and out of our complex, we will be the ones most 

impacted by this development thus our concerns addressed above. 

  

Please contact me should you require any further clarification.    

  

Sincerely, 

  

Pat A Miller  & Randy R Miller 

3056D Washington Avenue 

Victoria, BC, V9A 1P6 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 25, 2020 12:21 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Proposed development on Washington Street

Hi Katie, 

 

Below is correspondence in response to the OCP mail out notice for Washington. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Van Buchanan   

Sent: November 25, 2020 12:03 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Re: Proposed development on Washington Street 

 

 
 
 
 

Dear Ms. Taylor: 
 

I am writing in response to the "It's Your Neighbourhood" letter recently circulated in my 
neighbourhood. 
 

I live in Washington Co-op Housing which consists of a four storey apartment building on Burnside 
Road East and several three and four bedroom townhouses on Washington Avenue.  I have lived 
here for 22 years.  I am intimately familiar with Burnside Road East, Washington Avenue and Gorge 
Road. 
 

I have walked on the Galloping Goose Trail, accessing it from Cecilia,  almost every day since living 
here.  It was one of the attractions when I considered living in this neighbourhood.  I also walk often 
on Washington Avenue when heading for Gorge Road to access the park.  My building consists 
almost entirely of older adults who, like me, have chosen to live here for the proximity to the 
Galloping Goose. 
 

The proposed development with a density of 34 dwelling units, replacing the two or three single 
family dwellings currently there, is entirely unacceptable! 
 

Consider this:  34 households, each with two vehicles, attempting to access Washington Avenue two 
or three times daily.  Both Gorge Road & Burnside Roads are main traffic routes in and out of 
Victoria.  The increase on both Gorge & Burnside, to say nothing of Washington, currently with 
vehicles parked on both sides of the street every day, will create  traffic bedlam, entirely unsafe for 
pedestrians, cyclists & vehicular traffic. 
 

Add to this bedlam the specter of at least two children per unit, add in pets, and the entire personality 
of Burnside, Washington, Gorge & Carroll Streets are altered forever.  Yes Burnside Road is busy 
and home to much traffic; Washington & Carroll are not.  Peaceful & quiet, mostly single family 
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dwellings, and not close to schools.  Please Google "Personality of a Neighbourhood" for excellent 
definitions.  This is what I'm talking about! 
 

I strongly object to this proposal as do many residents of Washington Co-op but who may not write; 
such is human nature. 
 

I urge Victoria City Council to deny this proposed change to the OCP and to retain the single family 
residences on Washington. 
 

(Ms.)  Van M. Buchanan 

304, 373 Burnside Road East 
Victoria  BC   V9A 1A7 
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Katie Lauriston

From: cameron burton <

Sent: November 26, 2020 9:29 PM

To: Leanne Taylor; Bob Kilmer; Todd Buchanan; ; Sam Saprunoff

Subject: RE: Application to Amend Official Community Plan (OCP) for 3080, 3082, 3090 

Washington Ave

Attachments: Application to Amend Official Community Plan (OCP) for 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington 

Ave.docx

Good Evening Leanne,  

 

Please find attached my comments on the Application to Amend Official Community Plan (OCP) for 3080, 3082, 

3090 Washington Ave. 

 

 

I do not support amending the OCP nor granting a variance for height to this development for the reasons identified in 

the attached letter. 

 

 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

 

 

Cameron Burton 

Owner, 3065 Washington Ave 

 



Dear Mayor, Council & Planners  
c/o Leanne Taylor 
 
RE: Application to Amend Official Community Plan (OCP) for 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave 
 
 
I am the owner of 3065 Washington Ave, a 109-year-old character home.  My family and I have lived on 
Washington Ave for 28 years (1991) and my house is located across the street from the proposed 
development.  My home is of Historical Merit along with the six others that immediately border the subject 
properties on 3 sides. 
 
In my two previous letters to Mayor and council I outlined the ways the development, as proposed, does 
not align with neither the OCP nor the Burnside Gorge Neighbourhood Plan (BGNP).  I am against amending 
the OCP bylaw to change the urban place designation from Traditional Residential to Urban Residential, 
specifically to support three-storey attached dwellings, for the reasons listed below: 
 

1. The proposed development is not adjacent to Urban Residential housing (BGNP - 12.5.2).   
a. The proposed development is located at the mid-point of this local street. 

 
2. Washington Ave is designated as a Local Street (Section 7, Map 4 Official Community Plan, City of 

Victoria) 
a. The concept is not appropriate for a local street and, at this height and proximity to the 

street, will take away from the historical nature and feel of this section of the street which 
is highlighted in the Burnside Gorge Heritage Walk and The Burnside Gorge Heritage 
Walking Tour (BGNP 8.2.1). 

 
3. The height of the proposed buildings – specifically Building ‘B’ - in conjunction with the planned 

setback from Washington Ave, is not consistent with the character of the street (BGNP 2.3, 4.1.4 & 
12.5.1).   

a. Three-storey buildings, specifically Building ‘B’ would destroy the privacy enjoyed by the 
four 100yr old+ homes situated across the street.  Existing setbacks and heights provide 
distance and solitude from each other.  The 3rd floor of this 42-foot tall building, as 
proposed, would look down and into the top floor rooms of the homes across the street.  
Most of these are bedrooms.  This situation is magnified by the fact the project is located 
on the ‘high side’ of the street.  While some of the buildings have been reduced in height 
because of similar concerns, I feel all neighbours bordering the development deserve the 
same consideration and respect. 

b. Using 3070 Washington Ave, the tallest home on the west side of Washington Ave, as a 
benchmark for height, is not appropriate (Sheet A-402 of Curate plans).  The house at 3070 
is set back 70-feet from the sidewalk.  Building B of the development, as proposed, is both 
taller and only 12-feet back from the sidewalk.  This would dramatically change the feel of 
the street for pedestrians, cyclists, drivers and residents.   
 

 

 



c. Streetscape (Sheet A-401)    NOTE: Setbacks are very different and not apparent here. 
    
   Setback     Setback 
      70 ft         12 ft   

 

 

 

 

Rendering (Sheet A-501)    NOTE: the rendering below purposely does not show the existing, 
adjacent buildings and the development’s relationship to them.   

 

 

Both of these show views from impossible and non-existent perspectives.  Because these 
perspectives are not possible, they do not accurately portray the visual impact of buildings of 
such height, so close to the street from the road. 

d. For comparison, the development as proposed, is also both taller, and situated closer to the 
street, than the two existing, OCP conforming, Urban Residential developments at either end of 
the street. There are no other buildings of this height and proximity to the road along this 
street regardless of their designation. 

The developer has claimed numerous times that profitability can only be achieved through the increased 
density achieved by a third storey.  I reject this statement for two reasons: 
 

1. As a Project Management Professional (PMP) I understand and exploit scales of economy whenever 
possible.  The development, as proposed, is able to do the same.  For comparison, two 



developments, currently underway on the same street, both on smaller lots, where the OCP and 
BGNP are being followed (3120 & 3103 Washington Ave), are both profitable even at a much 
smaller scale, demonstrating that building outside of our existing community plans is not necessary. 
  

2. This neighbourhood is not responsible for, nor should it bear the permanent burden of, a poorly 
negotiated, conditional deal between the owner and the developer, requiring construction outside 
of the OCP and BGCP in order to be profitable.   

 
Many of us neighbours worked hard on the BGNP.   While the OCP was 7-years old at the time (2012), when 
the Developers first proposal was submitted in September of 2019, the ink was still wet on the 2-year-old 
BGNP (2017).  The BGCP was developed knowing the Doric Connector would be a priority for the City of 
Victoria (BGNP 12.10.1, 12.16.2).  Despite specifically identifying the Doric Connector 8 times in the BGNP: 
 

- Nowhere does the BGNP give concession or suggest relaxed rules for developers when including 
the connector in a development.   

