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Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan – Comments submitted by Victoria Adams,  

James Bay resident, 27 October 2017 

1. Lack of current census population data/and other data to support plan; no target for population 

growth: 

 

 Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan appears to be based on 2011 Census stats – 4,175 residents 

(comprising 5% of city’s population), and 7% of city’s land base. 

 

o There is no demographic breakdown of the neighbourhood to compare with the 

survey sample which appears to be weighted in favor of homeowners (90%), 48% 

female, with the largest segment between ages 50-59. 

 

o How much of the neighbourhood land base is public property? – roads, sidewalks, 

parks, water bodies, school district land, VIHA, provincial and federal land? A map 

showing this information would be helpful. Is this proportion expected to increase 

or decrease over the next three decades? 

 

o How much of the neighbourhood land base is currently undeveloped and under-

developed in terms of density or use? 

 

 Given the fact that the City expects to accommodate an additional 20,000 residents by 2041 and 

has already reached 25% of its target since last Census in 2011, how many residents are 

expected to be accommodated in this neighbourhood over the next three decades? 

 

2. How does the vision of the past compare to the one being adopted for the future? 

 

 Every plan makes certain assumptions; what are the “givens”, specified targets/goals, and 

indices/matrices to measure success? 

 

 What did residents consider was “not working” and could be improved, versus what should be 

left alone? What identified trade-offs would they most prefer? 

 

 Neighbourhood appears to be characterized as high median income ($75K compared to 45K for 

City)), high property ownership (70%), lowest density, lowest number of families with children in 

city; lower proportion of one-person households in city; approximately 23% of home-owners 

spend more than 30% of their monthly income on shelter costs compared to 47% of renters 

spending the equivalent amount (as a measure of housing affordability). No data available on 

current home price (and appreciation since last census), and current rents in the 

neighbourhood. 
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 The only thing one might conclude from the architectural renderings and suggested housing 

choices in the plan is the likely to be a displacement of tenants (rep. 30% of the resident 

population) as older five-storey or less apartment blocks built before 1980 are demolished and 

replaced with higher value strata  infill properties or larger single-family dwellings. 

 

3. There seems to be little to no mention of the current state of the public utility infrastructure: no 

map of the water distribution system, storm drainage system, sewage conveyancing system, and 

utility system.  

 

 What is the current carrying capacity of these systems, and is the neighbourhood near capacity 

at this time? 

 

 What type of mandatory upgrades will be required to meet any increase in neighbourhood 

population; this is relevant given the installation of the new CRD waste treatment facility and 

conveyancing system? 

 

4. There is no consideration of risk factors that may have a serious impact on growth and 

sustainability of the population and infrastructure over the next three decades. 

 

 Where are the high risk areas which should not be developed or redeveloped due to seismic 

factors/unstable soil; contaminated sites (PCBs, underground oil tanks, or untested industrial 

land that may have toxic contaminants present? The city has identified, through a seismic 

consulting report that 30% of housing units are likely to be destroyed in a major seismic event; 

where are the most vulnerable areas  – single family dwellings, five-storey wood frame 

apartment blocks built before 1980? 

 

 Where are the potential high-risk, negative impact from climate change land areas that may be 

subject to more severe damage from coastal bluff erosion, storm surges, and recurrent flooding 

in lower elevation properties that may not be insurable due to significant climate change factors 

beyond the ability of the city to mitigate? 

 

5. What health and environmental impacts should be identified, measured, and monitored that may 

limit the growth of population or land use in this neighbourhood over the next 30 years? 

 

6. The study does not consider how technological change – may have a profound impact on city 

planning – as most urban centres were designed around cars. With the advent of artificial 

intelligence and driverless vehicles, there will be reduced personal vehicle use and need for on-site 

and on-street parking. There will however be streamlined use of higher-speed designated roadway 

corridors for high-volume commercial distribution; drones for personal deliveries, and distributed 

neighbourhood garages for driverless vehicles. There may also be an impact on traditional shopping 

areas with the reduced need for retail display space, and inventory storage. 



