
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: 
• 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: 

1. Plans date stamped May 4, 2016. 
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Byiaw requirements, except for 

the following variances: 
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." 

IV. 

v. 

VI. 

VII. 

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

Councillors advised support of sending forward to public consultation. 
Carried Unanimously 
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C I T Y  O F  

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

• the proposal is generally consistent with Design Guidelines 
• the proposal is generally consistent with Humboldt Valley Precinct Plan 
• the proposed reduction of one parking stall will likely have a minimal impact on the 

surrounding neighbourhood 
• 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: 

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

• 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 
• 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 
• 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: 

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

Zoning Criteria Proposal Zone Standard 
R3-AM-1 

Site area (m2) - minimum 496.00* 920.00 

Density (Floor Space Ratio) -
maximum 0.9:1 0.9:1 

Total floor area (m2) - maximum 444.10 446.40 

Unit size - minimum (m2) 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) 
Rear 
Side (northwest) 
Side (southeast) 

7.35* 
4.27* 
3.68* 
1.52* 

9.00 
5.33 
5.33 
5.33 

Parking - minimum 3* 4 

Visitor parking (minimum) included in 
the overall units 0 0 

Bicycle parking stalls (minimum) 6 6 
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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. 
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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 m2 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, 12 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, 

Charlotte Wain 
Senior Planner - Urban Design 
Development Services Division 

Sustainable Planning and Community 
Development Department 

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: 

Date: May 12, 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\!eform_defs\Planning\DP DVP PLUC Report Template1.doc 
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Planning t Ocvelopmsm Department 
Dwekpment Services Division 

MAR 1 6 2018 936 Fairfield Road 
Victoria BC V8V 3A4 
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 

I 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 hiahlv valued as 
community amenities and contributors to the liveabilitv 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 
R3AM1 zoning. 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 
Strata Council President 

Wanning ft Development. Department 
PianDuueltpment Services Division 



May 3, 2016 

TO: Mayor and Council 

RE: 943 Collinson St. 
Proposed 3 unit townhouse development 
Development Permit with Variances 

FROM: Dan Hagel 
250-889-2221 

R®ce5ved 
City of Victoria 

may o 4 2016 
Winning £ DewJopmeni Djpartment 

JJwe,foment Services Division 

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- 94.5 m/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 2nd 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 2nd and 3rd 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 2nd and 3rd floors tier away from the 
rear property line. The 2nd floor is 5.71 m from the property line to the face of the building and 
the 3rd 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 2nd and 3rd 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, I did receive the support 
from those I could find. 

Regarding 910 and 930 Fairfield Rd., they were reluctant to lend support based on the fact 
that they were just renters. Although I 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 I spoke to her the last time but she is presently 
away until the end of the month. I will be in contact with her again. 

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



943 COLLINSON ST 
Proposed 3 unit townhouse development 

I support the project 0 

Name: f'T. A AS-0 r Address: ^'Zl" Ccj \\ \ Zt 

Comments: 

I support the project 0 
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Comments: 
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Comments: 
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Proposed 3 unit townhouse development 
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943 COLLINSON ST 
Proposed 3 unit townhouse development 
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943 COLLINSON ST 
Proposed 3 unittownhouse development 
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Proposed 3 unit townhouse development 

I support the project Q 

Name: 

Comments: 

Address: \'1 (.cAW)^ 

I support the project i ' > 

Name: 1 Address:!r * >-V p. 'A 

Comments: 

I support the project CJ 

Name: Address: 

Comments: 

I support the project [J 
Name: 

Comments: 

Address: 



VicMap - Public (mobile) Page 1 of 2 

parr 

want to, , .  

<& 6^ 

0 f 

V / * 

Street & Parcel Map 

<* 
n. 

4 * 
A 

A • <% V 

» i *<s 
* 5 

'J0 

o >0 4T 
, - % <y, 

/ ":'p- r, 

r 
•y-, 

. <T 
-v, / 

^ v 
V. A 

. # 

V> X" /" ^ \ v&V 
/ 4-

x^ 

siX 

V-
# 

jy & 

$ a <% ' A 

<P 
6 a. 