- The choice to develop these lots does not create a quid pro quo relationship with the City.  The 
BGNP and OCP still apply.    
 

For years, my neighbours and I have been expecting and looking forward to the change a developer can 
bring to these properties.  When we all worked on and developed the BGCP, we created a document we 
were proud of and one that reflected the direction in which we wanted our community to grow.  These lots 
were specifically mentioned in our plan for this reason.  The design considerations Curate has made to 
visually match the heritage nature of the street should be commended and does give us hope. 
 
I need to point out that the ‘It’s Your Neighbourhood’ letter sent by the city to the neighbouring properties 
has created some confusion.  The City’s letter was dated October 30th, 2020 and requested feedback by 
November 30th, 2020.  The letter also refers the recipients to view the plans on the City’s online 
Development Tracker.  In mid-October we heard rumours that the plans had changed once again (even after 
the Committee of the Whole meeting) and Curate confirmed this when asked.  The city also confirmed this 
when asked via email.  In the City’s email it was mentioned that the plans had changed and had just been 
received (November 16th, 2020) and they would be posted to the development tracker in a day or two.  I’m 
concerned that two different sets of plans were available to be commented on during this time and no 
notification was given to inform stakeholders that the plans had changed.  I fear this has resulted in both 
less feedback, due to time allotted to provide comment being cut in half, as well as feedback that is 
irrelevant due the plans having changed.  Notification of changes and more time should have been allotted 
for this process.        
   
The development, as proposed, already oversteps the BGCP in so many places, I cannot support amending 
the OCP.  
 
I am happy to meet with any of you, with COVID-19 protocols in place, to explain my concerns, in person, at 
the site of the proposed development.  Please contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Cameron Burton, PMP 
Owner – 3065 Washington Ave 
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Katie Lauriston

From: LINDSAY BRUCE 

Sent: November 27, 2020 10:06 AM

To: Leanne Taylor

Subject: Washington Ave. three properties

Hello Leanne, 
 
A few weeks ago I wrote to the City of Victoria about this proposed property development, 3080, 3082, and 3090 
Washington Ave.  I spoke of my feelings about the offshoot of the Galloping Goose going through to Carroll St and 
beyond.  Particularly, I was hoping that you would push that path through on the side of the house most preferred by the 
house owners on Carroll St. If you would refer to my email I would be most appreciative.  What I failed to add in that email 
was my concern of increased traffic going down Carroll St, since more drivers intent on going to the proposed site means 
more cars on Carroll.  Vehicles that cannot turn left onto Washington from Burnside tend to go down Carroll and then 
drive up Washington, or they begin to drive down Carroll and do a U-turn in someone's driveway.  I am hoping that you 
will look into allowing a left hand turn onto Washington from Burnside (or figure out a way to mitigate the problem).  We 
already get dozens of pizza cars, among dozens of other drivers,  going down Carroll due to the disallowed left turn onto 
Washington.  Carroll St is already congested - we don't need to exacerbate the problem.  Please. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of the above. 
 
Jill Holden-Bruce 
3054 Carroll St. 
Victoria BC 
V9A 1P9 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Carmen Parry 

Sent: November 28, 2020 4:16 PM

To: Leanne Taylor

Subject: 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave

Good afternoon, 

 

I wanted to write a quick note to express my thoughts on the bike path on Washington Ave. It is already a congested 

street with very little extra space or parking. Crime has sharply risen in our neighbourhood as it is and this rezoning only 

serves to add another path for people to evade the police. I am not supportive of the rezoning or the bike path for this 

area. There are lots of great areas to add density and more bike routes in the city, this is not one of them. 

 

Thank you for your time. 
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November 25, 2020 
408-373 Burnside Rd E 
Victoria BC    V9A1A7 
 
Dear Ms Taylor, Senior Planner: 
 
Re: “It’s Your Neighbourhood” and input on the proposed Official Community Plan Amendment for 
3080,3082 and 3090 Washington Avenue. 
 
In my general comments (Part A) I express why I believe it would be regressive for the City to allow a change 
of zoning from Traditional Residential to Urban Residential in order to accommodate this proposed 
development. My specific comments express why I believe this re-zoning application needs to be rejected and 
reference the vision and goals described in sections of the Burnside Gorge Neighbourhood Plan and 
specifically from the section on Gorge Residential Sub Area (where this development is sited).  
 
Part A. My general comments: 
The Burnside Gorge Plan was carefully developed. Despite the best of intentions and some developments i.e. 
the Playground on Cecelia Street, there has been a lack of attention on the part of the City to what is actually 
happening to this particular sub area of Burnside Gorge. Despite the specific reference to land use within the 
Neighbourhood Plan to not use Gorge Rd for SRO housing, there has been an increase in SRO as well as using 
motels to house the homeless. There has also been the loss of green space when one of the few parks and 
green space in the area, Cecelia Ravine Park, was designated as a homeless encampment. This area of the city 
needs support to retain its character and its sense of community.  
 
Yes, there could be more housing in this area, suitable for families, but it needs to be carefully planned. 
Changing zoning to make a development fit is not the way to do it. Make the development fit the Traditional 
Residential Zoning.  That is the way to support this community and its well thought out urban plan. The 
Burnside Neighbourhood Plan does identify the large lots on Washington (12.5.4) and refers to townhomes 
(not necessarily multi-storey) that could allow for families. But this provision remains under the heading for 
meeting ground-oriented housing policies. Those provisions include “minimum open space and maximum lot 
coverage should provide for landscaped front and back yards and access to individual or shared open space for 
units.” (pg. 52) and “Rear lot setbacks should respect the existing pattern of landscaped back yards, respect 
privacy and provide sufficient building separation under current and potential development patterns.” (pg. 52) 
 
The Burnside Gorge Neighbourhood plan is sound, well thought out; the members of the community took into 
consideration the land use policies for the sub area and the social aspect of living here. It was developed by 
residents of the community. sThe Plan talked about how to 
1.maintain a sustainable community, 
2 develop a better transportation network (and suggests ways of moving away from dependency on single 
occupancy automobiles). (13,000 cars travel Burnside per day; 40,000 cars travel Gorge per day) 
3.maintain a green residential area with ample tree coverage. 
4. value and maintain the natural heritage of this community with the possibility of having more homes in the 
sub area of Gorge and Sumas recognized with heritage designations. Rightly so, this is one of the last 
traditional residential areas with many still livable homes from the early 1900’s.  
 
The Burnside Gorge plan recognizes the need to provide infill housing but it also identifies the need to keep 
the traditional community feel, trees, setbacks, back yards, lower density and managed traffic on local streets 
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and busy corridor streets to maintain this area as a livable one despite being on the edge of heavy and light 
industry areas.   
Certainly, additional infill housing could contribute to the community but the density proposed in this 
development, with this proposal of 34 units that require the cutting down of more than a 100 trees – Douglas 
Firs, Big Leaf Maples, Cedars is not appropriate. The development needs to fit the Traditional zoning not 
make the Zoning to fit the development. The current Neighbourhood Plan is quite clear on the vision for this 
neighbourhood.  
The City needs to support the original Burnside Gorge Neighbourhood Plan – particularly the aspects of the 
plan relating to this sub area of Gorge and reject the proposed change to zoning to allow this development to 
in its present form. 
 
Part B: Specific concerns relate to 3 areas 

 1.Transportation/infrastructure/traffic  
2. Heritage Value   
3. Environmental cost to  the community in the cutting of more than 100 trees (some protected)  

 
1.Regarding Transportation and routes and local traffic  
“The vision for this Residential Sub -Area is as a “stable neighbourhood bisected by two main arterial 
corridors. …The traditional residential areas include a mix of ground -oriented residence including single-
family homes and attached housing such as duplexes and townhomes.” (Pg. 49 of The Plan). 
 