Commentary on the Gonzales Draft           

Neighbourhood Plan and the Process Behind It 
    

Prepared by Michael Bloomfield  

Submitted to Victoria Mayor and Council  

September 20, 2017 

 

I have taken the time to review the draft plan, talk to neighbours, representatives of FGCA and as many 

council members as made themselves available. My goal is to contribute to the discussion and decision-

making on the Gonzales Draft Neighbourhood Plan. Out of respect for the time of everyone involved my 

focus is on the key elements of the draft plan and the process to gain its approval. There is more to be said 

on each goal and component of the plan but that has been reserved for subsequent discussions. As I’ve 

delved into the draft plan and the process behind I’ve talked to people in neighbourhoods across Victoria 

and there is a consistent view that the City is failing to listen to residents and incorporate their concerns 

about the overall purpose, goals for and pace of development. Many feel patronized by a process that less 

listens to their concerns than trying to sell them on the vision and goals of developers and the City and the 

demands on their time to keep up with a deluge of information further discourages public participation.  

 

Why was a new plan needed and by whom?  

 
The first question that should have been asked of neighbourhood residents is whether or not they support 

a major rework of the exisiting plan or if the current plan satisfactory? That never happened which raises 

questions about the reasons for a new plan and who is behind it.  

 

A. The pace and quality of the plan review process and public engagement? 

 
Unknown to most residents, staff and plan advocates were quietly working behind the scenes for some 

 time to develop draft plans and a considerable quantity of supporting documents. There are so many 

public consultations these days a very low percentage of residents attend and there are other reasons. 

More than a few people who did attend opined that the meetings were less consutation and more a sales 

pitch and convenors and proponents were more likely to press their views than listen to resident concerns 

and comments. Many Gonzales residents felt the survey had many leading and even misleading questions.  

Finally, holding the council meeting  to consider the draft plan when people were at work was another 

way that public participation was discouraged. If this review is to be a truly open process changes need to 

be made to remedy the concerns raised here.  

 

a. The Role of Fairfield Gonzales Community Association  

 
The people I’ve spoken to at FGCA seem sincere but their mandate and actions  have caused some 

confusion and even some doubt about their role, relationships and effectiveness.  The question is who 

does FGCA  represent and how well do they do it?  Discusions with FGCA representatives raised several 

concerns. First, most residents likely believe that when they receive information from the City via FGCA 

that FGCA agrees with it rather than simply providing a distribtion mechanism.  In fact, overly cautious 

about their charitable status they advised me they do not approve or disapprove materials or proposals but 

simply provide a distribution service for the City. This fact should be made clear to residents with each 

and every documents are sent to them by FGCA, especially  on behalf of the City.  

 

 

 

 



B. The Plan 

 
The proposed plan has many components that will significantly alter the Gonzales community and it 

would be in everyone’s best interest to take the additional time for full and meaningful public 

consultations. The City has not done that. To date the process has not earned social license to proceed and 

in fact promises to further alienate the public many of whom see this plan as emanating from outside the 

community to serve someone else’s interests.  Under the circumstances Council should not approve the 

draft plan unless and until full and proper public consultations have been completed and public concerns 

have been fully addressed. And council should be open to the possibility, if it is sincerely committed to 

transparency, accountability and public engagement that the plan might be rejected. At the very least 

biases in the plan and the process to gain approval must be remedied.  The process to date appears to be 

checking an obligation off the list in the move to approval rather than an open-minded one.  

 

Let’s look at the plan section by section.  

 

The existing plan, adopted in 2003, had considerable focus on neighbourhood calming.  The 2017 draft 

plan, therefore, is a major re-direction for the Gonzales Neighbourhood.  

