4.2

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00008 for 943
Collinson Street (Fairfield Neighbourhood)

Committee received a report dated May 4, 2016, regarding an application to
construct a new three unit, multiple family dwelling.

Committee discussed:
e Concerns on the demolition of homes in Victoria.

Motion:

-

It was moved by Councillor Coleman, seconded by Councillor Thornton-Joe,
that Council after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public
comment at the next available meeting of Council, consider the following
motion:

"That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit Application No.
00008 for 943 Collinson Street in accordance with:

Plans date stamped May 4, 2016.
Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for
the following variances:

i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
V.

Vi.

Vii.

Part 3.10.2 (a) - Reduce the minimum site area from 920m2 to 496m2;
Part 3.10.4 - Increase the site coverage from 30% to 40%.

Part 3.10.11 - Reduce the minimum required front yard setback from
9.00m to 7.10m;

Part 3.10.12 - Reduce the minimum required internal rear yard setback
(SW) from 5.33m to 4.27m;

Part 3.10.12 - Reduce the internal side yard setback (NW) from 5.33m to
3.68m;

Part 3.10.12 - Reduce the minimum required internal side yard setback
(SE) from 5.33m to 1.52m;

Part 3.10.17 (1) - Reduce the minimum required number of off-street
parking spaces from 1.2 stalls per unit to 1 stall per unit.

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

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 16/COTW
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6. Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00008 for 943 Collinson Street

Motion:
It was moved by Councillor Coleman, seconded by Councillor Lucas, that Council after giving notice and
allowing an opportunity for public comment at the next available meeting of Council, consider the following

motion:

"That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit Application No. 00008 for 943 Collinson Street
in accordance with:

1. Plans date stamped May 4, 2016.
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the following variances:

i
ii.
iii.
iv.
V.
Vi.

Vii.

Part 3.10.2 (a) - Reduce the minimum site area from 920m2 to 496m2;

Part 3.10.4 - Increase the site coverage from 30% to 40%.

Part 3.10.11 - Reduce the minimum required front yard setback from 9.00m to 7.10m;

Part 3.10.12 - Reduce the minimum required internal rear yard setback (SW) from 5.33m to 4.27m;
Part 3.10.12 - Reduce the internal side yard setback (NW) from 5.33m to 3.68m;

Part 3.10.12 - Reduce the minimum required internal side yard setback (SE) from 5.33m to 1.52m;
Part 3.10.17 (1) - Reduce the minimum required number of off-street parking spaces from 1.2 stalls
per unit to 1 stall per unit.

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

Councillors advised support of sending forward to public consultation.

Carried Unanimously

Council Meeting Minutes

May 26, 2016
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

Committee of the Whole Report
For the Meeting of May 19, 2016

To: Committee of the Whole Date: May 4, 2016

From: Jonathan Tinney, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development

Subject: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00008 for 943 Collinson
Street

RECOMMENDATION

That Council after giving notice and allowing an opportunity for public comment at the next
available meeting of Council, consider the following motion:

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit Application No. 00008 for
943 Collinson Street in accordance with:

1. Plans date stamped May 4, 2016.
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the
following variances:
i. Part3.10.2 (a) — Reduce the minimum site area from 920m? to 496m?;
i. Part3.10.4 — Increase the site coverage from 30% to 40%.
ii.  Part 3.10.11 — Reduce the minimum required front yard setback from 9.00m to
7.10m;
iv.  Part 3.10.12 — Reduce the minimum required internal rear yard setback (SW)
from 5.33m to 4.27m;
v. Part 3.10.12 — Reduce the internal side yard setback (NW) from 5.33m to
3.68m;
vi. Part 3.10.12 — Reduce the minimum required internal side yard setback (SE)
from 5.33m to 1.52m;
vii.  Part 3.10.17 (1) — Reduce the minimum required number of off-street parking
spaces from 1.2 stalls per unit to 1 stall per unit.
3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.”

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

In accordance with Section 489 of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a Development
Permit in accordance with the applicable guidelines specified in the Community Plan. A
Development Permit may vary or supplement the Zoning Regulation Bylaw but may not vary the
use or density of the land from that specified in the Bylaw.

Committee of the Whole Report May 4, 2016
Development Permit Application with Variances No. 00008 Page 1 of 7



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations
for a Development Permit Application for the property located at 943 Collinson Street. The
proposal is to construct a three-unit multi-residential building with two units facing Collinson
Street and one unit to the rear. The variances are related to setbacks and parking.

The following points were considered in assessing these applications:

e the proposal is generally consistent with Design Guidelines
the proposal is generally consistent with Humboldt Valley Precinct Plan

e the proposed reduction of one parking stall will likely have a minimal impact on the
surrounding neighbourhood

e the potential impact of the proposed setback and siting variances have been mitigated
with architectural and design interventions that respond to the siting and context of the
surrounding buildings.

BACKGROUND
Description of Proposal

The proposal is to construct a three-unit multi-residential building with two units facing Collinson
Street and one unit to the rear. Specific details include:

e a three-storey multiple dwelling incorporating contemporary design elements such as a
flat roofline, decks and front entryway

e secure bicycle parking (Class 1) would be provided in each of the units, accessed via the
garage or an exterior door

» publicly accessible bicycle parking (Class 2) would be provided in a rack in the front yard

e two vehicle parking spaces would be provided in the front drive garages, with one
surface parking stall located at the rear of the property accessed via the driveway

e permeable paving materials would be integrated throughout the site
new landscaping would be provided in the front yard and around the perimeter of the
building, including planter boxes on the upper decks at the rear of the building.

The proposed variances are related to:

reducing the required standard for site area
increasing the site coverage

reducing the front, rear and side yard setbacks
reducing the amount of off-street surface parking.

Sustainability Features

The applicant has not identified any sustainability features associated with this proposal.
Active Transportation Impacts

The application proposes the following features which support active transportation:

e secure bicycle storage in each of the units
e a publicly accessible bicycle rack at the front of the building.

Committee of the Whole Report May 4, 2016
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Public Realm Improvements

No public realm improvements are proposed in association with this Development Permit
Application.

Existing Site Development and Development Potential
The site is presently a single family dwelling.

Under the current R3-AM-1 Zone, Mid-Rise Multiple Dwelling District, the property could be
developed at a density of 1.2:1 Floor Space Ratio (FSR), at a maximum of four storeys and with
the uses proposed, or as a duplex or single family dwelling with a secondary suite. In the
current Zone, FSR is determined based on number of storeys, and since the proposal includes
a three storey building, the maximum density is 0.9:1 FSR. Additional density is permitted up to
1.6:1 FSR and four storeys, but only when enclosed parking is provided and at least 50% of a
lot is open site space.

Data Table

The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R3-AM-1 Zone, Mid-Rise
Multiple Dwelling District. An asterisk (*) is used to identify where the proposal is less stringent
than the existing Zone.