+«, 
CO 

0/ 
> 

o 
u 
c 
<Tf 

rna DOTS, /MDICATE support/MO W&I6H6ours 

0 20 40m 

http://vicmap.victoria.ca/Html5 Viewer/index.htm l?viewer=Public 4/30/2016 



& 

-d>-r 

OIC03ICCODCCtjti33Ia33ZClD3i:eo: 

Proposed 3 Unit Townhouse 
Development 

943 Collinson Ave., Victoria, B.C. 

•fe 

\A I / Suite -1100 

Project Location- eV Localior 

Received 
City of Victoria 

-m-w-n-

Town louse Development, 
141. i - 4.. Vtetcr.a B c 
issued I rDr : -r'^eC Prrmrt !h ,3" 
Site pi nvDa'a Lecat or f lan 
S:ae As Moled 
May 3 d ZCib A1 

Ih — 

\ P-

Planning & Development Department 
Development Services Division 





Received 
City of Victoria 

• i fl \ t r\ 1 

Townhouse Development, 
'Mt ..1 ms ... Ay V'CtOtia B C 

Second Floor P;an 
Scale - As ^oted BP! 
May 3rd f-'o 

U.,,0 

MA\ 0 k 2016 

Planning & Deveiopmjnt Department 
Development Services Division 



Received 
City of Victoria 

1 1 1U f\ 1 

Townhouse Development, 
.. Av V .3 BC 

Third Plocr P an 
Scale - As Noted MM KMJ 

,„L 

MA^ 0 k 2016 

Planning & Deveiopmtm D^mmm 
Dwlopment Services Division 



Received 
City of Victoria 

MAY 0 4 2016 

Planning & Development Department 
Development Services Diviston 

Townhouse Development, 
•i.n i, iiMI -\v V ctor.a B C 

Roof Plan 



o © 

U/S Third Roar Clng 

w El. = 24.00m 

© © © 
' ^4 

• 1 • Una'A' Unit "A" 
EniuN 

' 

Bathroom 

• 

T/O Third Floor ST/O Thirc 
EL-Si 

I^T/O Main Floor 
^ El."=1730m Geodetic" 

I I I 

Received 
CKy of Victoria 

HAY 0 4 2016 
Planning & Development Department 

Development Services Division 



9® $ © 9 ?> oty 9 99 
l "" i ",r \ 

) < p <; 9, 
M i 

> < 

19--0-

p9 c 
L 12MT 

9 
L 

i I l 1 1 



9  9  9  9 9 9  

i i i i 
"i r i i r 

/T\ Collinson Avenue Streetscape 



View Down Lane Towards Unit 'C' 
\flsj No) To Scale 

m M 
i • 

m M 

« P 

panning & itaresopmrnt Qfpvtirmi:; 
De*«k>p.T* nt Serwces Dmaon f 



received 
City of Victoria 

MAY U 4 v-jlb' 

Townhouse Development 
J- . ii -i.i • I. Awr . ViCtOna BC 

Renaenogi. 
Scale As Noted P 
May 3'<3 2016 i 

Planning & Development Department 
Development Services Division j 



Charlotte Wain 

From: Ted Relph 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Charlotte Wain 
Wayne Hollohan; pzc Ken Roueche 
Comments re 943 Collinson 

Tuesday, May 17, 2016 2:09 PM Received 

Subject: 

Hello Charlotte, 

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 920rn2, actual 
496m2) 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 

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) 

Sincerely 
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Weekend Planner 

Houses on the Lane way House Tour range from tiny modernist creations to heritage-themed charmers, IUOR PONA 

Hot Ticket: 
Laneway House Tour 

For 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 Moslcy, 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 arc interested in 
exploring ways that can be done 
without demolishing existing 
older homes," Ms. Moslcy 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-
squaie-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 revitalizatiun of West 
Point Grey's Barber Residence, a . 
1936 Art Moderne masterpiece 
that was under threat because it 
straddled two lots and had no 
heritage protection. Instead of 

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. Motley, 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 
have." 

Vancouver Heritage Foundation's 
self-guided Laneway House Tour is 
l-S p.m.. Saturday (vancourerherit-
agefoundati0n.org). 