 

Vision Statement  

On page 15, a neighbourhood vision statement makes many assumptions that are not supportable.  For 

example, who says there is a need for infill, renovation and replacement of housing. The Neighbourhood 

snapshot on page 20 already shows Gonzales to have higher than average household size, much lower 

incidence of single person households and the highest percentage of families with children. The 

comparison of rental v. ownership has no bearing on this discussion. If the City wants to increase 

ownership then it should work with senior levels of government and developers to increase the stock of 

affordable housing. In fact, what is happening in Victoria and Gonzales is a largely rapid growth of luxury 

housing.   

 

The vision statement also speaks about “ balancing new housing and the protection of trees and green 

space. This author submitted a comprehensive report dated August 2014 to outgoing Council and again in 

January 2015 to new council urging action to address the decline of the urban forest and the City’s poor 

tree protection by-law as well as related public safety issues. Little or no action is known to have been 

taken since. (executive summary of report attached- Victoria’s Urban Forest – Asset or Liability).    

 

Transportation and Mobilty  

It’s a laudable goal to increase walking, biking and use of public transportation but it’s largely a pipe 

dream. BC Transit has raised fares, eliminated transfers, reduced availabilty of passes and otherwise 

discouraged use. The percentage of residents using bicycles for transport is more or less constant, with 

demographics and weather limiting expansion.  However, the key limiting factor is we live in a car culture 

catered to by government and Canadians.  Both the number and size of cars have increased considerably 

and continue to do so. Increasingly population density will inevitably increase traffic and parking 

demands and the city has not effectively dealt with either.  In fact, on-street parking of recreational and 

commercial vehicles and the increase in the size and number of vehicles per household already are 

problematic.  Cycling largely remains a recreational activity.  What needs to be done is limit the number 

of vehicles per household, forbid recreational and commercial vehicles on streets and yards, and let’s 

acknowledge that the use of words in the plan like encourage, consider, discourage, ensure are largely 

meaningless without committing to specific actions.   

 

I. Parks, Open Space, Urban Forest  

As mentioned above the city needs to seriously commit to an active plan of urban forest conservation and 

revitalization, including adopting a tree protection by-law which covers all species at reasonable 



diameters not simply a select few species at large diameters.  As noted above, serious issues of 

replacement of diseased, dying and missing trees have been neglected as well as public safety from trees 

in hazardous condition. ( pls. refer to Victoria’s Urban Forest – Asset or Liability, August 2014)  

 

Protect and maintain existing park and open spaces is a good commitment but the City needs to be more 

forthcoming about what it means to refresh amenities and improve recreational facilities to ensure that 

they are compatible with improved ecological health such as envisioned for Gonzales Beach which 

already is under stress from increased housing along the beach and increased use by humans and dogs as 

referenced above.  What does the City mean “ encourage animation” ?  If it is a eupehmism for increased 

activity it contradicts improved ecological health.  

 

a. Gonzales Beach improvements  

 

1). Continue to restrict/inhibit access for motorized watercraft 

2). Do not increase parking  

3). Address conflicts with shorebirds, waterfowl, migrating raptors and leave as natural as possible  

    a). dogs running free is incompatible with conservation goals  

4). Do not allow public BBQs or more receration facilties which encourage partying v. softer use of 

natural area  

5). Address private property encroachment and damage to inter-tidal zone  

6). In several other parts of the draft plan the City recognizes Gonzales Beach has unique coastal, 

ecological, migratory and wildlife attributes, protecting them must be a priority over recreational uses that 

pose risk.  

 

b. Urban Forests and Native Ecosystems  

It’s either restore and expand native ecosystems and natural areas or allow increased recreation, these 2 

goals are not compatible. The author favours the former for Gonzales Park 

 

c. Boulevard and Street Trees 

See report from author entitled Victoria’s Urban Forest – Asset or Liability dated August, 2014.  Our 

urban forest has long been neglected. Its time to replace missing, damaged, diseased and hazardous trees 

and commit to a major reforestation campaign on public and private land.  The current tree protection by-

law is a farce. We are long past identifying tree replacement strategies which seems another tactic to delay 

long overdue action.  