. o Zone Standard
Zoning Criteria Proposal R3-AM-1
Site area (m?) - minimum 496.00* 920.00
Den§ity (Floor Space Ratio) - 0.9:1 0.9:1
maximum
Total floor area (m?) - maximum 444 10 446.40
Unit size - minimum (m?) 94.50 33.00
Lot width (m) - minimum 16.76 N/A
Height (m) - maximum 10.66 12.00
Storeys - maximum 3 3
Site coverage % - maximum 40* 30
Open site space % - minimum 31.50 30.00
Setbacks (m) - minimum

Front (Collinson Street) 7.35" 9.00
Rear 4.27* 5.33
Side (northwest) 3.68* 533
Side (southeast) 1:.52* 533
Parking - minimum % 4
Visitor parking (minimum) included in 0 0
the overall units
Bicycle parking stalls (minimum) 6 6
Committee of the Whole Report May 4, 2016
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Community Consultation

Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for
Processing Rezoning and Variances Applications, on April 26, 2016 the Application was
referred for a 30-day comment period to the Fairfield Gonzales Community Association CALUC.
At the time of writing this report, a letter from the CALUC had not been received.

This Application proposes variances, therefore, in accordance with the City’s Land Use
Procedures Bylaw, it requires notice, sign posting and a meeting of Council to consider the
variances.

ANALYSIS
Development Permit Area and Design Guidelines

The Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies this property within Development Permit Area 16
(DPA 16): General Form and Character. The Multi-Unit Residential, Commercial and Industrial
Guidelines apply to any building of three or more units within DPA 16. The Guidelines
encourage new development to be integrated in a manner that is complementary to the
established place character in a neighbourhood, including its heritage character, high quality
architecture, landscaping and urban design.

The area is characterized by a mix of single family dwellings along the northwest side of
Collinson Street and multi-residential buildings up to five storeys along the southeast side of
Collinson Street. The area is characterized by flat roofs, balconies and large windows. The
applicant has incorporated these elements into the design to ensure an appropriate fit with the
existing streetscape. The proposed exterior finishes, including cement panels in white and grey,
provide a contemporary interpretation of the surrounding residential buildings.

The Guidelines encourage a high standard of accessibility in site, building and landscape design
to address the needs of all users. The proposal includes a level entrance to each unit and
elevators for all three units that provide access to each floor for those with varying levels of
ability and mobility.

Humboldt Valley Precinct Plan

The Application is supported by the policies in the Humboldt Valley Precinct Plan which,
designate the subject property for residential use up to four storeys. Although the proposal
exceeds the 0.6:1 FSR density envisioned in the Plan, the current zoning does allow for
greater densities as described earlier in this report.

Advisory Design Guidelines for Buildings, Signs and Awnings (1981)

These Guidelines state that an acceptable application will include consideration of an attractive
streetscape and that the architecture and landscaping of the immediate area be identified and
acknowledged. The proposal is in keeping with the surrounding context in terms of massing
and scale and contains similar architectural elements such as a flat roof and projecting eaves.
In evaluating the proposal, staff recommend for Council’'s consideration that overall the
Application is in keeping with the Guidelines and provides an appropriate response to the
immediate context.

Committee of the Whole Report May 4, 2016
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Guidelines for Fences, Gates and Shutters (2010)

The aim of these Guidelines is to ensure that where fences, gates and shutters are required,
they are designed well and complement their surroundings. The Application is consistent with
these Guidelines and proposes appropriate fencing along the property lines with landscaping as
shown on the landscape plan.

Regulatory Considerations

Proposed Site Area Variance

A variance is being requested to reduce the required lots size from 960 m? to 496m2. Normally,
a larger lot would be preferable and could accommodate a development of this type with fewer
siting variances, however, in this case all the adjacent lots have been developed and there is
limited opportunity for lot consolidation.

Proposed Site Coverage Variance

The site coverage for the proposal is 40%, while the Zone standard is 30%. The additional site
coverage does create a larger building mass, which results in the request to reduce the
minimum setback requirements on all sides. However, since the minimum open site space has
been met, and the building has been positioned appropriately on the lot (maintaining similar
front yard setbacks as adjacent buildings) staff recommend that Council consider supporting this
variance.

Proposed Setback Variances

The proposal requests the following setback variances:

reducing the minimum front yard setback from 9m to 7.10m

reducing the minimum rear yard setback from 5.33m to 4.27m

reducing the minimum side yard (north west) setback from 5.33m to 3.68m
reducing the minimum side yard (south east) setback from 5.33m to 1.52m.

The minimum required setbacks within the current Zone are dependent on number of storeys
and building height. For a three storey building, the minimum front yard setback is 9m, and the
proposal requests to reduce this to 7.10m.

This projection would not interrupt the rhythm of the streetscape and the proposed building
would be positioned centrally between the adjacent buildings, which are setback approximately
5m (936 Collinson Street to the west) and 9m (967 Collinson Street to the east) from the front
property line.

The side and rear yard setbacks are required to be half the height of the building, which is
5.33m. In the event that the proposal was for a lower height building, this in turn would result in
reduced setback requirements. However, as noted in the applicant’s letter, the intent was to
design a building that fit with the scale of the surrounding context. In addition, the applicant has
incorporated additional design measures to help mitigate any privacy impacts on adjacent
buildings. This includes retention of existing mature landscaping at the rear, as well as stepping
back the building from the rear property line on the upper storeys by approximately 5m on the
second floor and 7m on the third floor. The proposal also includes opaque glass on the balcony
railings to enhance privacy for the three storey, eight unit multi-unit residential building to the
rear. In terms of side yard setback interventions, the proposal includes smaller windows for
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habitable rooms on these elevations. Larger windows are included only for circulation space.
The drive aisle provides a buffer between the proposed building and the adjacent residences at
936 Collinson Street, and a cedar leylandii hedge is included along this boundary. The impact
of a reduced setback on the south-east property line is minimal since this boundary includes a
parking lot and carport for the adjacent building at 967 Collinson Street. For the reasons
outlined above, staff recommend Council consider supporting these setback variances.

Proposed Parking Variance

Under the current Zone, 1.2 stalls are required per unit (four stalls) and the requested variance
is to reduce this to one stall per unit (three stalls). The requested one stall parking variance is
considered supportable as it would have minimal impacts on the neighbourhood and the
proposal includes bicycle parking which meets the requirements of Schedule C in the Zoning
Regulation Bylaw. A publicly accessible bicycle rack is provided in the front yard and would
serve to meet the needs of visitors who arrive by bicycle, although it should be noted that no
visitor parking stalls are required under the current Zone.