Jennifer Van LVra, 
Special to The Globe and Mail 
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Proposed Development for Cook and Oliphant cxso^f- stkeet 
uovce 

For eight years I sat on the (gALli£)-JCommunity 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 o 
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. 
^ 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. 
Recently 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 mavorandcounciOvictoria.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," allowingup to four 
stories and three meter setbacks. Don't let the City steal our village 
sunshine and friendly atmosphere. 

• Please, tell them why preserving the character of the village (is) so important? 
For further information or supporting documents, email me at 

VictoriaBCOshaw.ca 
Your voice will make all the difference. 

Wavne Hollohan Community Member 

i 

i 



Donald Luxton and Heritage Conservation Area - Google Search 

Google* Search Images Maps Play YouTube News Gmail More 

Go glo Donald Luxton and Heritage Conservation Area 

p*1*1 Report - Heritage Action Plan & First Shggghnessy 
www shpoa.ca/pdffi 50529FSHCAoroposai pdt -
May 28, 201S • THAT the Heritage Conservation Area Development Plan attached 

"as consultant Donald Luxton S Associates (see the appendices of .. 

Heritage Action Plan Feb 2015 open house information ... 
Vancouver ca/ fheritaae-action-p!an-feb-201S-open-house-information- » 
Donald Luxton & Associates (principal) | CitySpaces Consulting | CorioBs Heritage 
Conservation Areas are not currently utilized In Vancouver, but are being 

p*" Heritage Strategic Review, 2010 - City of Surrey 
www surtcy ca/files/C ity_of_Su rrey_H SR_Roport_FINAL pdf » 
CITY OF SURREY HERITAGE STRATEGIC REVIEW: DONALD LUXTON 
Potential Heritage Conservation Areas, sought to examine the feasibility of 
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Layout: Mam Level Entry with Lower Levtefs khefcene: 
Bathe Tot 
Bthme: 
Bth 31 
Rth 4H 
athfl 

Ens 3Pee: 
Es«i4*l»c* 

Main Lev; 
Fin SyR 
Unfm Soft 
Bed t Brit: 
Adnl Ace; 

FP Feat: 

1 1 
Otfw 
1,012 0 

6-/fished 
Living Rra 

L 

61 Sir James |61 Central 
Sartier 61 Vic High 

Not 

btt Feet Firs/Wood 

fewadr'sy -»*«*»**•» 

Bute (est): 1930 Lai NC Um; 
LedEqu: 
Coast lit Concrete Restforoed 
wmmm since© 
Est Fete: Fenced YmtMPm 

Fmt Faces: 
Beer Faces: 

Bldq Sch: 
BidqWarr: 
EnerOukte Rt g/Dt 

: ;S? t ?•., ! :f- •: .. 
™t~ 

Pfk Type: Garage Single 
Water: OtyfMunic. 
Lot Feat; Private Cftwplw 
sqr Bale: SuHesiCplx: 
ScjFt Pilt: BkfcteCpU: 
SqFt Pte: SuiteafiBklg: 
Soft 8irg: FteocsiBhia: 
OwtTTop? Lvia/Suite: 
ShrdAm: 

Phtesae <*nd Ma& 

Lot Siae 5,400«̂ /0.l2ac(eat) 
Prk #: Sewer 

City of Victoria Rod: 3199010 PiDflteiR. 000-063-031 Ttee: Freehold Legal Dec: Lot 1356; Diet Lot 1359: Land Dial 57; Freetorm EXCEPT THE SOUTHERLY 80 FEET 
ZnCts/Tp: R3-AM 1&2fRea«Jen6al 
2914 Aamt: $674,300 214 Taxes: $4,177 

Bktfi Style: West Coast 
Fate: Etecthe 
Heat: H®te Pump 
Roof: Asphalt Shingie 
Fndn: Concrete Paurodi 
Accss: Master 8edr©om on Mam 

ALB?: 

MgdBy: Prtt Cm Prp: 
PrftLCP: 
Prk Sir Lot 
Sir Lot kite: com sir bm: 

Dimsiwtf}; 60fix90ft Shape: Red 
Driveway: 

Catrteviteon, fctecHdiy, Garbage. Sewer, Telephone, V 

Rent Add?: Yng Ag AlkJ PataAlid?: BBQsAfld? 
Asaroi incl. 

r 

1 
f  

j Brokerage fee: 3%1GQK&1.5%8 

Mmm, Qmtw 16,2<m 

tfenwsawigMwefcwnsoMrgastoiiftte Mates bat shade at* to *s*te 
m)*QGlmm*mm*»wk^iaetx&m#t*m &wy«r»re**««•«%*nmr«^vm. 