 

1). Require not support retention of trees during building on private property and provide serious 

disincentives for tree removal 

2). Rather than encourage owners to conserve and replace trees provide incentives  

 

d. Coastal restoration  

 

Rather than discouraging structures that impact coastal ecosystems, have the courage to forbid them.  

Rather than developing waterfowl mangement strategies enforce existing protections in cooperation with 

senior levels of government and enlist public support through educational signage at key locations.  

 

Eliminate the use of garden and lawn chemicals and ensure quick response to hazardous risks is avaiable 

from government and commerical operations in the area, such as Fairfield Petro-Canada.  

 

Housing  

 

Goals 2-5 are uncontroversial, although perhaps  outside the control of the city, affordabilty, more rental 

units and new housing. In any case, the key issue here is not the increase of people but the inevitable 



increase in traffic and parking which will erode the quality of the neighbourhood already dealing with 

significant increases in both over the past 20 years.  The approval of secondary suites and stratafying  has 

been part of the problem as well as lax on-street parking regulations.  

 

The rich inventory of heritage homes is declining with too many approvals for ultra-modern luxury 

homes. The city should immediately impose a requirement that stops demolition except for buildings 

beyond repair and insist that all new housing must be consistent with the heritage character of Gonzales, 

in size and appearance.  

 

The draft plan characterizes Gonzales as a single family neighbourhood of tree-lined residential streets, 

heritage homes and large yards. The plan proposes a mix of housing options that fit into the existing scale 

and character.  Recent construction of larger, modern homes and proposals for garden suites, apartments 

and proposals for high density building put lie to this goal.  The City seems to envision transforming 

Gonzales from its current state to a bustling inner city neighbourhood.  That is not why current residents 

chose Gonzales.  In any case, the increase of people is not the real problem, it is the vehicles that they 

bring that will worsen existing traffic and parking problems.  Unless the City can provide meaningful 

assurances to the contrary the entire plan and its principles for housing in traditional residential areas is 

based on a faulty premise.  

 

Its interesting here to note the inclusion of photos of out of character, ultra-modern houses in the photos 

depicting housing in Gonzales. 

 

If parking and traffic are not dealt with effectively the neighbourhood will decline under the pressures of 

increased density proposed by the City. And the city must adopt a process to reduce conflicts due to lack 

of opportunity for input into mitigating the impacts of developments proposed by neighbours.  The author 

wrote to mayor and council on April 27, 2017 proposing a plan for making the permitting process fairer 

and to reduce conflict around it. ( see recommended process below ) 

 

In attempting to provide more housing supply the City must respect the rights of exisiting homeowners to 

enjoy the peace and quiet of their homes.  

 

a. Traditional Residential Housing Types 

 

1). Small apartment buildings are limited in Gonzales and that should remain the case  

2). Townhouses and rowhouses should be restricted  and only approved with consent of majority of 

exisiting residents in the vicinity. They should be restricted to high traffic areas.  

3) any lot subdivisons should only be approved with consent of adjacent property owners 

4) heritage conservation and retention must be a priority  

5) no on-street or yard parking should be allowed, especially for RVs and commerical vehicles and front 

yard parking is unsightly  

 

Again, the primary issue here is parking and traffic.  

 

The issue of Infill is sufficiently important that it deserves to be separately addressed. It could become a 

major area of conflict. For example, the current proposal for garden suites  and their setbacks will become 

a flash point if residents are dealing with increased traffic and parking and the disturbance from suites too 

close to property line.  

 

1. Adjacent neighbours must be consulted by proponent and city before approval 

2. The 2 foot setback is inadequate and should be 4 feet or more.  In fact, the suite should be located 

with greatest respect for adjacent neighbours over and above interests of proponent.  

 



Garden suites will contribute little to solving Victoria’s housing problems, however, they will likely 

provoke conflict with adjacent neighbours and the City has a responsibilty to do everything possible to -

prevent that beforehand.  