CONCLUSIONS

The Application to permit a ground-oriented multiple dwelling consisting of three dwelling units is
consistent with the design guidelines outlined in DPA 16. The proposed building design,
exterior finishes and landscaping are in keeping with the established character of the
neighbourhood. The proposed variances for setbacks, site coverage and parking are
supportable as they would not alter the character of the streetscape or adversely impact the
adjacent residential properties. Staff recommend that Council consider supporting this

Application

ALTERNATE MOTION

That Council decline Development Permit Application No. 00008 for the property located at 943
Collinson Street.

Respectfully submitted,
e r ) A 1 g
. A « PV Dloacts / (’u‘ C“r = ”
J
Charlotte Wain Jonathan Ti@irector

Senior Planner — Urban Design Sustainable Planning and Community
Development Services Division Development Department

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager:

Date: May 12, 2016

Committee of the Whole Report ~ May4, 2016
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List of Attachments

Zoning map

Aerial map

Applicant letter to Mayor and Council date stamped May 4, 2016

Letter from neighbours located at 936 Collinson Street date stamped March 16, 2016
Plans date stamped May 4, 2016.

S:\Tempest_Attachments\Prospero\leform_defs\Planning\DP DVP PLUC Report Template1.doc
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Develspmen Sevres Dt March 15, 2016

—

Charlotte Wain, Senior Planner for Fairfield
Chris Coleman, Neighbourhood Liaison for Fairfield/Gonzales Community

Association

Re: Development Permit request 0008 for 943 Collinson Street

| write on behalf of the 20 owners of Strata Plan VIS3275 to express our
concerns about the proposed triplex which would be immediately to our east.

The 900 block Collinson has a variety of residences: Campbell Lodge; 3
rental apartment buildings; our condominium and several private homes, 3 of
which have heritage designations. We are, as the Humboldt Valley Precinct Plan
which covers our area states, a mix of old and new with a sense of continuity
and shared history. We agree and comply with Planning Principle 6 that The
mature street trees and public and private green space are highly valued as
community amenities and contributors to the liveability of the precinct. Most

of the existing properties on our block have setbacks with grass and attractive
landscaping features, including mature trees.

The developer is requesting several variances within the existing
R3AM1zoning. We do not see how the plan he is presenting adheres to Design

Guideline 2 which states Where new buildings with minimal setbacks are

proposed. consideration should be given to the relationship of the new building
to its immediate neighbours particularly with regards to shade and shadowing:
visual privacy; balcony locations: window alignments: and overlook.

Our specific concerns are:

* The minimum lot size for R3AM1is 920 m2. The lot in question is only 496
m2.

* The proposed structure would cover 40% of this small lot rather than the
prescribed 30%.

* Most of the area not covered by the building will be occupied by driveway,
leaving little space for green or landscaping.

* The requested setback of 1.52 m instead of the required 5.33 m on the SE
boundary will mean the destruction of 3 mature evergreens which provide
privacy to and from the 4 storey apartment building on that side.



* Reducing the rear setback to 3.19 m instead of the required 5.33m and the
front setback to 7.35 m instead of the required 9 m means that nearly an
additional 4 m of our building will be blocked by this structure.

* The extended length from front to back and the proximity to our property
line will accentuate the blockage of light to the eastern side of our building. 4
units in our building rely totally on their eastern exposure for light and have
patios or balconies facing east. Another 8 units receive most of their light
from the east. In total, 12 of our homes will be darker and colder.

* While we maintain a minimum 4.64 m of garden on the SW boundary, this
plan asks for a variance to 3.68 m instead of the required 5.33 m. Most of
this width will be taken up by the driveway to the rear garage and guest
parking. As a result, the majority of the buffer from the sound and exhaust of
the driveway and the visual interest of a garden for both properties will be
provided at our expense.

* Only 3 parking spaces for residents are provided instead of the required 4. It
is hard to imagine that owners of units as large as the front 2 will have only
one car. This will add to the existing parking congestion on Collinson Street.

* The selling prices expected by the developer for the 3 units are far above
the affordable housing range.

The Humboldt Valley plan states that our precinct remains attractive to

tourists and many are heard to comment on the mature boulevard trees and
innovative gardens in front of apartment buildings and townhouses.

In our view, a building of this magnitude, maximizes profit for the
property owner and developer, but sacrifices green space and the mature trees
valued by residents and praised by visitors to our neighbourhood. It also
decreases the liveability, resaleability and property values of our 20 homes.
For these reasons, we hope you will reject this proposal in its current form.

¢ Martin Young

ot , Strata Council President

MR 1§ 2016

Planning & Development Department
PlanDevelapment Services Division
U




May 3, 2016

Receved

TO: Mayor and Council y of Victorig

'

RE: 943 Collinson St. MAY 0 4 2018
Proposed 3 unit townhouse development ”ign{rllg'& Deueiopment Department
Development Permit with Variances I eament Services Division

FROM: Dan Hagel

250-889-2221

DETAILS OF PROPOSAL

This property is zoned R3-AM-1.

This proposal is for a 3 unit strata townhouse development with a total floor area of 446.3 m2
and is sited on a 496 sq. m. lot with a density of 0.889:1

Unit A - 168.5 m /1813.7sq ft
Unit B - 183.3 m /1973.0 sq ft
UnitC- 94.5m/1017,2 sq ft

Unit A & B — These are three storey units which include elevators. The main entry doors and
garage doors front Collinson St. giving it the appearance of a large duplex.

Unit C - This is a ground level unit at the rear of the building. The main entry door is on the
west side of the building towards the back.

The requested variances are as follows:

Lot area -
Site coverage
Parking

Front yard
Rear yard
West side
East side



RATIONALE FOR REQUESTED VARIANCES
943 Collinson Street

FRONT YARD NORTH -

Allowable - 9 m / Requested variance - 7.10 m

Currently there is a single family dwelling on the property with a front setback of 5.25 m. We
are asking for a relaxation of the allowable setback in order to accommodate the required
turning radius at the front west corner of the proposed building. The driveway apron is
centered on the front lot line, but there is a secondary drive isle for the unit at the rear. We
are asking for relaxation on the basis of being able to comfortably make the transition around
the front corner of the building to allow for parking at the rear for unit “C”. To be clear, our
proposed building would be 1.85 m further back on the property than the home that currently
occupies the property now.

SIDE YARD WEST -

Allowable 3 meters or half the height of the building The building is 10.66 m. tall, half of which

is 5.33 m. We are requesting relaxation to 3.66 m in order to accommodate the functionality
of the site and dwellings. If both side setbacks were met we would have a 6.61 m building.
The building would be, in our opinion, too narrow, lose functionality and look out of place. We
feel that with the reduction in proposed density, combined with the generous front yard
setback that the requested side yard setback variance would be the best overall compromise
for the neighbourhood. We have made multiple revisions to this proposal and met with the
residents to the west and have another meeting set for May 11th. We believe that this
proposal is the correct fit for this particular property. Note: the driveway and 10' tall garage
have existed on this side of the property since 1930 +/-. Bedroom and living room windows
have been reduced in size and placed high up for further privacy. We have removed the
western garage door as there were concerns regarding car headlights and sound of a garage
door opening and closing. We've reduced the size of the master bedroom on the 2™ floor by
0.91 m, put solid walls on the sides of both upper and lower rear decks and have kept our
height lower than the surrounding buildings at the same time retaining a certain continuity with
the buildings to the east and west.