Whsns stows, si fi 
sw«eM»*yte@8? 0«s#«l 

iui 
nrnmteiMCtomVHmiNH 
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f ||N|¥MMgfY «*- VK JOW* 

Main Catalogue 
&*AIUI ||UMX« fltll'. S.ASI (III! | A* CAI. L.tMUHV UM* RHJUWI H>lf Hwiwm 

OitihuH Name: University of Victoria Libraries 
Search Request: Keyword - VICTORIA AND ATLAS 
Search Results: Displaying 39 of 59 entries 

fPuvtOUS Ntxt-r 
B a n .  [  r i m .  q u .  

City of I 'ictoria general atlas / /compiled by Western Photogrammctry Ltd./. 

Other Author(s): Western Photogrammctry Ctrl 
Victoria (B.C.) Engineering Dept. 

Tithe: City of Victoria general atlas 11compiled hv Western Photogrammctry Ltd.] 
Subject)!): Real property-British ( olumbia- l'ictoria-M*ps. 

Victoria fit C, i—Maps 
Publisher: [Victoria. B.C.]: Corporation of the City of Victoria, Engineering Dept. 11981 ?| 

Description: Scale: I 2.000. 
1 alias ([57] leaves): maps: 39 x 54 cm. 

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

Database: University of Victoria libraries 
Location: Map I ibrary 

Call Number; C.I 174 VSC5 1981 <oversu*> 
Number of items: 1 

Status: Not Charged 

Database: University of Victoria Libraries 
Location: Reference/Atlas Cases 

Call Number: til 174 V5C5 1981 
Number of Items: 1 

Status: Not Charged 
Notes: Case D3 

s-put vious NiXT-» 

../Pwebrecon.egCvl 39&U 3I.39ACNT !0• records<per• pagcACMD VIC ft)R1 A• AND*ATI9/5/00 
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tht GiOBI anr mail • SATUKGAV, mfttmlct 11. 2015 

Real Estate 
CLOSE REAL ESTATE • f? 

XSAL ESTATE EDITOt. D*AR£Y HCCOVE** 

d&mtr±&* **»•**» 

Where conservation and speculation clash 
Vancouver moves one step closer toward demolition ban for First Shaitghnessy 

£ 
ranucrcoLD 
kg&blQgkbmnilmaSjxm 

mmt 
At the ireming!, the mfl-herlt-
-̂cosjieivsitlî  amp Is gener

ally divided into two groups -
there who fee! the older famaes 
are la disrepair and should be 
iom down id make way form mw 
bouse, and sensors who fear los
ing equity m rtwh bosses M toe 
fettSMQT g*tXS§3 1* SCt 10 
fiMT ft* heures down, They stt as 
a group to one side of the room. 
Among them m hey Lcylaiwi the 
architect whe'r done well by tto thi*nghr»rs>y property boom, m 
builder of many of the big new 

"no* side, A group iMl (wjptfored 
the "tia" skk mm a tetter around 
to them? aficckd hsnreownerti 
hi First Shaugbocsgy, And it cited 
a real estate agent's claim that 
property values would drop by 30 
pt* ecus if the HCA desngaatkm 

As well, so one can find evi
dence of any drop at ai where 501 
HCA has !wr. applied 
In feet, where heritage co&ser-

vatton U cmxxme&i Vancouver is 
an oddball. Other cities see HCA 
deMgaattonsmmWmmm - not 
grounds lor legal actio® 

in Victoria, senior heritage 
planner Murray Mfikr said HCA designs flora are etihssdwed a source of pride, and a driver of 
property values. 