 

Urban Villages 

 

Referring to the small existing commercial areas along Fairfield at Lilian/Wildwood and Irving as Urban 

Villages is silly. Historic? Likely their history was largely one of encroachment on the residential sector 

long ago. Retaining the existing services might be reasonable but their expansion is neither necessary nor 

desireable. At least the Fairfield/Irving location is not located at a bottleneck but the Fairfield 

/Lilian/Wildwood intersection already is a problem.  In fact, the traffic flow structure was an attempt to 

achieve some calming and to expand use of it now is not a good idea. Again, traffic and parking problems 

will be the result. The so-called Ross Bay Large Urban Village I guess is referring to Fairfield Plaza, a 

strip mall that well enough serves the area already.  It’s close to a busy gas station and they together 

already result in traffic problems at the intersection of Fairfield and St Charles. Why make it worse?  If it 

is altered it should be required that there is a quick haz-mat response team for the plaza and especially the 

gas station which could be considered a bomb in the heart of a residential area.  

 

a. Fairfield/Lilian/Wildwood 

 

This is a poor location for further development for reasons cited above. It is a ramshackle collection of a 

few shops and a vet clinic that somehow was able to further encroach on the residential area. Because 

some properties have existing zoning up to 3-4 storeys doesn’t make it a good idea. And do not lower 

parking requirements, that only pushes responsibilty from developers to general public.  

 

b. Ross Bay Large Urban Village 

 

A 4-6 storey development is entirely out of character with the neighbourhood and whether it is 

predominantly in Fairfield or Gonzales doesn’t matter, the greatest impact will be on Gonzales and that 

needs to be respected. Plainly put this is a terrible idea, that will bring serious traffic, parking and noise 

problems.  The plaza’s delivery vehicles already ignore parking restrictions.  

 

Heritage 

 

The rich inventory of heritage homes is declining with too many approvals for ultra-modern luxury 

homes. This trend needs to be stopped. Unless a house is beyond repair owners/purchasers should be 

required to pursue restoration.  If that is not a reasonalbe possible, replacement buildings should be 

consistent with the heritage character of Gonzales, in size and appearance. Do not relax parking, setbacks, 

site coverage etc.. to encourage development.  

 

Infrastructure and Green Buildings 

 

Whatever means the City can use to promote the reduction of greenhouse gases, improve stormwater 

management, protect natural areas and promote ecologically sound building and living are well 

wortthwhile.  

 

The problems are two-fold.  First inconsistencies, such as the goal to reduce greenhouse gases and the 

pouring of more and more concrete and asphalt or wanting to protect coastal areras and wildlife while 

continuing to allow the use of lawn and garden chemicals.  Secondly, participation in programs such as 

the rainwater rewards program is discouraged by an overly bureaucratic process. The author, for example, 

had to make numerous frivolous modifications to a rain- barrel installation to protect against problems 



that will never occur. To August 2017 Stormwater Management Specialist Adam Steele reported only  

41 successful applications, with 22 others going through the review process. That’s a poor result.  

 

I’m all in favour of green building standards and incentives but let’s ensure that doesn’t lead to an 

accelerated loss of heritage homes because the City makes it easier to tear down and build new than 

renovate and restore and that process seems well underway.  

 

If the city is keen on permeable driveways why not exercise leadership with permeable roads and 

commercial lots or better yet with less pavement.  When new homes are larger than the one they replace 

green space is lost too, stop permitting that proactively.  

 

And it must be said again, plant more trees on public and private land and stop the loss of green space.  

 

Community Facilities 

 

Some sensible ideas here, particularly, 9.2. The City would be well served to practice what it preaches.  