Washington Avenue is a local street bounded on the north by one of the arterial streets, Burnside Rd, with 
truck traffic that comes down from McKenzie and with local truck traffic, this being a neighbourhood with 
considerable light industry nearby. Burnside and entry to Washington is busy, noisy and dangerous to access. 
A curb/median was placed at the north end of Washington to attempt to calm traffic that was crossing at the 
end of Washington at Burnside. (On Burnside Rd 13,000 people travel it by car per day.)  As a resident who 
lives here that curb/median at the end of Washington north at Burnside  is regularly ignored as cars use it as a  
customized roundabout to deal with the considerable traffic coming from Duppelin and wanting to turn left 
onto Burnside or cross Burnside and travel south on Washington to Gorge Rd. There is a pedestrian light but 
no traffic light at Washington and Burnside. On the south end of Washington is the busy corridor of Gorge Rd. 
(with 40,000 people by car per day.) There is a traffic light here. According to the vision of The Plan these 
roads are to be: 

• Burnside Road improved with bicycle lanes, canopy trees and landscape boulevards separating 
pedestrians from traffic.  

• Gorge Road as an “All Ages and Abilities” bikeway consistent with the Bicycle Master Plan (pg20) 

Despite the vision of the above, Burnside remains a busy, dangerous street not suitable for biking. Nothing has 
been done to meet the above goal yet this proposed development will definitely increase traffic trying to get 
onto and off Burnside as well as trying to drive along the local street of Washington. 

Summary: Washington Street is a LOCAL street, with traffic bumps and narrow road. Already residential 
parking has cars and light trucks lining the street often on both sides with a one lane through.   

• What would a development of an additional 34 housing units mean? 

• Across the street there is already a new development with 4 new infill houses. 

• And there is a proposed development at lot 3120 for 8 more townhouses.  

• All of these units would require access to and increase traffic on Washington, a local street. Local 
streets are meant to accommodate Traditional Residential.  
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• Urban Residential zones are located along major traffic corridors as seen on the area maps. 
Washington Avenue is not a corridor; it remains a local street. Unless there are plans to rebuild the 
street, the proposal needs to scale down.    
 

2.Regarding Heritage Policy and Recognition:  
This sub area of the Gorge has a long history. Many houses were craftsmen-built homes of the early 1900’s 
and are listed on the Burnside Heritage Walking Tour. Washington has several homes that are of interest 
including the one on lot 3082 (see below write up information from walking tour) which lists it as the original 
home on the lot, built in 1908, one of the earliest homes if not the earliest remaining home, of this area. The 
other picture shows a restored home at 3070 of the same type as the one of 3082. This home is evidence of 
what can be done with such homes if the intent is to preserve heritage and not tear it down. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan goal: (pp39) “8.2.1. Encourage heritage conservation and sensitive change in the 
Cecelia-Sumas area and the Gorge Residential Sub-Area, including consideration of Heritage Conservation 
Areas and appropriate boundaries. “ 
 

3082 as described on Burnside Gorge 
Heritage Walking Tour of Homes 

Edwardian Foursquare of similar era to one 
on 3082. This one restored to grandeur. 

 

 

 
Concern: Additional Buildings of Heritage Merit are identified as being in the very area slated for development 
by this project. The lots on Washington are identified in the picture below taken from the Burnside Gorge 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
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From the picture above, the houses on the lots for development are identified as Additional Buildings of 
Heritage Merit in the Burnside Gorge Area.  

Summary: This residential area needs to remain zoned Traditional Residential and make the best effort to 
retain its traditional heritage aspects.  The development needs to fit the Present Zoning not the other way 
around which is to make the Zoning fit the Development.  

3. Regarding the Maintenance of a Sustainable, Green Community. How does that fit with cutting down 
over 100 trees including Douglas Firs, Large Leaf Maples, Chestnut?  

One section of the Burnside Gorge Neighbourhood Plan sets as a goal to “Green the Neighbourhood”. Another 
section refers to the fact that the neighbourhood “lacks a broad variety of easily accessible, quality green 
spaces. With 75% of housing units in multi-family buildings, access to a variety of open space and activities is 
essential.” Yet another says: ““The vision of the Gorge Sub-area is of a green residential area with ample tree 
coverage. Public realm improvements should enhance this quality…” (pg. 55) 

In particular, Washington Avenue is already a heavily treed street with the 3 lots mentioned for development 
covered with trees and with orchards at the back. These trees are large and are enjoyed by all of the residents 
close by and within the area. (In fact, those trees are my green space, they are as valuable as parkland for the 
neighbourhood, visible for a long way in this neighbourhood.) 
 
Furthermore, one of the assets of this community, old as it is, is the presence of many large trees, a mixture of 
deciduous and conifers, even many fruit trees from orchards that were common in the back yards of homes. 
Calling their condition “poor, fair or good health” to justify cutting them all does not stand up to reason.  
Reasonably, one could destroy almost every tree in the area with this justification; many of them are of the 
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same type and era as those identified on the report of the trees in the plan for the proposed development. 
These trees have a long life and if in the event there is some dead branches, they could be pruned and 
preserved. (In my lifetime, I have planted about one hundred trees; I can’t imagine watching the destruction 
of more than than 100 on just 3 city lots.) 
Who would have authorized the cutting of so many large trees, some of them protected by by -law? 

The over 100 trees to be destroyed include big leaf maple that have a long life; these are the trees of maple 
syrup produce. The cutting down of so many large, trees is beyond troublesome. The loss of these trees will 
impact the entire neighbourhood. Yes, there can be thoughtful development but it must be environmentally 
sound and support the sustainable, green community. A city plan that would tolerate the cutting of over 100 
trees in a 3-block lot for a development is not acceptable. The loss of this greenery would have an impact far 
beyond the lifetime of these houses.  

Below is the summary of what is to happen to the trees on the 3 lots.  

 

136 trees 

26 retained 

110 removed 

By law protected 
trees 5  

Classified for 
ecological value 
moderate to high 
43 

Low value 76 

Trees to be 
removed include 

• Plane trees! 

• Douglas Fir 

• Golden 
Cedar 

• Chestnut!! 

• Big Leaf 
Maple 

• Many fruit 
trees 
including 
pears, plums 



 6 
In closing: Based on the above reasons and the vision for this community as expressed in the Neighbourhood 
Plan, I oppose allowing the Zoning to be changed from Traditional Residential to Urban Residential. Please:  

The requirement: Review the development, address the approach to environmental loss of so many trees, 
consider the transportation concerns and place a value on preserving a small area of a community that has a 
long history dating to the early 1900’s and require any development to meet the zoning for traditional 
residential rather than changing the zoning to fit the proposal.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the proposal. 
 
Jeanne Melady 
Resident of Burnside Gorge Community 
 
 
Additional Material for Reference from the Burnside Gorge Neighbourhood Plan expressing 
the vision for this community. 

12.2.5. In order to avoid the concentration of single- room occupancy (SRO) housing in one part of the city, 
and to support the continued role of Gorge Road for tourism the further conversion of existing hotel and 
motel buildings to SRO housing are not supported west of Cecelia Ravine.  

12.2.6. A mix of housing units, including units attractive to families with children (e.g., 3-bedroom units) is 
encouraged where appropriate.  

12.5 .1 Ground-Oriented Housing Policies (pg. 52)  

Ground oriented housing including attached or detached townhouses and fee simple row houses, will be 
supported subject to the following criteria: a) Setbacks should be based on the following guidance:  

i. Front setbacks should maintain the sense of landscaped front yards and street trees, while creating 
semi-private space which encourages social interaction.  
 

ii. Side setbacks should respond to a development’s building orientation and facade height in order to 
mitigate impacts on neighbours and provide sufficient building separation. Where   units’ primary 
elevation and living space faces the side lot line, larger side setbacks (approximately 6 metres) are 
preferred to create usable outdoor amenity space and sufficient access to light and air. On the other 
hand, side setbacks for units fronting the street may be reduced for consistency with adjacent zoning 
and development patterns. 