*1¥e do haw current interest 
horn certain couua autoes »ktng 
for their sdghbourhoods to he 
designated heritage commahoii 
areas,0 Mr. MflkrMkd " 

Mt. Miller has a§ years experi-
sauce as a tresttage pkmmt, tore* 
log worked in "Victoria, 
Etonsmton, ftegtea, Winmpeg, 
Manchester, London, Ho*a Scotk, 
Phoenix, Southern Caftforeda and 
ChmtCbuech. Hew Zealand. He 

! lia«fAM«eealM»ritaiedĉ p»-
i ttoo nagarivriy affect property 

At die beginning of Iteesday 
n^hr's hearing, city slaff re
sponded lo a query they'd 
received from a resident who 
wanted to know whether HCAs 
had oauwrd boose value declines 
in other cities. It was m aeccfieoi 
question* especially since the 
potential of lest property feNics 
appears to he top ol mind for the 

| *! haven8! in i«y experience 
sctn a devaiuatiiaj of Sreritage 

I proprety vidua# 
: of d^gjiatlor̂ !,Mr,M^e*ndd 
! Instead, he's seen the opposite 
| He compares Vancouver wkh 
! PtiociMX, which is similar m hse 
\ iiiid age, like Vsaieouver. Hwwnte 
! b,ex!*Tkriciog; taiprecedented 
powtii and devetofimetit But for 
a dry not known for its heritage. 
It's resaark&bly invested. Smce 
aooo, Hioda  ̂has created 11 her
itage districts m& they already 
had 24- Sobw of the districts haw 
boo homes, Mr, Murray said. 
The realty on the pound is 

that a îghbocafeoods wanted to 
haw lh«: areas designated so 
moeh that R cctaed a t*aoismi*§ 
problem for the city, to trrlisg to 
cope," he said, "they desire the ^subl^cjr ht ©her*, ts*?y leraowr db«dar 
odghbourtoiod® are ygdque, they 
like the th&racJer. And there Is 
-value ijs that resetted m the real 
ettale prices., A î they get a^oesw 
to toceaatws." , 

First SiMK3giw3ies*y trnhskizm ate 
also being cdered i-wentlves, by 
way of tafift, such a» coach 
bouses and suite#. But jesfatenM 
who oppose the HCA deŝ oatai 
say they wsut pdvaey tmu&doi 
re ntal units. They say nm art 

iing, said. 
They coottoue to limit t be pro-

hferation of McMaostesr Mr. 
Miller said 

Mr. Mfikr also worked in Mau-
chcMei, whkh, he said, has «mi-
bolties to Vancouwr. That 
Ersghsb city hw 34 ccswervatton 
mem, and it is abo undergoing 

eittMrihMdmlcpgMstf 
la Vktona, Mr. Mf&er looked up 

m altes that were designated m 
heritage ̂ ^ertki in aood He 

a year after tfesy watt de#»jpip«l. 
He fcxrod the aver age toorwae in 
vetoes of those 10 properties to 
be ia a per cent ' 
"If* a very smalt sample. Nat 

does lend some data to this dls-
tmsfon," to: laid. 
lie haw more, to Victoria's Bat 

tsry Street Bferto  ̂Oaaservarion 
Area, keimked at seven prapet» , 
ties and dlscowivd an mamw its 
property value# ot 1*9 per cent 
betyrato asea and aoa$, 
Thefe'i m ev4da*ce that tfto 

motibaluai on donedtoons to 
the tost year signtoamtfy aflccted 
d* aMnud, ftxmlte Mill prn-
chased the tog tod xmnmym to 
First Shat̂ dtomy and paid hand-
soroe r̂ for them Perhaps the 
pmmSm isn't that the houses are 
tod, or toyoBd tfeeli bcM before 
date. Maybe the probfotn to that 
when a real mate marks# to driv
en by spectoatlon, things such as 
history, culture and architectural 
merit set crushed to the mad 
soaiepfo to make a profit A man 
named John Lee Mid he owned 

bouse m an tovestmeM 10 years 
ago, mtb the insmikfO to tearing 
It down, lie eornptaltted that rent 
afone to not gotag to give hlis the tmzpw; rtetum tm Ms arvcttnaeat 
Ife n«sfe to be risk to mfevetop 
ttse ttorifege hous« for hto bottom 
fo*e. 
It will be ftoancia8y horrific for 

me,M be »*M 
II the MCA dstopustkto doe* 

knock down the sp«:al»tiw Nib
ble, if s a moot point, Mr, Xhsek-iwctMI 

"gecauwyou cant make wfolk 
Spolky m the bs»i« of apecuta-

VamsHiver to esse bearing clos
er to making first Shaugb-

ne§sy die city's first Heritage 
Conservation Area, which wiB 
make it extremely dillktot for a 
btaneotoner to demolish their 
house., '• 