 

a. Demonstrate community benefits, a standard that needs to be applied to the Gonzales plan 

b. Public participation in re-zoning 

c. Traffic, parking and green space impacts should be minimized 

d. The loss of houses should be minimized 

e. The green character of the neighbourhood should be reflected in planning and design and I would 

add construction 

f. The residential scale and character of the neighbourhood should be reflected in site planning and 

design and I would add construction  

 

Arts, Culture & Placemaking  

 

It’s great for the City to support arts and culture but it should be said any physical structure whether 

public art or incubator space will respect the character and ecology of the neighbourhood generally and 

the specific site for where it is proposed.  

 

The Waterfront 

 

The picturesque waterfront has experienced considerable encroachment from luxury homes and accessory 

buidlings down to waterline and public access problems have increased. Too many residents still dump 

garden waste into the inter-tidal zone.  

 

a. Gonzales Bay Park  

The management of the park, or lack of it, has seen its transformation from a family friendly environment 

to one regularly over-run by partyers and dogs both of whom leave waste behind. The waste collection 

facilties  are regularly overflowing with waste and recyclables on summer weekends and vehicles.  

 

Conclusions and Key Recommendations  

 

Reading the draft plan I thought to myself several times the devil is in the details, the plan emphasizes 

what, often in the form of general goals and concepts, and does not adequately address how, where or 

when. Simply put the City is seeking social license for a plan that will dramatically change the Gonzales 

neighbourhood while offering little or no detail on what will follow in concrete terms.  

 

Many of the goals promote commercial and residential developments but the social, environmental, arts 

and cultural aspects seem less certain. How will the City assure residents the benefits that might accrue to 



them in order to agree to the plan won’t be delayed or shelved after construction of commercial and 

residential components?  

 

Many, many recommendations could be made and I’m sure have been made to improve the plan’s goals, 

overcome its flaws and ensure implementation is in the best interest or residents first and foremost. Most 

residents believe the City is not asking whether or not to proceed but has already decided to do so and 

public engagment is either a cynical process for people to let off steam or an unavoidable step to approval. 

That is not public engagement its social engineering.   

 

The key problems which were either not addressed or waved away with a magic wand are traffic and 

parking and threats to local ecology and greenspace. Increased cycling and bus ridership are not going to 

offset the problems caused by more vehicles in the neighbourhood brought by residents, shoppers and 

recreationists.  Increasing the land committed to buildings and pavements is contrary to the goals of 

climate remediation, conservation of trees and green space and protection of coastal ecosystems.  

 

If the City commits itself to several key governing principles and dropped certain features from the 

Gonzales draft plan I would support it.  

 

Governing principles 

 

1. No net loss of green space overall and not more than 5 % for any specific development for which 

proponent must compensate by providing an equivalent increase elsewhere in the vicinity  

a. Urban trees will be protected on public and private property  

2. Priority will be given to retention of heritage houses and any new housing must be built in 

character with the neighbourhood, size and design  

3. Affected Neighbours will be given the opportunity to input in the application process before 

approval is given for any development that will impact them  

4. That the objective is environmentally and socially sustainable development rather than an 

accelerated approach motivated by revenue generation and growth  

5. That when social, cultural and environmental assets are promised and agreed upon as part of the 

approval process that the City demand a performance bond to ensure that these assets are provided 

in a timely way by the devleoper or the City has the means to do so at the developer’s expense  

 

Features that Need to be Dropped 

 

1. The Fairfield/Lilian/Wildwood “urban village expansion” 

2. The Ross Bay Large Urban Village expansion  

3. Increasing Parking at Gonzales Bay Park 

    

Actions That Must Be taken 

1. Strengthen Tree Protection By-law 

2. Implement a haz-mat response strategy for all commerical operations  

3. Prohibit RVs and commerical vehicles on residential streets and properties  

4. Ban lawn and garden chemicals  

5. Increase Urban trees on public and private property  

6. Make Setbacks for Garden suites at least 4 feet and respectful of adjacent neighbour privacy  

7. Prohibit any buildings above two-storeys alond Fairfiled Road east of St Charles  

8. Ensure that the role of FGCA and other CA’s in the process is absolutely clear  and independent as 

well as individuals who serve on the associations and their various committees  

9. Revise by-laws to encourage restoration/renovation of heritage buildings, many currently 

discourage hertitage conservation and encourage replacement because compliance is too diffcult  