 
 

iii. Rear lot setbacks should respect the existing pattern of landscaped back yards, respect privacy and 
provide sufficient building separation under current and potential development patterns.  

12.5.5. The retention of homes with heritage designation, listed on the Heritage Register, or of heritage merit 
(see Map 7) is encouraged as a condition of a rezoning which adds density. Ways of incentivizing heritage 
conservation may include added density or the relaxation or varying of requirements (such as on-site parking 
or maximum lot coverage) if a heritage property is designated.  



 7 
12.5.6. For redevelopment of townhomes, consolidation of deeper lots is encouraged. This results in more 
efficient densities, circulation and site layouts. Development sites should have sufficient with and depth to 
accommodate the desired character identified in 12.5.1.   

12.7 Gorge Sub Area Ground-oriented Housing Urban Design Policies The City will adopt design guidelines for 
ground- oriented residential infill development to guide new housing with consideration for the following:  

12.7.1. present a friendly face, with units adjacent to the street or other public spaces  

12.7.2. be a good neighbour to adjacent homes, with massing mitigating impacts on neighbours  
12.7.3. encourage street vitality and social interaction amongst neighbours, with useable semi- private 
space or front porches along streets  
12.7.4. ensure livability and considerations for outdoor space  
12.7.5. contribute positively to the unique character and identity of the neighbourhood  
12.7.6. emphasize green building and site sustainability approaches  
12.7.7. provide sufficient building separation to create an attractive living environment. Separation 
between buildings on one lot should generally be equal to the height of building facades for a unit’s 
primary living spaces and should provide opportunities for landscape along interior drive (pg. 54) 

Regarding Placemaking and Public Realm:  Enhance Cecelia Ravine Park as a gathering place with features 
such as an enhanced amphitheater, picnic shelter, seating or other features for live music, theatre, movies, 
block parties and informal gatherings. (Note: this development has not happened.)  

On dealing with Burnside Road 

12.11. Burnside Road Burnside Road is to be prioritized as a people place characterized by sidewalks separated 
from traffic by planted medians and canopy trees, by on-street parking 
and by redevelopment creating a positive environment along the street. Burnside Road is also part of the 
City’s secondary bicycle network.  

12.11.1. Interim Improvements  

a. Complete detached sidewalk along length of Burnside Road, with treed boulevards where voluntary 
easements can be acquired. Evaluate removal of an eastbound lane to accommodate on-street parking or a 
bicycle lane (with Saanich)  

b. If the proposed Cecelia Road Greenway is not completed in due course, bicycle facilities on Burnside Road 
should be prioritized in place of on-street parking from Harriet Road to Douglas Street.  
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Katie Lauriston

From: Katy Dillon 

Sent: November 28, 2020 1:48 PM

To: Leanne Taylor

Subject: 3080, 3083, 3090 Washington comments

Attachments: Washington development.pdf

Hello Leanne, 

 

I've attached a letter with my comments on the proposed development on my street, Washington Ave. 

 

I am not in favour, as you will see in the letter. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kathleen Dillon 



Leanne Tayler, Senior Planner


Re: 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave development proposal


Good day. 


I live at , just a few houses away from the proposed developments. 


There are several things about the proposal which make it impossible for me to support it.


(1) If you add up the existing construction at 3103 Washington, where one SFD was 
demolished to be replaced with four, as well as this proposal, where three SFDs are being 
replaced with townhouses and duplexes for 34 families, plus the proposal at 3120 where 
one SFD will be replaced with eight homes, the street will cumulatively increase by 41 new 
families, with possibly as many as 82 new vehicles. It is unacceptable to consider any new 
development on this street without considering their impacts collectively. I believe the city 
should do their own traffic impact assessment and consider the 3080/3082/3090 and 3120 
developments cumulatively. During rush hour on Burnside (7:45-8:45 and 11:45-1:30) I have 
waited at the corner of Burnside for a break in traffic for as long as 20 minutes! Adding 
another 80 cars waiting to turn would make this unbearable. This could be solved by having 
a traffic light at the corner of Burnside and Washington, but I think the traffic assessment is 
a must before considering the four properties.


(2) Point #1 is made worse by the insane traffic on Burnside Road. This road has become a 
popular route for downtown traffic since Douglas lost a lane in each direction for bus traffic. 
It is bumper to bumper in rush hour, and isn’t much better at other times. Dropping the 
speed limit on Burnside to 40 km/hr will result in a dramatic reduction of traffic - easing up 
our ability to turn off Washington for Burnside - and will result in a reduction of traffic noise, 
which is very loud. This will result in increased property values and enjoyment for everyone 
on Burnside and those unfortunate enough to live on side streets close to the main road.  


(3) Residential parking on Washington Ave is already seriously over-subscribed. With cars 
parked on both sides of the road, the available space between them is not wide enough for 
cars to pass each other. With the existing traffic we can usually find a gap to duck into so 
someone can pass, but an additional 40+ parked vehicles will make that impossible. There 
are two possible solutions to this, make the road fronting the three properties time limited 
and do not grant them access to park overnight on Washington, or make Washington a 
one-way street. However, I do not support the latter, as the one way exit onto Burnside is 
already the bane of my existence (see points #1 and 2).


(4) Although not related to the proposed development and that on 3120 Washington, the 
impact of the new developments will be exacerbated beyond just the additional 80 cars by 
the city’s decision to allow the residents living at the apartment building at 373 Burnside 
Road to be able to park on Washington Ave as if they were residents on this street. The 373 
Burnside apartment building is owned by the Washington Housing Cooperative, which also 
has row-houses fronting Washington. Although the properties are owned by the same 
entity, and considered to be one lot as far as the city is concerned, they do not agree. The 
apartment and row-houses are two separate entities, with their own parking, garbage, 
recycling, common areas, and you cannot even travel from the apartment to the row-
houses by foot without going around by road. The apartment resident’s ability to park is 
stressing out a situation that will be made immeasurably worse by the new developments 
underway and proposed.




(5) The developer has offered a small portion of land to the city to add a pathway known as the 
Doric Corridor. Presumably this is to have council look more favourably on the 
development. I can see little to no value in the offer and considerable drawbacks. Most of 
the people living on Carroll Street will access go by foot via either Burnside or Gorge 
depending on which end they live on. Only those living in the middle of the street will 
choose to access the corridor, presumably to get to the Goose, which is a fairly small 
number of people to begin with. Extending the walking trail further into the surrounding 
neighbourhoods is going to be virtually impossible as there is nowhere for it to go. It will, 
however, offer the residents of the Ceclia Valley encampment access to a slew of new 
homes where they can help themselves to whatever they can find. My property and that of 
my neighbours has been heavily used with people charging their electronics at our outdoor 
electricity sources, washing their bodies and belongings at our garden spigots, and 
removing anything of value that isn’t secured. The Doric Corridor extension will make an 
easy, hidden pathway to bring that unwanted behaviour even further into the 
neighbourhood.


(6) The proposals I have seen call for three-storey buildings to front along Washington. I am 
appalled that this is being considered. The OCP reserves such buildings to downtown city 
streets, where it fits within the neighbourhood feel. Washington is a sleepy residential street 
and should not have such a mammoth building here. I realize that my own building doesn’t 
fit this mold, which is why I’m so opposed to it. My building wouldn’t be allowed under the 
current OCP, and I think that is correct. It does not fit, and should not have been allowed.