After listening to dosem of 
speakers, todydtog an exhsmt-' 
ing total of 63 people Itoeaday 
night, city cmmdJ wlB Mf 

. make a ckctoton on whether m 
designate tire oldest area of 
Skzwtfmtmy m Sept. m If the 
propmd pm«es, h wM help pfe-
feeet o« el Canada's mtisi histor
ically knporfent netghbtMrhood# 
Ifom'the wrecking ball. Ifs a bdd 
move for the city, and a much 
lauded me by fonftage experts, 
because Vancouver's old home 
®sodk - to this case a colledfoo of 
3T/ pre-KHO hfisnes..- a tjukkfy 
tiecomlag an endangered species, 
to response to the dssdme, the 
aty put a one-year moratorium 
on detaoUtioos to Fast Sfeaafb-
nessy in fone, 2014, At toe ttoa:, 
these were inquiries to sfemofoh 
r@ of toe ixamainiî g 3*7 homes 
these. 

heal estate agent foanne €«e$-
toccht sptote m the hearing and 
told city council shews# in 
favour uf the Heritage Cooierva-
tte Area {VtCAl She said #few« 
^06, a new market was drirî i 
prices to Stouiglinefsy became ©f 
tot bfe. central iota. As a result, 
ShaughaeMy properties were to 
big demand, but for their lot tore, 
not the bonne*. Annie Gac said she'd been ad vned by be* real estate agent that 
she'd be slowed tr> rear her first 
SlMUghix ssy bouse down, whkh 
k why she Nsoght it. AM fee® 
the city banned tomioBtiom, m-
tertoringwirh her pksr. . , This proposal wil lower tto* value on the whole area/" said ma. 
Gm, ecbtorii a mmmm theme 
among the "m" s«k. "My bouse smells because tfl 
over soo yem% old," she said, explaining why toe home Had to go, 
ll toe homeowners had Heme 
i mir tore dl̂ ence poor to boy fog tofo first Sha^metif, drey wmM have discovered there already were tood-iweguide&ws, 
estohlfe^ed itsirs ̂ a, fopres^re 
the pre-toso homai. Fato Shaagh-nerey tots been prt&mmS. by m official ikvefopo«mt pim toree vm, when specific miidcltne* were dwwn up ft* toe area. CMy in recent yreu* have? arehllects and bufekr* found loopftole* to l^pass those reqiriremeots to ofder to eoreHtttct houses that are much larger and out of context compared to toe rest of the streetscape. The prcmnckBy kg-Islied IICA wil have teeth. 
"My sense is thai the thy » on petty torn footing,'9 eky bfetorian and author Michael Kiucknet, who worked on the 

design panel, said. The official 
devekipnem {dan baa otofiwsd 
to meMtrnm heame ft was 
befog famed by peĉ e." 

The Sow cd tocretobte rerehte 
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Charlotte Wain 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Steve Barrie 
Thursday, Nov 12. 2015 12:29 PM 
Charlotte Wain 
Chris Coleman (Councillor) 
development at 943 Collinson st 

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

Thank you 
Steve Barrie 
Construction Coordinator for Film and Television 
907 Collinson street 

i 



Charlotte Wain 

From: Mary Lloyd 
Sent; 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Wednesday, Nov 18, 2015 7:52 AM 
Charlotte Wain, Chris Coleman (Councillor); 
Garth Lenz 
943 Collinson St 

Hello, 

I am opposed to the proposed development on my 900 block of Collinson Mainly because we have a big park ng problem 
here and more pressure on it wili undoubtedly cause tension, friction, and may hassles here We are JUST managing to fit 
everybody in at night. The proposed condos have only enough parking for one spot per conao and one total guest 
parking That is ridiculous* Many families have two vehicles and lots of visitors There are few viable options if we can't 
fina a spot. 

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

I also see it not matchrg 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 

l 



Charlotte Wain 

From: Mary Lloyd 
Sent; 
To: 
Cc: 

Wednesday, Nov 18, 2015 10:46 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Charlotte Wain; Chris Coleman (Councillor); Garth 

Subject: 
Lenz; Mary Lloyd 
943 Collinson St. 