SIDE YARD EAST -

Allowable 3 meters or half height of the building. Half the height of our proposed building
would be 5.28 m. We are requesting relaxation of this setback to 1.52 m. The reason for our

request is that we feel that the overall placement of the building on the site maximizes the
potential usability of the site for the new owners and allows for greater separation from the
west property line. We also felt that there would be less impact on the residents to the east,
mainly because there is a parking lot and carport running most of the length of the property.
There is also a retaining wall with a fence on top of it for privacy between buildings. There are
also larger trees and shrubs at the front of the property to be retained for further privacy. All
of the windows on the east side of the proposed building have been reduced in size and
placed higher up to further increase privacy concerns. Our elevations show that most of the
ground floor of our proposed building would be hidden below the neighbouring carport, cars
and fence. The balance of the windows on the 2™ and 3™ floor are modest in size, example:
piano windows over fireplace and frosted glass in the two bathrooms. The few remaining
larger windows occupy the stairwell and elevator shaft.

REAR YARD SOUTH -

Allowable 3 meter or half the height of the building. We are asking for relaxation for the rear
property line for the following reasons: Half the height of the building would be 5.29 m. We

are requesting relaxation to 4,267 m. the main reason for this is that we require the building to
be back from the front property line in order to bring the driveway around the front west corner
of the proposed building to allow for parking at the rear for unit “C". Although we are formerly
requesting a 4.27 m. setback, it should be noted that the 2" and 3" floors tier away from the
rear property line. The 2™ floor is 5.71 m from the property line to the face of the building and
the 3™ floor is 7.88 m from the property line to the face of the building.

There are significant large shrubs and trees on the south property line which will be retained
for privacy and protected during construction. There will also be a 1.83 m solid cedar fence.
Note: the glass on the 2™ and 3" floor decks is charcoal and opaque for further privacy.
There will also be the addition of planters, pots and shrubs on the upper decks for further
privacy.



PARKING -

Allowable 1.4 stalls / unit =4.2

We are requesting relaxation from 4.2 parking stall to 3 parking stalls. We feel that with a
reduction in the sought density and number of dwellings, the proximity to town and the
encouragement of bikes and walking that 3 cars for 3 units would be appropriate. We can not
predict the number of cars or guests that people will have, but our feeling is that with 3 larger
units, the impact would be minimum.

SITE COVERAGE -

Allowable 30% maximum, we are requesting 40% site coverage because we are surrounded
by large multi family buildings on 3 sides and want to build a structure that will fit in context
with the surrounding buildings.

MINIMUM SITE AREA -

Allowable 920.0 m2, we are requesting relaxation on lot size based on the fact that the
property is currently zoned R3-AM-1 for multi family, surrounded on 3 sides by larger and
taller buildings and we want to create a well proportioned and attractive building that will fit in
with the adjoining buildings as well as enhance the overall street scape.



DESIGN HISTORY

Over a year ago, this project was originally conceived as a 4 storey, 6 unit building. After
meeting with the Fairfield Community Association and meeting with numerous neighbours we
decided to not pursue a rezoning application. After careful consideration regarding green
space and vehicles, (this being a dead-end street) and given the modest size of the lot, we
decided in the end that it would be wiser in our opinion to pursue a development permit with
variances.

After making numerous revisions and consulting with the neighbours, we felt that we could
more appropriately address their concerns by reconfiguring the project into the three unit
scheme you see today.

This current proposal addresses all the previously voiced concerns and although we don't
believe we could ever make everyone happy, it certainly addresses the number of vehicles
and the lack of green space at the front.

We believe the current proposal fits in well with the neighbourhood context and hope that
council agrees.

We have enclosed the official community plan map #2 (Urban place designation) showing
this property as urban residential and further included the guide lines.



943 Collinson St.

Neighbourhood Support

Attached are names and address of neighbours that support the project. The general
consensus in my opinion from the single family residences is that the parking won't be an
issue but there was concern regarding the trade's vehicles during construction and the hours
of work in relation to noise.

I did find it difficult to access the larger rental buildings, although, | did receive the support
from those | could find.

Regarding 910 and 930 Fairfield Rd., they were reluctant to lend support based on the fact
that they were just renters. Although | did try to encourage them, that their opinion was every
bit as important and mattered just as much as owner, but to no avail.

918 Fairfield Rd. seemed very positive when | spoke to her the last time but she is presently

away until the end of the month. | will be in contact with her again.

| am scheduled to meet for a second time with the residents of 936 Fairfield Rd. on May 11",
2016 to review further revisions to the plans.
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Charlotte Wain ;

From: Ted Relph

Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 2:09 PM Received

To: Charlotte Wain Gy ot Vickorie

Cc: Wayne Hollohan; pzc Ken Roueche ‘

Subject: Comments re 943 Collinson MAY 1 7 2016
Planning & Devewpiment Department

Develnomant Services Division
Hello Charlotte, o

The Fairfield Gonzales CALUC examined the proposed development for 943 Collinson May 5 2016 revisions
at our meeting last night.

It is our opinion that this proposal should be considered a rezoning application rather than a variance.

This proposal is not a case of requesting a variance for hardship but for a completely new development that
requires substantial exceptions from R3 AM-1 in terms of the minimum lot size (required 920m2, actual
496m?2) and rear and side yard setbacks (required is half the height of the building or 5.33m; actual rear yard is

4.26, side yard west is 3.6m; side yard east is 1.5m).

In other words actual lot size is 54% of required, and side yard east is 30% of required.

We also note that the Site Data Table on the top page of the submission seems to indicate some doubt about
whether this application is a variance or a rezoning because it identifies considerations in terms of both of them.

The R3 AM-1 zoning is presumably intended to apply to larger scale apartment buildings. hence the 920m2
minimum lot size. In this case a rezoning application rather than a variance would allow for a more thorough
discussion of the implications of redeveloping single lots with detached houses in the R3 AM-1 zone into multi-

residence units
Sincerely

Ted Relph
(I am writing this because I was the person taking notes of the meeting and because 943 Collinson is coming to

COTW on Thursday 19 May, so there is some urgency to conveying our comments)
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Weekend Planner

Hot Ticket:
Laneway House Tour

or such tiny houses, they're
causing an enormous stir.

In 2009, the City of Vancouver
opened the door for homeowners
to build laneway houses on resi-
dential lots, and ever since, the
compact building style has taken

off.

‘Hundreds have been built
across the city, most of them to
create extra space for adult kids,
aging parents or extended family,
or to offset mammoth mortgages
by generating much-needed ren-
tal revenue.