(7) The proposal also indicated that the bulk of the land on the three properties will be paved. 
They are currently mostly grass or garden. This will have a dramatic impact on the amount 
of water that will run off the property and towards the neighbouring properties, increasing 
their risk of flooding, and towards the Goose. This is a needless design choice that could 
have serious impacts. I think the bulk of that paving should be reconsidered to address rain 
fall with consideration of non-impervious surfaces.


All in all, there are some serious problems on Washington, related to parking and traffic, and 
the proposed density of housing would make them significantly worse. As for the buildings 
themselves, they do not fit our neighbourhood feel or the OCP. I don’t support amending the 
OCP to allow them either.


I hope council rejects the proposals as being contrary to the OCP and impractical without 
considerable re-thinking of the surround roads in terms of max speed, traffic lights, direction of 
traffic, or parking.  While you are at, please reconsider the decision to extend residential 
parking rights to the residents of the apartment building at 373 Burnside.  
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Katie Lauriston

From: Amie Shepherd 

Sent: November 29, 2020 6:58 PM

To: Leanne Taylor

Cc:

Subject: 3080 Washington st proposal

Leanne Taylor, Senior Planner 
Victoria City Council 
 
 

We are quite devastated about the proposed OCP amendment for the development on 3080, 3082, and 3090 
Washington avenue. I believe that there is not enough infrastructure in place for this type of development. 
Driving down Washington st is congested and adding 34 new units to the area would really not change the fact 
that the road does not support room for vehicles moving in both directions. At the moment first responders 
have not been able to access emergencies when needed.  
 

Not only is this proposal adding density to Washington Ave it is directly affecting the people that live on Carroll 
St and Albany st. through the pathway associated with the proposed development. Our community has had 
trouble with crime that is directly affected from the access to the galloping goose trail. The police have a 
difficult time dealing with the crime along these pathways and they act as getaway. The difference between the 
crime on Washington st and Carroll is frightening at best.  
 

When we bought our house 12 years ago we bought it to be our forever house. The stress that this proposal 
has caused over the last year has been overwhelming to say the least. Not only will we be losing our yard to 
the pathway, we will also be losing our privacy and security. We will also be dealing with years of noise, and 
mess from the construction making the use of our back yard with 2 small children unenjoyable.  
 

I know that it is easy to dismiss us because we did buy the house knowing of the easement. We were told that 
easements are common and that ours looked like an old path that would never happen. Being younger I don’t 
think that we really understood what that meant. A few years ago when the new burnside gorge plan was put 
into place we were not notified that this was happening. That seems crazy to me as it directly affects us. We 
only learned of this plan last year when approached by the developer. Still today we have never had the city 
contact us about the bike path yet the developers tell us that it will be the first thing put in. How is that even 
possible.  
 

The unit on the far back corner will directly look into our yard, bathroom and bedroom. With 2 small children 
who spend most days in the yard we will be losing all privacy. We have considered selling but with the pending 
path no one will buy without losing money and financially as a young couple our goal is to be mortgage free 
not incur more debt. Along where the path would be there are also some very old beautiful trees that give us 
privacy from the house next door so really we are losing privacy on 2 sides of our house.  
 

I am the block watch captain for our street. At the moment I am calling the police every few weeks. When we 
originally moved into the neighborhood we had a scary drug house next door that was eventually stopped. 
After that the neighbourhood picked up, more owners, more families. The goose trail heading up to 
Washington st has brought a lot of crime to our neighbourhood. Just yesterday, 3 cars had their windows 
broken out. Every time the police come to my house we discuss the path. They warn me that it will be so hard 
on our neighbourhood as it is a direct route for criminals to escape. Every neighbor directly around my house 
who is around the path has expressed concern to me and they don't want it.  
 

I spoke with another neighbour who was part of the original community for the path. She has expressed to me, 
to neighbours and to the city that the path was originally agreed upon as access to the school. That school is 
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no longer there. We have bike paths down the gorge so why a secondary path less than a block away. Also 
there are plans to do a community bike path and walkway along Gorge rd so this path is so unnecessary. The 
path itself goes out to a street and has nowhere to go. Our corner has a lot of traffic on it and a sharp corner 
that is hard to see. Not sure how it was thought that having bikes pop out on the street was a good idea. It 
feels like maybe the idea is there but the location is not. The path going in will have to take a sharp turn on our 
property line and it will make it hard to bike and will be a dark corner for scary things to happen.  
 

The reason it has taken so long to write is because we are having a hard time processing this project. We 
have even considered leaving Victoria completely as we are so disappointed in the direction that our 
neighbourhood and city are taking. I feel like this won’t even be read or considered. It leaves us heartbroken. 
 

Amie and Justin Hardiman 

3095 Carroll st. 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Cathy Bhandar 

Sent: November 29, 2020 9:16 AM

To: Leanne Taylor

Subject: Proposal for 3080. 3082 and 3090 Washington

Dear Ms Taylor, 

I am writing in support of the neighbourhood in the Gorge area and specifically the people living on 

Washington Ave. 

This proposal for increased density on Washington is unacceptable and will further destroy the community 

and put 

current residents at further risk of theft and harm. 

I believe that the gorge area is far too dense and has a far greater density of homeless people than any other 

district or municipality in  

Victoria. My mother in law lives at 563 E. Burnside . Mrs Americk Bhandar. I hired a garden worker last 

summer to do some work in her yard 

off her back alley. 

He found many needles and garbage and according to the police I happened to chat with, they used her yard 

as a dumping place for stolen goods. 

She is 90 years old and does not go out alone but I feel sorry for residents with young families in the Burnside 

Gorge area who are now stuck with  

an unsafe neighbourhood and too many homeless unsupported  people in our midst. 

 This development along with the extension of the galloping goose path through to Carrol st will bring more 

crime ,more theft, and more harm to  

undeserving residents. 

Please stop this development and the galloping goose from going so near these homes. 

As you see, I myself am not directly on this road but I see this every time I drive along Gorge Rd and worry 

about my safety and am concerned for the whole area as I have had theft in my yard as far away  

as Harriet and Logan. I was born in Victoria and remember Gorge rd as a lovely place.  I am not so proud of 

living in Victoria anymore and am saddened  

by what has become of this city. 

Cathy Bhandar 

54 Logan Ave.  

 

  

  

  



1

Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 30, 2020 9:03 AM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Rezoning 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington ave 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Katie, 

 

Below is correspondence regarding the OCP mail out notice for Washington Ave. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Natasha Reed   

Sent: November 29, 2020 8:00 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Rezoning 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington ave  

 

Leanne Taylor, Senior Planner 
Victoria City Council 
 
 
I am quite concerned about the proposed OCP amendment for the development on 3080, 3082, and 3090 Washington 
avenue. After reading the proposed amendment and speaking with neighbours I have learned that by changing the 
zoning, this allows for the Doric Street Connector to connect Carroll st. and Washington ave which I think is a terrible 
idea for our neighbourhood.  
 
Burnside-Gorge neighbourhood has always been an urban neighbourhood with crime and traffic congestion, but in the 
last six months our police have been run ragged responding to the increase in property crime and theft in our 
neighbourhood. Creating a connection to the galloping goose that runs straight through to Balfour ave frightens me quite 
a bit. The last thing our neighbourhood needs is a dark alley!  
 
The Doric Street Connector was originally planned to connect our neighbourhood with Burnside school which hasn’t 
been open for years and as a parent to a child who attends school at the Selkirk waterfront I can say that walking down 
Burnside road for 2 blocks to get to the galloping goose has never been a problem. Mind you in the past 6 months we 
have become less keen on using the galloping goose trail as the incidence of crime and drug use has sky rocketed and 
my child no longer feels safe walking home alone, he is 12 years old.  
 