Hello, 

1 am opposed to the proposed development on the 900 block of Collinson, because we have a big parking problem here 
already ana more pressure on it will undoubtedly cause tension, friction, and many hassles We are JUST managing to ft 
everybody in at night, ""he proposed condos have on:y enough parking for one spot per condo and a total of one guest 
parking soot for the ent re compiex That is odicuous! 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 par<ing on our street to walk from here lf 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 get to schoo 
etc, 

S also see this monstrosity not matching the character our the street We are a mix of well-conserved heritage and 
character homes. arcn.tecturally tasteful condominiums w th lovely landscaping and a federally funded subsia zed 
housing compiex 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 It would be insane to approve that when sumounding build ngs are 
architecturally pleasant with lovely landscaping 

Please stop this build ng A character duplex or triplex with mucn more parking would be more sn keeping with the culture 
of our street. We afe aware that non-developer offers were made to buy the home and it is unfortunate 'or 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 

i 



Charlotte Wain 

From: Charlotte Wain 
Sent: Tuesday, Nov 24, 2015 8:50 AM 
To: Charlotte Wain 
Subject: FW; cevelopment at 943 Collinson st 

From: Steve Barrie [mailtoHBHHHHHHp 
Sent Thursday Nov 12. 
To Charlotte Wain 
Cc Chris Coleman (Councillor) 
Subject: development at 943 Coilmso" st 

! am just sending this email in regards to the proposed townhouse development at 943 Collinson st, 
I iive 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 ful caoacty to house any more people There already is Campbell lodge with near 'oc suites as 
well as numerous apartments and condos Parking is ALWAYS a serious problem on tnis street, most hemes oe ng non 
conforming older homes have no driveways The size , sea e setoack and look o' this development does not 'it with the 
cu-rert neighbourhood and i feel it will only draw away from the charm the street is trying to hold on to despe-ate y Tnis 
home was placed or, 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 s it would be nice if a street like this and beirg a dead end so ciose to town could 
remain intact, we already are bursting with cars etc 

Thank you 
Steve Barrie 
Construction Coordinator for Film and Television 
907 Collinson street 

i 



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 fmailto:| 
Sent: ThJrsday, Nov 12, 2015 4:14 PM 
To: Charlotte Wain; Chris Coleman (Courciilor);B 
Subject: Proposed redevelopment of 943 Collinson street 

J lello. 
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 
Inability. Green space is essential for a liveable environment and this project, in its current form, pi rns 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 
Inability. 
We would appreciate your support on this issue. 

Regards, 

France Cormier and Jim Yorgan 
927 Collinson street 

Scttt fiYHMl S.itJtMtfty* Motuk* 
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dev^sarh^"*! s* * i?* Omuotf 

936 Fairfield Road 
Victoria BC V8V 3A4 
November RO, 2015 

Chariot4 Wai , Senior Planner foi I airfield 
Chn Cofeman, Neighbourhood Liaison for rairfield/Gon7ales Comt jn*ty 

Asscciation 
i i miny ar Zoning Com ttee, Fair Id/Gonzaes Community Association 

R- Proi <1 for 943 Co: :;or Street presented Octobe " 9 to the P anning and 
Zoni Committee for the Fairfield/Gor/die "umr unity Associatio 

I wrae on be' alf of " 20 owners of Strata Plan V S3275 to expres; our 
concerns atx t proposed 6 town home development whici is immediate 
to our east. 

The 9 block Coli n or has a variety of residences: Campbell Jqe, 3 
rental apartment buildings; our condominium and several private homes 3 of 
which have heritage designations. We are, as the Humb<>'dt »alley Precinc t Plan 
which covers our area states, a mix pf old and new vyif 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 amemties and contributors to the liveabilitv 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 subsequen* Official Community Plan of 201 2 guides the 
expected i aubou growth ove: the next 30 years, it acknowledge that loca 
area plans are a kev tool in the implementation of this plan, exploring local 
context and providing detailed direction for how to achieve the obiectives 
outlined r this plan at a io< level. 