But according to Vancouver
Heritage Foundation executive
director Judith Mosley, the new
generation of laneway houses is
doing far more than filling an
economic or spatial need; they
are.also saving older houses from
the wrecking ball.

. Now five prime new examples,
as well as one that’s been around
for a quarter-century, are going
on show for this year's annual

Laneway House Tour,

“The city wants to add density
and different accommodation
options, and we are interested in
exploring ways that can be done
without demolishing existing
older homes,” Ms. Mosley says,
adding that coach houses date
back to Vancouver’s earliest days.
“So fitting them into the neigh-
bourhood in a sympathetic way

and retaining older homes is defi-

nitely a priority.”

The houses on the tour range
from a compact, one-level 620-
square-foot house to a relatively
spacious three-bedroom, and
from tiny modernist creations to
more heritage-themed charmers.
One was designed with a separate
garage so a mature magnolia
could stay; another was created
for a divorced couple who want-
ed to co-parent their children,
but live in separate houses.

The older house on the tour is
part of architect Robert Lemon’s
heritage revitalization of West
Point Grey's Barber Residence, a
1926 Art Moderne masterpiece
that was under threat because it
straddled two lots and had no
heritage protection. Instead of

1 have."

- Houses on the Laneway House Tour range from tiny modemist creations to heritage-themed charmers. sior PoNa

building an addition, which
would have harmed the home's
architectural integrity, Mr. Lemon
designed a laneway house that
would complement the original
design without trying to mimic it.

The one thing all of the homes
on the tour have in common is
that they were built behind older
houses.

“They're a way to meet different
needs in the neighbourhood, and
to add something without losing
the character of the older homes
or the streetscape. And it can
bring more life onto the lanes,
which for many people is a real
positive,” says Ms. Mosley, who
also recognizes that laneway
houses aren’t without their
downsides and detractors. “But
it’s a really great opportunity for
growth in the neighbourhood
without demolishing what we

Vancouver Heritage Foundation’s
self-guided Laneway House Tour is
1-5 p.m., Saturday (vancouverherit-
agefoundation.org).

Jennifer Van Evra,

Special to The Globe and Mail
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For eight years | sat on the (CALUC) Community Association Land Use
Committee for this area, back then we facilitate, inform and advocate for our com-

munity. Today we have to advocate for ourselves. The responsibility for the issues
relating to this proposed development do not rest with the proponent, members of
the community or city staff. They rest solely on the shoulders of Mayor and
Council. Despite lobbying for over twenty years, we have been deliberately denied
a_ community plan, so council can continue to force on us their vision and deci-
sions, of what is best for our village and community.

l—3 Mayor and Council spent years creating an Official Community Plan whose
brood strokes and cookie cutter approach leave the communities of Victoria far
more vulnerable than they were prior to its creation. Without any direct consulta-
| tion with the individual communities, our villages were designated as Large Urban
Villages that permit the construction of six-story buildings to line both road-sides

right up to the property line, where zero setbacks are acceptable
Why Is it acceptable?
Mayor and Council created a zoning policy, which is used by almost all large

rezoning involving residual and commercial, called a (SSR) Sight Specific Rezoning.
This allows developers to build whatever height, size, use and appearance they
desire. Policies be dammed and Mayor and Council alone decides if it's acceptable.
Recen ﬂy other property owners, accounting for 25% of the village have been
approach to buy and teardown and build a (SSR) under the Large Urban Village
designation.

Should we just be a community by name only? What can you do? The answer is:
do something.
Email mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca requesting another community mail out

and meeting, so everybody has an opportunity to voice their thoughts on
this and future developments for the Village.

Request designation change to; “Small Urban Village,” allowing up to four
stories and three meter setbacks. Don’t let the City steal our village
sunshine and friendly atmosphere.

-7 Please, tell them why preserving the character of the village (is) so important?

For further information or supporting documents, email me at
Victori haw.
Your voice will make all the difference.

Wayne Hollohan Community Member eg
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Database Name: University of Victoria Libraries
Search Request: Keyword = VICTORIA AND ATLAS
Search Results: Displaying 39 of 59 entrics

CPrevious NEXTS

Pamr Towoe MARC
City of Victoria general atlas / [compiled by Western Photogrammetry Lid. ).

Other Author(s): Western Photogrammetry Lid.
Victoria (B.C.) Engincering Dept.
Title: City of Victoria general atlas / [compiled by Western Photogrammetry 1.1d.]

Subject(s): Real property--British Columbia--Victoria--Maps.
Victoria (B.C.)--Maps.

Publisher: [Victoria, B.C.] : Corporation of the City of Victoria, Engincering Dept . [19817)

Description: Scale: 1:2,000.

1 atlas (|57] leaves) : maps : 39 x 54 cm.

Notes: Maps based on acrial photographs taken March 1977, revised up to Dec. 31,
1980.

Database: University of Victoria Libraries
Location: Map | .ibrary
Call Number: G1174 V5C5 1981 <oversize>
Number of Items: |
Status: Not Charged

Database: University of Victoria Libraries
Location: Reference/Atlas Cases
Call Number: G1174 V5C5 1981
Number of Items: |
Status: Not Charged
Notes: Case D3
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HIRITAGE WOMELsS

Where conservation and speculation clash
Vancguver moves one step closer toward demolition ban for First Shaughnessy