I know the city is still looking to buy houses on Albany and Balfour to connect the pathway, but I still don’t understand how 
bikes would zig zag from Albany to Carrol, and then pop out on Washington or Balfour which are 2 of the most heavily 
used and sped upon ‘cut through’ streets in the neighbourhood. Also Washington and Balfour are lined bumper to bumper 
with cars and visibility of pedestrians and cyclists emerging from between cars would be terrible.  
 
I kindly ask that the city does not move forward on the Doric Street Connector, rethinks the rezoning on the development 
on Washington and listens to the pleas of the residents of what is wanted and needed in the Burnside-Gorge 
neighbourhood.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Natasha Reed 
Home owner, Balfour ave for 16 years 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 30, 2020 9:40 AM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Curate Development

Attachments: Curate Development.docx

Hi Katie, 

Attached is a lettering concerning the OCP amendment proposal for Washington. 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

From: Todd Buchanan   

Sent: November 29, 2020 6:43 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Curate Development 

Hi Leanne, 

I do not support an amendment to the OCP Bylaw, changing the designation on lots 3080, 3082, and 3090 Washington 

Ave. to Urban Residential for reasons I have outlined in the letter I have attached. 

Hope you are doing well, 

Todd. 



To Mayor and Council, 

We live at 3106 Washington Ave.  and this letter regards our concerns with the development proposed 

for 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave.  We would ultimately like to see these lots developed, but in 

a way that aligns more closely with Gorge/Burnside Neighbourhood Plan; the plan that we as a 

community put a lot of thought and energy into creating just a few years ago.  Curate developments has 

made some changes which I think are positive.  These changes include the laneway behind buildings D 

and E; the park next to 3106 Washington; and changing the building orientation of E, H, and J so that 

they face Washington Ave. and not into the back yard of 3106 Washington.  That being said we believe 

that this revised plan should be the starting point for conversations about making improvements to the 

redevelopment rather than a finished concept to be supported by the Committee of the Whole. Curate's 

original proposal and lack of amendments after the original community consultation was insulting. 

Some of the concerns we have with Curate's proposal are as follows: 

The Gorge/Burnside Neighbourhood Plan States: 

8.2.1. Encourage heritage conservation and sensitive change in the Cecelia-Sumas area and the Gorge 

Residential Sub-Area, including consideration of Heritage Conservation Areas and appropriate 

boundaries. 

and 

12.5.5. The retention of homes with heritage designation, listed on the Heritage Register, or of heritage 

merit (see Map 7) is encouraged as a condition of a rezoning which adds density 

Two of the homes on Curate's lots are listed as having heritage merit, but there has been no discussion 

of preserving either.  We know they are in rough shape, but other buildings around Victoria that were 

also in disrepair that have been moved on the property and utilized in the redevelopment.  Curates 

proposal is in the heart of our street which has a number of character homes that are maintained and 

add much needed character to our neighbourhood.  In particular we would like to see the house on 

3082 Washington used in the redevelopment; possibly to a character conversion. In the heritage report, 

the inspector said that it was in good shape.  The inside has lost many of its character features but 

preserving the exterior would help maintain the character of our street.  The proposed building B is too 

large for the scope of our neighbourhood and with its proximity to the sidewalk and being on the high 

side of the road, it will tower over all the other homes and be way out of proportion.   

12.7.2. be a good neighbour to adjacent homes, with massing mitigating impacts on neighbours 

and 

The current proposal, not including the corner lots of Washington Ave, will almost double the 
number of residences along the west side of the avenue.  An attempt at a density increase of 
this magnitude fails to ‘mitigate the impact on neighbours through appropriate design’ (BGNP 
12.4). 



 

The proposed three story buildings will have a negative impact on the surrounding neighbours.  As 

stated in this letter Building B is completely out of scope with respect to the rest of the neighbourhood 

and will tower over the sidewalk and their neighbours across the road. Even though they have reduced 

the end units on Buildings E and H to two stories, the buildings remain much too tall as they are built on 

the higher side of their neighbours at 3106 Washington.  The lots were designated as traditional 

residential in the new Community plan and we feel it should remain so! 

Another concern with Curate's proposal is the loss of trees. There will be a net loss of over 100 trees in 

order for the proposed project to be built.  Curate has proposed to put a small strata run park and 

construct the Doric Corridor.  I do not consider the Doric Corridor to be green space as numerous 

mature trees along the northern property line with would be cut down for its construction and then it 

will be paved.  We would like to see the Doric Corridor jog around these mature trees.  

In closing, I know that I have struck a somewhat negative tone about this development and I want to be 

clear that I think the development of these three lots is really important to the future of our small 

community.  It is so important and so vital that I think it really needs to be done right and with the 

support of the neighbours and surrounding community. I think this development done right could 

reinforce a lot of pride many of us feel about Gorge Burnside and placate a growing resentment of not 

being heard. I think the Curate is getting closer to that with this revision, but I still think there is work to 

be done.  We would like to see some of the buildings reduced in height to reduce their impact on the 

neighbourhood and the density reduced to allow for less congestion and more green space. 

All the best, 

Todd and Danielle Buchanan 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Yoka 

Sent: November 29, 2020 3:05 PM

To: Leanne Taylor

Subject: Application to Amend Official Community Plan (OCP) for 3080,3082, 3090 Washington 

Ave

Attachments: CoV Nov29 2020.docx

Hello Leanne 

The attached letter addresses the Application to Amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) for 3080, 3082, 3090 

Washington Avenue and outlines the reasons I do not support amending the OCP or granting a variance for height to 

this development. 

Please let me know if you have questions 

Yoka Bailey 

3069 Washington Ave 

 

 

 

 



November 29, 2020 
 
 
Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 
 
 
Re: Application to Amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) for 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington 
Avenue 
 
As a home owner and resident of Washington Avenue since 1993 I welcome the addition of 
new family housing in our neighbourhood. 
 
However, I do object to the proposed amendment to the Official Community Plan (OCP) 
changing the designation of these three properties from Traditional Residential to Urban 
Residential for the following reasons: 
 

1. The proposed development is not adjacent to Urban Residential housing (BGNP - 
12.5.2).   

• The proposed development is located at the mid-point of this local street. 
 

2. Washington Ave is designated as a Local Street (Section 7, Map 4 Official Community 
Plan, City of Victoria) 

• The concept is not appropriate for a local street and, at this height and proximity 
to the street, will take away from the historical nature and feel of this section of 
the street which is highlighted in the Burnside Gorge Heritage Walk and The 
Burnside Gorge Heritage Walking Tour (BGNP 8.2.1). 

 
3. The height of the proposed buildings – specifically Building ‘B’ - in conjunction with 

the planned setback from Washington Ave, is not consistent with the character of the 
street (BGNP 2.3, 4.1.4 & 12.5.1).   

• Three-storey buildings, specifically Building ‘B’ would destroy the privacy 
enjoyed by the four 100yr old+ homes situated across the street.  Existing 
setbacks and heights provide distance and solitude from each other.  The 3rd 
floor of this 42-foot tall building, as proposed, would look down and into the top 
floor rooms of the homes across the street.  Most of these are bedrooms.  This 
situation is magnified by the fact the project is located on the ‘high side’ of the 
street.  While some of the buildings have been reduced in height because of 
similar concerns, all neighbours bordering the development deserve the same 
consideration and respect. 

• Using 3070 Washington Ave, the tallest home on the west side of Washington 
Ave, as a benchmark for height, is not appropriate (Sheet A-402 of Curate plans).  
The house at 3070 is set back 70-feet from the sidewalk.  Building B of the 
development, as proposed, is both taller and only 12-feet back from the 



sidewalk.  This would dramatically change the feel of the street for pedestrians, 
cyclists, drivers and residents.   