 



General Comments  

 

Intensification should be kept within downtown core and within that zone the maximum height should be 

10 storeys for reasons of aesthetics, migratory bird protection and public safety. It is a well known 

problem in high rise cities that many birds die flying into  windows of tall buildings. More than that I 

understand that our fire department’s equipment only reaches 10 storeys. Recent communication with 

Mayor Helps and Fire Chief Bruce were not reassuring when I was told the safety and security of 

residents living above 10
th

 floor were left to building design and current by-laws at the time of 

construction and the hope that future owners will be vigilant and honest in their maintenance procedures.  

 

 The Proposal for a Fairer Decision-making Process with reduced Conflict 

 

Typically approvals for renovation and redevelopment are between the proponent and the City, unfairly 

shutting out other affected parties.  

 

In an April 27, 2017 letter to Mayor and Council the author proposed that:  
  

Before any renovation and redevelopment is approved, owners of adjacent properties and others directly 

affected should have the opportunity for input not just the property owner(s). Within a specified length of time 

affected parties could provide input which would be taken into account by the City in making its decision. 

Assured their concerns would be taken seriously, they would acknowledge that input was non-binding.  

 

In addition, it is recommended that in cases where applications are approved that successful applicants be 

required to provide written notice to adjacent neighbours at least 72 hours before work commences so that 

necessary action could be taken to protect gardens, pets, children, vehicles etc…  

 

In my opinion, the current process increases rather than reduces the potential for conflict between neighbours 

because of the lack of consultation and notification. It simply is unreasonable that the City and a property 

owner can come to an agreement that materially affects neighbours and neighbourhoods while other affected 

parties have no standing in the decision-making process whether trees are removed, additions or garden suites 

are constructed, driveways added etc..  

 

Victoria’s Urban Forest – Asset or Liability    
An executive summary is attached. For a copy of the full report please contact the author of this commentary 

at   

 

Victoria is losing valuable social, economic and environmental assets and facing growing liabilities due to the 

City’s increasingly vulnerable, hazardous and ageing urban tree population. This has been well documented in 

a series of inventories and reports produced by and for the City since 1995 and in an independent review of 

these reports conducted by Harmony Foundation in 2014 (www. harmonyfdn.ca). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

personal information



 

Victoria’s Urban Forest – Asset or Liability    
 

     Victoria is losing valuable social, economic and environmental assets and facing growing liabilities due 
to the City’s increasingly vulnerable, hazardous and ageing urban tree population. 
This has been well documented in a series of inventories and reports produced by and 
for the City since 1995 and an independent review of these reports conducted by 
Harmony Foundation this past summer (www. harmonyfdn.ca). 
 
A 2005 report commissioned by the City assesses the monetary value of Victoria’s 
street trees at $39,139,000, a sum that only increases once social health and 
environmental benefits are taken into account as well as trees in our parks and green 
spaces.  Conservative estimates show that for every $1 invested in Victoria’s urban 
forest, ~$4 is returned in quantifiable economic benefits. And yet this valuable asset, 
providing water and soil retention, climate remediation, air cleaning and many other 
benefits continues to decline.  More than that over 800 known hazardous street trees 
threatens public safety, with a similar number needing urgent action in our parks and 

green spaces.   
 
The evidence strongly shows that the City needs to move quickly to implement a program that 
addresses hazardous trees, re-plant vacant sites, and adopt a long-term tree planting program. Such 
action would enjoy strong public support. In fact, involving the public in preserving, maintaining and 
increasing the long-term benefits of a healthy urban forest makes good sense in every conceivable way.  
Do you support?  
 