RESRTS { S S— NIRRT S

KERRY GOLD
kgold@globeandmall com
ancouver is one hearing clos-
erto First Shaugh-
pessy the city's Heritage
Coaservation which will
make it extremely difficult for 2
L] their
Afer 0 dosens of
bord Ak pcygoard
ing total of 63 people Tuesday
city council will finally
dui;n.-tlwid:l dh
t o arca
Shaughnessy on Sept. 20. W the
proposal passes, it will pro-
tect one of Canada’s most histor
ically important nelghbourhoods
from'the wrecking ball. it's 2 bold
move for the city, and a much-
\auded ane by heritage experts,
because Vamcouver's old house
m—-m.;c-ucou«um«
317 pre-go houses. - i by
mrndmp:é“::\n
In response to the dechine, the
aty pat a one-year moratoriem
on demolitions in Firet Shaugh-
nessy In june, 2004 At the time, s herilage properties are in big & d for their iot size, not the houses. But some buyers have been surprised to find they canne! tear down
there were inquities to demolish = J*h‘-—mm-—uum_m
19 of the remaining 317 homes ,
there. Into Vancouvet in tecent i | "no" side. A group that ized | that neighbourhoods wanted to P p
Real estate agent joanne Cies- 1o blame for the'laflure of the old | the "no™ side sent a letter around | have their areas designated so In Victoria, Mz Miller Jooked up
beecht spoke ot the hearing and mnmm 10 the 317 affected homeowners much that it caused a resourcing | 10 sites that were designated as
tokd city council she was in It couldn't stand | in Niest Shaughnessy, and it cited | problem foc the ity in [ heritage properties in 2008. He
favour of the Heritage Conserva- qbl&mw  real estate agent’'s daim that " e sald. “They desire compared their assesn
tion Area (HCA). She mid since and the newer and values would drop by 30 it offers: They know their | ments from 2007, they had
2006, & new market was driving ?lu.. pet cent i the HCA & i ghbourhoods are unique, 0o status, 10 thelr values in 2009,
because of think the scale of weaith s passed. That kind of drop in an ke the character. And there s a year after they were
its big, central As a result, In Vancouver, and | area as desirable as Shaughnessy | value in that reflocted in the real | He found the average increase in
jes were in 1 think the values d with bi estate prices. And they get access | valpes of those 10 properties 1o
big demand, but for their lot stze, | that wealth are also As well, no one can find evi () " be 12 per cent.
not the ed in the city,” Mr. sald. { dence of any drop at all where an residents arc “It's a very small but
Annie Gao said she'd been ad- “Cleardy to me, the people who HCA has been also incentives, by | does lend some data to this dis
vised by ber real estate that | have bought in there did not In fact, where conser way of such as coach cussion,” he sald.
she'd be allowed 1o tear her First | receive really good from vation s concerned, is and suites But residents He has mose. In Victoria's Bat
- .-AMMM hml.b_-;nlm-dh an oddball. Other cities see HCA -MMWMKA e uyh:wmcw
" SOIDC CABCS d ions as a blessing - not .y ‘want Area, at seven propete
'Zyb-mm» I b they were completed ds for legal action. ﬂmmu ties and discovered an increase In
tertesing with her % what the goais were of In Victocia, values of 129 per cent
will lower the Piest { planner Murray Miller HCA Toronto's 2002 and 203,
valueon the whole area,"sald Ms. | design plan).” thons are considered a age progy ‘As thist aze | These's no evidence that the
echaing a comunon theme Now that the city might soon sousce of pride, and a driver of idered a boost 1o prop maratosium on demolitions in
among the “no” side. the authority to ban dem values. nhu'r:Ld that u::l:-mm
“My house smells because it's outright - and “We do have current interest HCAs are and > the still pur
over 100 year old,” hold wp the criginal intention from certain communities asiing a Vancouver chased the big old mansions in
explaining why the house had - soane home- for thelr neighbourhoods to be The of Los Angeles has 32 First Shaughacssy and paid hand
w© ownen are suddenty claiming beritage conservation o M. mﬁmmm
U the homeowners had done that thoir honses aren’t worth areas,” Mr. Miller said R T 8 currently un- lsn't that the houses are
Iheir due diligence 10 buy- N«)llllan-:u)unqﬁ'x- derpoing a major battle old, or thels best before
Ing into ﬂ\n&&z At the hearings, the anti-herit ence as 3 hey P - date. the problem s that
have discovered there camp Is gener nmnﬂh ! ster homes thet threatens fts his- | when a real estate market is driv
ready were land-use guidelines, dovided into two - Regina, Winnipeg, towic stock of houses. Last year, mhmm
yean ago, 1o preserve | those who feel the houses Manchester, London, Nova Scotla, | LA. council member Paul history, calture and
the pre-1940 homes. First Shaugh- | are in disrepair and should be Phoenix, Southem California and | 1ok me city council had voted merit get aushed In the mad
nessy has boen protected by an torn down to make way for a new | Cl church, New Zealand. He imously 1o put an to make & A man
official development plan since bouse, and seniors who fear jos- | has yet to see a heritage designa- | ¢y moratorium on demolitions in | named John Lee he owned
1982, when specific ing equity in their homes ifthe | tion negatively affect property crisis avess, simila: to the one twa houses in Fuwt
were deawn up for the ares. Ouly | former Snotallowed o | value that Vancouver put on First he puschased the pre-1geo
I recemt yoars have toar the down. Theysatas | "1 haven't In my Shaugh last An ordi- house as an investment 10 years
and found loopholes v | a group 10 one side of the room. seen a 1ol pance is in the works to tighten ago, with the intention of tearing
:r- Amang them sat Loy property values as a divect result | up rules o prevent further man- | i down. He that
1o constract houses that are who's done well by the | of designation,” Mr. Miller said. | alone is not going to give him the
much and out of context boom, as ] Instead, he's seen the opposite 1t really has become an smer- return on his investment.
to the rest of the butider of many of the big new He compares V. with ,mm'wm;m needs 1 be able to redevelop
[ which is similas in size the rampant the heritage house for his bottom
islated HCA will tecth. At the beginning of Tuesday and age. Like Vancouver, Phoenix | of perfectly good houses appal A
“My semse is that the city s on night's hearing, city staff re- unprecedented ling, said. “It will be financially horrific for
pretty firm jooting,” city historian | sponded 10 a query they'd anddwﬂquw :hthhhhm me,” be sald.
and suthor Michas! Kiuckner, recetved from a resident who a city not known for its iferation M. M the HCA designation docs
m-uu-mn-w wanted to HCAs invested. Since sald. knock down the speculative bub
panel, said “The bad caused house value declines | 2000, Phoénix has created 11 her- Mr. Miller also worked in Man- ble, it's a moot point, Mr. Kluck:
::'-Mved In other cities. It was an excellent districts and they already chester, which, e said, has simi-
its o it was md since the ui_u;dn:h::hn: hlhlnv.:.omtm ‘l-n—enzwn—;l‘w
being ) potential property values 600 homes, Mr. Murtay English city 34 conservation policy on basis
mmhcmw-lh nwunmbewpdundiw(bcl “Therealityonthe ground is | areas, and it is also undergoing
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Charlotte Wain

R e ——————— e Y T .~ et 4 W
From: Steve Barrie
Sent: Thursday, Nov 12, 2015 12:29 PM
To: Charlotte Wain
Cc: Chris Coleman (Councillor)
Subject: development at 943 Collinson st

| am just sending this email in regards to the proposed townhouse development at 943 Collinson st.

| live in a registered heritage home at 907 Collinson and am opposed to this development mostly on the grounds this poor
street has reached it's full capacity to house any more people. There already is Campbell lodge with near 100 suites as
well as numerous apartments and condos.Parking is ALWAYS a serious problem on this street, most homes being non
conforming older homes have no driveways. The size , scale , setback and look of this development does not fit with the
current neighbourhood and i feel it will only draw away from the charm the street is trying to hold on to desperately. This
home was placed on the market ridiculous overpriced obviously with no intention to sell, no real attempts to sell it as the
beautiful one owner 40's home that it is. It would be nice if a street like this and being a dead end so close to town could

remain intact, we already are bursting with cars elc.