• For comparison, the development as proposed, is also both taller, and situated 
closer to the street, than the two existing, OCP conforming, Urban Residential 
developments at either end of the street. There are no other buildings of this 
height and proximity to the road along this street regardless of their designation. 

 
4. Two developments, currently underway on the same street, both on smaller lots, where 

the OCP and BGNP are being followed (3120 & 3103 Washington Ave), are both 
profitable even at a much smaller scale, demonstrating that building outside of our 
existing community plans is not necessary. 

 
Many neighbours worked hard on the BGNP.  While the OCP (2012) was 7-years old at the time 
when the Developers first proposal was submitted in September of 2019, the BGNP (2017) was 
only two years old.  The BGCP was developed knowing the Doric Connector would be a priority 
for the City of Victoria (BGNP 12.10.1, 12.16.2).  Despite specifically identifying the Doric 
Connector 8 times in the BGNP: 
 

• Nowhere does the BGNP give concession or suggest relaxed rules for developers 
when including the connector in a development.   

• The choice to develop these lots does not create a quid pro quo relationship with 
the City.  The BGNP and OCP still apply.    

 
Please consider the above issues and refuse to amend the OCP Bylaw to change the urban place 
designation of 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Avenue from Traditional Residential to Urban 
Residential.  
 
Sincerely 
  
Yoka Bailey 
3069 Washington Avenue 
Victoria BC 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 30, 2020 1:57 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Washington Avenue development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Katie, 

 

Correspondence regarding proposed Washington OCP Amendment. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Melanie Waltham-Smith   

Sent: November 30, 2020 1:15 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Washington Avenue development 

 

I would strongly prefer this to remain  traditional Residential  

we have seen the size of urban residential developments 

nearby at the end of Carroll st. If you grant this designation change there will  

be pressure from further applications from developers  to be granted and further erosion of traditional neighborhoods 

to the  detriment to the environment  with greater housing space needed and the loss of a large number of old growth 

trees in this case.We need to protect our neighborhoods from these for maximum profit developments 

regards 

Anthony Waltham-Smith   
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 30, 2020 10:36 AM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Washington Development Re-Zoning Request 3080, 3082 and 3090

Hi Katie, 

Correspondence concerning the OCP amendment for 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave. 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

From: Jeanne Melady   

Sent: November 30, 2020 10:24 AM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Re: Washington Development Re­Zoning Request 3080, 3082 and 3090 

Good morning Leanne, 

Re: Traffic Congestion and Flow as a result of the Zoning Change 

I expressed the concern in my submission about the traffic congestion problem both along the major corridors 

of Burnside and The Gorge (identified also in the Burnside Gorge Neighbourhood Plan) and the significant 

congestion that is presently a feature of the local street of Washington Avenue.  

Since then, I have heard from people along Carroll Street of the recent (in last year ) considerable increase of 

traffic on their street and on Albany to Burnside from Gorge or vice versa. This is likely the result of the fact 

that traffic off Washington cannot turn left onto Burnside because of the meridian placed there. So it flows 

around, moves through residential areas to access the two main corridors of Burnside and The Gorge.  Adding 

more cars on Washington ­  without taking into consideration traffic flow and increased number of cars on 

what has become almost a one lane street ­ narrow to start with and now parking is all along both 

sides.  Emergency vehicles have had to use this street on a regular basis since the increase of SROs and motel 

and homeless populations have been moved to the Gorge.  

To the east of Washington is the ravine so there is no access between Burnside and Gorge and to the west of 

Washington is Carroll ­ without a traffic light ­ and it splits partway down into Albany and Carroll, And then the 

next west is Balfour but that is a long block .So the vehicles go south on Washington Avenue.  

To rezone this development to Urban as though Washington is a major corridor street with lots of space (ie 

the visual of the streetscape on the development shows an empty street with one parked car and lots of open 

green space; that is just not accurate.) will result in making this area even more 'disjointed', the word used to 

describe the state now ­ and little has been supported by the city to change that description.   

To think that creating a bike path will be the solution is unrealistic.  
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Solutions to 'disjointedness' have been suggested in the Neighbourhood Plan such as using one of the lanes of 

the Gorge to create a bike path. Another is using a meridian all along Burnside with greenery to calm what has 

become the major connector off McKenzie to downtown with car, trucks, light and heavy using the road.   

But adding a bike path as a feature to this development doesn't deal with the real issue of traffic flow (one of 

the reasons for the use of 'disjointed' as a descriptor for this area). The City needs to do its part and address 

the increased traffic flow from any development in this area but especially one asking for  a change of zoning 

to Urban Residential ­ a zoning appropriate for development on a major corridor. Even more of an oversight is 

needed when the development is sited on a narrow, often one lane, busy local street such as Washington.   

A bike path is not a reasonable solution to traffic movement. 

Even after a close reading of the proposal I could find nothing other than the talk of the bike path that speaks 

to the traffic congestion. Furthermore, I could find nothing from the City to demand that the Developer 

address the increased traffic access Washington Avenue nor any input from the City on the topic. 

This expresses my own view and it also reflects comments from some residents who have spoken to me. 

Jeanne 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: December 1, 2020 5:10 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Response to proposed development/rezoning for 3080, 3082, & 3090 Washington 

Ave

Hi Katie, 

 

Below is correspondence re: 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Avenue. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Leanne Taylor  

Sent: December 1, 2020 5:08 PM 

To: Mark Planiden  

Subject: RE: Response to proposed development/rezoning for 3080, 3082, & 3090 Washington Ave 

 

Dear Mr. Planiden, 

 

Thank you for your email regarding the rezoning proposal for 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Avenue, and sharing 

your comments with us.   Your email will be shared with Council for their consideration and form part of the public 

record. 

 

With respect to underground services,  Engineering reviews City servicing (sewer, drain, water) to ensure that the 

servicing requirements for the development can be met by the applicant. For this rezoning proposal, the applicant would 

be required to upgrade their service connections for sewer, drain and water from the City main lines in the public right of 

way to the property line (which is typical of this type of development), at the applicant’s expense, at building permit 

provided that the rezoning is approved by Council. Upgrades to the main lines for these services are not required with 

this application.  The applicant is also responsible for determining third-party infrastructure (i.e. power, phone, internet, 

gas) requirements. The developer would deal directly with the utility companies on this aspect of the project. The City’s 

involvement in the review of the utility designs is to ensure that there are no conflicts with City infrastructure, trees, etc.

 
I hope this answers your question below. If you have any other questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

All the best, 

 

Leanne 

 
 

Leanne Taylor, MCIP, RPP 
Senior Planner 
Sustainable Planning and Community Development 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
T 250.361.0561     F 250.361.0386 
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From: Mark Planiden   

Sent: November 30, 2020 1:23 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Response to proposed development/rezoning for 3080, 3082, & 3090 Washington Ave 

 

Dear Leanne Taylor and Victoria City Council, 

 

I live in the Burnside Gorge community, near the corner of Burnside Road East and Washington Avenue. I do not want to 

be a NIMBY, but I have some issues with the proposed rezoning and development of 3080, 3082, and 3090 Washington 

Avenue. 

 

Adding 34 homes with only access via Washington Avenue is going to make that street a lot busier. Access to 

Washington Ave from Burnside (and vice versa) is restricted and could prove problematic.  

 

Can the existing neighbourhood infrastructure (sewer, water, power, etc) handle this many new homes? 

 

The Doric Greenway could be useful, but it could also fall prey to nefarious use as other alleyways and even the 

Galloping Goose have at times. I'm not sure it's going to be a benefit to the neighbourhood. It needs to be well lit at the 

very least 

 

I understand that we need to increase housing in the city, but I feel this development may be a bit too much for this one 

area. I don't support the rezoning to Urban Residential and feel the properties should remain as Traditional Residential 

and that the development reduce the total dwelling units to ~20 from 34. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback. 