The developer is requesting a c hange from the current R3AM1 zoning and 
variances on all boundaries as weil as height. We do not see how the plan he is 
presenting adheres to the Urban Design objective to Encourage high quality 
design that relates to the character, scale and height of existing buildings in the 
area or Design Guideline 2 which states Where new buildings wit' " . • my 
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. 

i 



Our specific concerns are: 
* The floor space ratio for Urban Residert'il in t e Off] ial community Plan 

allows a den "ty of 1.2:1 or 594 sq.m on a lot of 495 sq. n This pian far 
exceeds that. It Joe, not merit increased density on the Das •' been within 
200 m. of the urban core or an urban village. Nc does pre ,ide an amenity or 
affordable or special needs housing. In fact, the front 2 units w be hard to 
access for anyone with mobility issues. 

*The propo a seeks a 10 foot sett am the j reet when the cur-
allowable • 5 feet. Its proximity to the sidewalk will b ock views west to 
Quadra and east to Vancouver, interfering wit' t e "streethead' vistas vaiued 
in the plan for other areas of Fairfield. 

* Urban design policy in the precinct states, New ' *' i lev {•••• < • ? should 
maintain a strong relationship to the street with individual entrances at around 
level. The stone street level facade anc ond storey front entrances will 
loom 1 1 feet over pedestrians and drivers with littU soften its 
appeal ance or maintair visual interest. 

* The architectural style especia . the g»ound level stone facade, is reminiscent 
of a ski resort and not in keeping with the heritage a id residential styl< f 
other buildings on 'he block. 

* The roof line, even without projections, is over the beige: in t for 4 storey 
buildings bv 1 to 2 feet. 

* On the a^eads fenced eas ern property line, the requested 5 foot instead of 
20 foot setback will create a dark, narrow passage to the entry ot 4 units. 
There is minimal landscaping to soften this. 

* An 11 foot set: nek instead of 20 feet is requested on the western property 
line. This will accentuate the blockage of light t th< eastern side of our 
building. 4 units in our building rely totally on their eastern exposure for light. 
Another 8 units receive most of their light from the east. In total 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 unn 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. 
Tne ground level units will have the headlights of car exiting the garage 
shining directly into their homes. Waste Management vehicles will also use 
this driveway. The suggested ornamental grasses will do nothing to mitigate 
the noise, light and fumes. A substantial fence should be a minimum 
requirement. 

* The required ratio for parking is 1.4 o? 8+ spaces for 6 units. Only 6 resident 
and one guest space is supplied. This will mean additiona 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 12 eastern units. Their use will 
create noise and invade privacy. The reduced setback and laci- f fencing or 
landscaping of any height increases this effect. 

*The Humboldt plat- ,rates that our precinc- remains attractive to 
tourists a- d many e hear 1 to comment on the mature boui» . u : t-< < r  i 
innovative gardens in front of apartment bqild'ngs gnd townhouses. Most of 
the minimal landscaping is a*,  the tear of 'his building where it does n * ( ing to 
enhance the street for other residents or passersby. Even this shared 
recreatiof a space is reduced and brings the building closer than allowed to its 
neighbour at the rear, 

* None of the existing r ature trees and shrubs on the property will be retained. 
* Bicycle parking is 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 t fit with the character of the 900 bloo, Colltnson 
Street. Nor does it adhere to the principles of the Humboldt Va»ley Precinct 
Plan. On behalf of tne Z0 homeowners immediately adjacent to it, we request 
that it not he accepted. 

Martin Young 
Strata Council Presicent 
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102& 103 936 Fairf ield Road 
Victoria BC V8V 3A4 

November 12, 201 5 

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: 
1- The height of the building and its proximity to our property line. 

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 around level parking side rather than street entry and a 
driveway with fencing and minimal setback from our property line. 
We can only assume that residents will be accessing the garage 

nov ? ' zcb 
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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 Precinct Plan which covers this block stipulates 
that: Re zoning applications for Artist Studio Space may be considered in an 
accessory building subject to addressing issues of dust noise, odour and impact 
o i : - t 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 



943 Collinson St, 

Received Date 
May 4 16 

Revisions 

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 wont 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, I did receive the support 
from those I could find. 

Regarding 910 and 930 Fairfield Rd , they were reluctant to lend support based on the fact 
that they were just renters. Although I 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 I spoke to her the last time but she is presently 
away until the end of the month I will be in contact with her again. 

I 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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Proposed 3 unit townhouse development 
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