Thank you

Steve Barrie

Construction Coordinator for Film and Television
907 Collinson street




Charlotte Wain

From: Mary Lloyd

Sent: Wednesday, Nov 18, 2015 7:52 AM

To: Charlotte Wain, Chris Coleman (Councillor);—
Cc: Garth Lenz

Subject: 943 Collinson St

Hello,

| am opposed to the proposed development on my 900 block of Collinson Mainly because we have a big parking problem
here and more pressure on it wili undoubtedly cause tension, friction, and may hassles here. We are JUST managing o fit
everybody in at night. The proposed condos have only enough parking for one spot per conde and one total guest

parking. Thatis ridiculcus! Many families have two vehicles and lots of visitors. There are few viable options if we can't
find a spot.

We also have downtown workers and partiers parking on our street to walk from here. If we end up having no space we
have to park on Vancouver St and move our vehicles by 7am. With no where to move them to. And kids to ge! to school
etc

| also see it not matching the character of the street There is NO green easement. Virtually a sliver of plants in front It
juts right against the sicewalk. Insane to approve that Surrounding buildings are architecturally pleasant, with lovely
landscaping.

Please stop this building. A character duplex or triplex would be more in keeping with the culture of our street.

Mary Lloyd
Garth Lenz




Charlotte Wain

e
From: Mary Lloyd
Sent: Wednesday, Nov 18, 2015 10:46 PM
To: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Cc: Charlotte Wain; Chris Coleman (Councillor);—; Garth

Lenz; Mary Lioyd
Subject: 943 Collinson St.

Hello,

| am opposed to the proposed development on the 800 block of Collinson, because we have a big parxing prohlem here
already ana more pressure on it will undoubtedly cause tension, friction, and many hassles. We are JUST managing to fit
everybody in at night. The proposed condos have only enough parking for one spot per conde and a total of one guest
parking spot for the entire complex. That is ridiculous! Many families have two vehicles and lots of visitors. There are few
viable options if we cant find a spot.

We also have downtewn workers and partiers parking on our street to walk from here |f we end up having no space, we
nave to park on Vancouver St and move our vehicies by 7am . with no where to move them to ...and kids to cet to schoo
etc.

| also see this monstrosity not matching the character our the street. We are a mix of well-conserved heritage and
character nhomes, arcnitecturally tasteful condominiums with lovely landscaping. and a federally funded subsidizea
housing complex with lots of green space. The proposed building has NO green easement-- virtually a sliver of plants
proposed In front It juts right against the sidewalk |t would be insane to approve that when surrounding build ngs are
architecturally pleasant. with lovely landscaping

Please stop this buileing A character duplex cr triplex with much more parking would be more in keeping with the culture
of our street. We are aware that non-developer offers were made to buy the home and it is unfortunate for the rest of us
on the block that the owners went with the developer's offer

Please consider all the values and culture of our special 900 block of Collinson when you look at this proposal..

Sincerely

Mary Lloyd
Garth Lenz



Charlotte Wain
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From: Charlotte Wain
Sent: Tuesday, Nov 24, 2015 8:30 AM
To: Charlotte Wain
Subject: FW: development at 943 Collinson st

From: Steve Barrie [mailtoW]
Sent: Thursday Nov 12, 2 :
To. Charlotte Wain

Cc' Chris Coleman (Councilior)
Subject: development at 943 Collinson st

| am just sending this email in regards to the probosed townhouse development at 943 Collinson st.

I live in a registered heritage home at 807 Collinson and am opposed to this development mostly on the grounds this poor
street has reached it's full capacity to house any more people There aiready is Campbeli lodge with near 10C suites as
well as numerous apartments and condos Parking 1s ALWAYS a serious problem on this street, most homes being non
conforming older homes have no driveways. The size , scale setback and lock of this development does not fit with the
current neighbourhood and | feel it will only draw away from the charm the street is trying to hold on to desperately. This
home was placed on the market ridiculous overpriced obviously with no intention to sell, no real attempts to sell it as the
beautiful one owner 40's home that it 1s It would be nice if a street like this and beirg a dead end so close to town could
remain intact, we already are bursting with cars etc

Thank you

Steve Barre

Construction Coordinator for Film and Television
907 Collinson street



Charlotte Wain

From: Charlotte Wain

Sent: Tuesday, Nov 24, 2015 8:31 AM

To: Charlotte Wain

Subject: FW: Proposed redevelopment of 943 Collinson street

From: France Cormier [mailto:

Sent: Thursday, Nov 12, 2015 4:14 PM

To: Chariotte Wain; Chris Coleman (Councillor);

Subject: Proposed redevelopment of 943 Collinson street

Hello.

We are writing to you to formally object to the proposed redevelopment at 943 Collinson street in its current
form.

While we do not object to densification. we believe that any such plan should respect and preserve the street's
livability. Green space is essential for a liveable environment and this project, in its current form, plans to
remove a substantial amount of existing trees. shrubs and green space and replace it with concrete. This is not
compatible with the rest of Collinson street and would seriously degrade the overall street's appeal and
livability

We would appreciate your support on this issue.

Regards.

France Cormier and Jim Yorgan
927 Collinson street

Scut tom Samsung Solale
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936 Fairfield Road
Nm;;:::n‘:v:*: " ‘)'":':L”"“ Victoria BC V8V 3A4
| S - ree e November 20, 2015

Charlott ¢ Wain, Senior Planner for + airfield

Chris Coleman, Neighbourhood Liaison for Fairfield/Gonzales Community
Asscciation

Planming and Zoning Committee, Fairficld/Gonzales Community Association

Re Proposal for 943 Collinson Street presented October 79 to the Planning and
Zoninu Committee for the Fairfield/Gonzales Community Association

| write on behalf of the 20 owners of Strata Plan VIS3275 to express our
concerns about the proposed 6 town home development which is immediate!,
to our east.

The 200 block Collinson has a variety of residences: Campbell [ odge, 3
rental apartment buildings; our condominium and several private homes. 2 of
which have heritage designations. We are, as the Humboldt Valley Precinct Plan
which covers our area states, a mix of old and new with 4 sense of continuity
and shared history. We agree and comply with Planning Principle 6 that The
mature street trees and public and private green space are highly valued as
community amenities and contributors to the liveability of the precinct. All
the existing properties on our block are set back from the sidewalk and have
grass and other landscaping features.

While the subsequent Official Community Plan of 2012 guides the
expected population growth over the next 30 years, it acknowledges that local
area plans are a key tool in the implementation of this plan, exploring local
context and providing detailled direction for how to achieve the objectives
outhned in this plan at a local level.

The developer i1s requesting a change from the current R3AM1 zoning and
variances on all boundaries as well as height. We do not see how the plan he is
presenting adheres to the Urban Design objective to Encourage high quality

area or Design Guideline 2 which states Where new buildings with minimal

setbacks are proposed, consideration should be given to the relationship of the
new building to its immediate neighbours particularly with regards to shade and
shadowing: visual privacy; balcony locations: window alignments: and overiook.