Mark Planiden 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: December 1, 2020 3:10 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: 'It's Your Neighbourhood'

Hi Katie, 

 

Below is correspondence concerning  3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave. 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Sheila Mooney   

Sent: November 30, 2020 5:32 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: 'It's Your Neighbourhood' 

 

Leanne Taylor, City Planner 
City Hall, Victoria 
 
Re: Official Community Plan Amendment for 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave 
 
Dear Leanne: 
In response to your request for feedback I'm most definitely against the proposal to change the zoning on 
these properties from Traditional Residential to Urban Residential. 
 
In theory it sounds reasonable but in an area such as we have around us in Washington, Gorge and Burnside, 
approval of such a large influx of families is ill-considered. 
We already have developments with milder encroachments going ahead... this would be a stage too far. 
Whether these are to be three storey buildings or two is hardly the issue; it's the number of units and extent 
of the development which is out of place. 
 
My main concerns lie in the effects to the general infrastructure (water, sewer lines) and the existing natural 
terrain. 
 
I've lived in this neighbourhood for over forty years in Washington Co-op which takes up the corner area of 
about two acres off Washington and Burnside, housing 59 units consisting of 38 apartments in one building 
facing Burnside and 21 townhouses in a horseshoe format off Washington. 
 
In that time I've become aware of the natural high watershed in the area.  It's evident we sit on bedrock and 
clay and the 'monsoon runoffs' at this time of year cause continual erosion. 
Over the years the joint driveways around the townhouses have sunk several feet with the annual loss of soil 
and debris and rapid erosion and there's obvious runoff further along Washington from the southwest. 
The City has had to amend the drainage system along Washington Avenue to cope with the sudden floods. 
 
I've noticed a slight reduction to the quantities of rain runoff in spite of the escalating rainfall and put this 
down to the growth and number of our trees and vegetation. 
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This proposed development will see upwards of 100 trees being removed from the landscape and will 
undoubtedly affect the stability of the region in terms of ground cover as well as the obvious removal of 
valuable bird and animal habitat.          
 
I hear protests about the additional traffic on Washington but, with residential-owner vehicles already parked 
along the sides it's been reduced to single lane traffic and the addition of the 'traffic calmer' installation of 
speed humps, the street could be considered safe for residential use. 
 
That said, it can hardly be considered 'Rural' in any sense of the word, surely? 
Trying to qualify that zoning by adding-in 'Residential' makes a mockery of one with the other and flies in the 
face of the attempt to change it to accommodate this proposed mini community. 
 
It's rather like making room for the proverbial cuckoo in the nest and we know how that turns out, don't we? 
 
Please do reconsider any thoughts to approve a change in the existing zoning. 
 
Too many developments have been allowed to overwhelm our area over the years in spite of 'TownHall-style' 
meetings with local politicians.  I do hope this message you hear from the residents will be given favourable 
acknowledgement. 
 
Our neighbourhood is suffocating, please don't bury us completely. 
 
I thank you for allowing us the opportunity to speak to the proposal and hope you'll give this full 
consideration. 
 
Sincerely,  
Sheila Mooney (with agreement on the content by next-door neighbours, Witold and Barbara Jaworski)  
 
November 30th, 2002 
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Katie Lauriston

From: Leanne Taylor

Sent: November 30, 2020 5:04 PM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: FW: Feedback re: 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave

Hi Katie, 

 

Correspondence below concerning 3080, 3082 and 3090 Washington Ave (re: OCP amendment and rezoning). 

 

Thanks, 

Leanne 

 

From: Wendy Wall   

Sent: November 30, 2020 4:45 PM 

To: Leanne Taylor <ltaylor@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Feedback re: 3080, 3082, 3090 Washington Ave 

 

Dear Leanne Taylor, Senior Planner, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback regarding the proposed development at 3080, 3082, 3090 

Washington Ave. 

 

While I am a neighbour living at 3050A Washington Ave, my comments are drawn from my extensive experience in the 

strata community. I have been a board member of the the Vancouver Island Strata Owners Association for 8 years and 

am the currently president. In 2016, as a representative of VISOA, I sat on a Technical Advisory Group for the city and 

their consultant Boulevard Transportation to review the City of Victoria’s off-street parking regulations. I understand the 

anticipated population growth in the coming years and the need to densify neighbourhoods to create housing. As such I 

am not opposed to the number of units proposed at 34. 

 

The success or failure of a strata community is often decided by the initial building design and the details of the strata 

plan that is filed at the Land Titles Office. If the long-term well-being of this mini community is not well considered at 

the outset, the strata can find itself struggling with problems for the life of the strata corporation - problems that could 

have been easily resolved at the outset 

 

With that in mind I offer the following which I hope will be taken as constructive suggestions: 

 

1. One of the most common issues in stratas are disputes about parking. These are 2-3 bedroom units. Most have only 

one parking space. Only 7 of the 34 units have 2 parking spaces. And there is no driveway in front of any of them. This is 

not practical. At some point in the next decade, quite a few of these other homeowners are going to have more than 

one vehicle.  

 

2. The lack of visitor parking is concerning. Even without the concerns of the rest of the neighbourhood about the 

congestion of on-street parking, a lack of visitor parking on the property is going to cause issues for this little 

community. Visitor parking is not only important for the residents, but it is necessary for tradespersons working for the 

strata corporation and the individual owners. Having no parking to offer tradespersons can cause frustration and 

operational issues. Some contractors simply refuse to do work in strata complexes that cannot provide parking.  
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3. There are a large number of trees on the property and very close to buildings. While I am supportive of maintaining a 

canopy in the city, the long-term health of a strata community is often saddled with very expensive repairs to perimeter 

drains, sewer lines and irrigation because of tree roots. I implore the planners to envision the size and affects of trees 

and bushes 40 years from now. It is heartbreaking to spend tens of thousands (potentially hundreds of thousands) of 

dollars repairing damage to infrastructure that could easily have been prevented by keeping plantings at a distance from 

this infrastructure. 

 

4. Water shut-offs. The strata insurance crisis has reminded us all that water damage is the number one cause of 

insurance claims in stratas. Surprisingly many strata units are not built with an easily accessible shutoff for the water 

supply to each individual unit. I hope that the building design includes water shut offs to each unit that are clearly 

labelled and easily accessible. The sustainability of the strata model of ownership is in crisis due to skyrocketing 

insurance rates. Issues in new buildings are a large part of the insurance problem. Mitigating water damage is the 

number one factor in stabilizing the industry and is easy to address at the planning stage. 

 

5. I also hope that the electrical supply of each strata unit allows capacity for an electric vehicle charging system. This is 

an emerging issue in many stratas and these new homeowners should not be put in the position of each having to 

purchase additional electrical equipment to monitor the load of their individual panel when charging their car. 

 

6. I am pleased to see the community bike path, the application of CPTED concepts and the rain gardens. I hope the plan 

provides the strata with the full discount to their stormwater utility charges. The planning stage is a great opportunity to 

plan to meet that threshold. 

 

6. While it is likely outside the scope of the City of Victoria’s planning department, I highly encourage that the strata 

plan be checked by a third party before being filed at the Land Titles Office. It is very common for strata plans to be 

vague, confusing or contradictory and this can cause issues for the life of the strata - decades of fighting - particularly in 

regards to responsibility for repair and maintenance. Clarity is needed to ensure that the strata plan can be interpreted 

for ownership and duty to repair for everything from fireplaces, crawl spaces, attics, patios, balconies, fences, garage 

doors and more. Litigation is very common and could be easily prevented. 

 

I apologize for the length of this letter.  

 

Should you wish to discuss positive steps in creating healthy strata communities, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

My personal email address is . I can also be reached at  

 

Thank you and good luck with this project. 

 
_______________________________ 
 

Wendy Wall 
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