Our specific concerns are:

* The floor space ratio for Urban Residential in the Official community Plan
allows a density of 1.2:1 or 594 sq.m on a lot of 495 sq. i11. This plan far
exceeds that. It does not merit increased density on the basis of being within
200 m. of the urban core or an urban village. Nor does provide an amenity or
affordable or special needs housing. In fact, the front 2 units will be hard to
access for anyone with mobility issues.

* The proposal seeks a 10 foot setback from the street when the current
allowable s 5 feet. 1ts proximity to the sidewalk will block views west to
Quadra and east to Vancouver, interfering wit!: 1he “streethead’ vistas vaiued
in the plan for other areas of Fairhield.

* Urban design policy in the precinct states, New 'e<idential development should
maintain a strong relationship to the street with individual entrances at ground
level. The stone street level facade and its second storey front entrances will
loom 11 feet over pedestrians and drivers with little green to soften its
appearance or maintain visual interest.

*The architectural style. especially the around level stone facade, is reminiscent
of a ski resort and not in keeping with the heritage and residential style of
other buildings on the block.

* The roof line, even without projections, is over the height imit for 4 storey
buildings by 1 to 2 feet.

* On the already fenced eastern property line, the requested 5 foot instead of
20 foot setback will create a dark, narrow passage to the entry of 4 units.
There 1s minimal landscaping to soften this.

* An 11 foot setback instead of 20 feet is requested on the western property
line. This will accentuate the blockage of light to the eastern side of our
bullding. 4 units in our buillding rely totally on their eastern exposure for light.
Another 8 units receive most of their ight from the east. In total. 17 of our
homes will be darker and colder

*The driveway, within the 11 foot setback on our eastern property line, means
that the same 12 umits will be subject to the noise of the garage entry system
and the lights, sound and exhaust of 7 cars at any time of the day or night.
The ground level units will have the headlights of cars exiting the garage
shining directly into their homes. Waste Management vehicles will also use
this driveway. The suggested ornamental grasses will do nothing Lo mutigate
the noise, light and fumes. A substantial fence should be a minimum
requirement

* The required ratio for parking 1s 1.4 or &+ spaces for 6 units. Only 6 resident
and one guest space is supplied. This will mean additional cars parking on an




already congested, dead end street.

* The balconies on the western side of this building will overlook the patio or
balcony of 4 units and face the windows of all 1. eastern units. Ther use will
create noise and invade privacy. The reduced setback and lack of fencing or
landscaping of any height increases this effect.

* The Humboldt Valley plan states that our precinct remains attractive to

tourists and many are heard to comment on the mature boulevard trees and
[ [\ i ildings and townhouses. Most of

the minimal landscaping 1s at the rear of this building where it does nothing to
enhance the street for other residents or passersby. t.en this shared
recreational space is reduced and brings the building closer than allowed to its
neighbour at the rear.
* None of the existing mature trees and shrubs on the property will be retained.
* Bicycle parking 1s open to the sidewalk and does not provide the “property
security” valued in the precinct plan.

This proposed development is not of a scale and does not provide
sufficient landscaping to fit with the character of the 900 block Collinson
Street. Nor does it adhere to the principles of the Humboldt Valley Precinct
Plan. On behalf of the 20 homeowners immediately adjacent to it, we request
that it not be accepted.

Martin Young
Strata Council President
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| NOTEOR l 102 & 103 936 Fairfield Road
by S ' Victoria BC V8V 3A4

e

November 12, 2015

Charlotte Wain, Senior Planner for Fairfield
Chris Coleman, Neighbourhood Liaison for Fairfield/Gonzales Community

Association
Planning and Zoning Committee, Fairfield/Gonzales Community Association

We are writing to express our opposition to the proposed
development at 943 Collinson Street as it was presented on October 19 to
the Planning and Zoning Committee of the Fairfield/Gonzales Community
Association. We live in the 20 unit strata building immediately to the west
of the property for which rezoning and several variances were requested.

Like many of our neighbours, we are concerned by the massiveness
of the proposed structure in relation to the lot size, the lack of green space
when all other buildings on the block are set back from the sidewalk with
significant grass and plantings around them and insufficient parking which
will leave more vehicles parked on an already crowded dead end street.

However our main concerns are:

2 The height of the build i - i

We have garden or ground floor units bounded on the east and
north by pleasant landscaping on generous setbacks. Unit 102 has
a dining room window and patio door which face Collinson. But the
main source of light is from the east: a single window in the main
bedroom, a single living room window and a second dining room
window. All of the windows and the patio of Unit 103 face east. It
has no other natural source of light or warmth. Most of our light will
be blocked by the proposed building, over height and looming with
reduced variance to our east. It will leave our homes shaded and
colder.

2. The ground level parking side rather than street entry and a

We can only assume that residents will be accessing the garage




adjacent to our bedroom and living area windows at any hour of the
day or night. The security gate will be opening and closing. Lights
from exiting cars will shine directly into our windows and those
going up or down the drive way will cast light along the side of our
homes. A privacy screen at the end of the driveway will be provided
to shield the townhomes’ rear garden from headlights, but the
proposed ornamental grasses along the driveway will do little to
shield us from the light, engine noise and exhaust of 7 cars. City of
Victoria bylaws prohibit smoking within 7 metres of doors, windows
and air intakes. We will have all the odour and chemicals from car
exhaust closer than 7 metres.

The Humboldt Valley Precnnct Plan which covers this block stlpulates
that: . P T T  [ ) o . -~

on adjacs : Surely a town home development should have to
address the same issues. At the least, a fence should be required or
the drive way could be moved to the eastern side of the development
where there is an existing fence and cars are already being driven and
parked.

If this proposal is approved as presented, it will cause similar
disruptions to the 10 other units on the east side of our building. All our
properties will be devalued and our enjoyment of our homes compromised.
Please help us maintain the quality of our neighbourhood and our life in it

by rejecting this proposal.

Sincerely,
Lynn Thomson, Unit 102
Helen Reid, Unit 103




/ #  Revisions
Y :
$‘ Recelved Date
\ May 4 16

943 Collinson St.

Neighbourhood Support

Attached are names and address of neighbours that support the project. The general
consensus in my opinion from the single family residences is that the parking won't be an
issue but there was concern regarding the trade's vehicles during construction and the hours
of work in relation to noise.

I did find it difficult to access the larger rental buildings, although, | did receive the support
from those | could find.

Regarding 810 and 930 Fairfield Rd., they were reluctant to lend support based on the fact
that they were just renters. Although | did try to encourage them, that their opinion was every
bit as important and mattered just as much as owner, but to no avail.

918 Fairfield Rd. seemed very positive when | spoke to her the last time but she is presently
away until the end of the month. | will be in contact with her again.

| am scheduled to meet for a second time with the residents of 936 Fairfield Rd. on May 11",
2016 to review further revisions to the plans.
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