1. Development and adoption of an Urban Forest Action Plan for Victoria within 1 year  
2. Removal and Replacement of all known Hazardous Trees within 2 years  
3. Replanting of All Vacant Sites as a Priority within 4 years  
4. Development of a Long-Term Tree Planting Campaign for Sustainability as part of the Urban Forest 
Action Plan 
5. Establishment of a Public Committee to Recommend Updates to Council of the Tree Preservation 
Bylaw within 1 year   
6. Establishment of a Public Committee to Recommend Ways to Increase Benefits Provided by our Urban 
Forest and Public Participation in their Management within 1 year  
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

This is a summary of full report submitted to Victoria Mayor and Council August 2014 and again in 
January 2015 to current council.  
 
Prepared and submitted by M. Bloomfield  
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Rob Gordon

Sent: Monday, Dec 4, 2017 11:29 AM
Subject: RE: General Inquiry - Fairfield/Gonzales Comment 

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: webforms@victoria.ca [mailto:webforms@victoria.ca]  
Sent: October 5, 2017 10:13 AM 
To: Public Service Centre ‐ Internet email 
Subject: General Inquiry 
 
From: Heather Keenan 
Email 
Reference : http://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/residents/neighbourhoods/fairfield‐gonzales.html 
Daytime Phone 
Hi, 
 
I just wanted to commend the planners and everyone involved on what I can see is a great plan for the 
Fairfield/Gonzales area. It is very heartening to have had the city planners set up engagement meetings with the 
community. I know this has taken a hug amount of time and planning, but so worth it so the community voices are 
heard. 
 
Much appreciation for this! 
 
I still have one concern that I have addressed at a number of meetings and at a city council meeting a few years back 
and that is the blasting of the natural rock for new developments. I feel that this should be part of the protected 
ecosystem. Having spoken to a number of geologists, the rock is from the Paleolithic era and 6 million years old. The 
blasting of the natural rock leaves permanent holes in the landscape long after the houses are gone. It also effects the 
water tables and kills the roots of trees. Many of my neighbours have had fractures to their houses and had to cut down 
dying trees at their expense. It also doesn't make sense to be blasting and fracturing the rock when we live in a high risk 
earth quake zone. 
 
Kind regards, Heather Keenan 
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and 
may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.If the reader of 
this message is not the intended recipient,or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify The City of Victoria immediately by 
email at publicservice@victoria.ca. Thank you. 
 
IP Address:

personal information

personal information

personal information



2

Rob Gordon

Sent: Monday, Dec 4, 2017 11:29 AM
Subject: RE: street lighting

From: Terri Wershler
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 3:47 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: street lighting 

 
Kristina, last weekend I spoke to you at the Fairfield Gonzales Open House about the need for improved street 
lighting. 

Although I have a car, I choose to walk to and from my home to downtown or Fernwood for cultural or social 
events. In the fall, winter and spring, that means walking in the dark. However, the streets of my 
neighbourhood are deserted after about 8 or 9:00 PM. People are choosing to stay home or drive in the 
evenings for 6‐8 months of the year. Why is that?  

I am convinced it is because the streets of my neighbourhood are intimidating in the dark. The street lights 
may be fine for vehicles but in many instances they are not effectively lighting the way for pedestrians. I don’t 
believe people fear being mugged, but on the dark streets there is a real danger of falling on uneven 
pavement or possibly being hit by a car. A general fear of the unknown‐‐when you can’t see what’s ahead or 
behind‐‐adds tension to what should be a pleasant and healthy evening walk.  

I’ll give you an example. Last week I was walking home just after 10:00 PM from the Belfry Theatre in 
Fernwood to my home on Foul Bay Road near Runnymede. (I now walk with a flashlight and wear a 
fluorescent sash at night.) Fernwood Road is busy and well light enough to be comfortable but then I had to go 
down St. Charles from Fort to Richardson. My rechargeable flashlight suddenly died and St. Charles was very 
dark and even felt somewhat threatening. I found that I picked up my pace, started checking over my shoulder 
and was feeling tense by the time I got home. And this is my own neighbourhood! 

As of course you know, vibrant neighbourhoods are created in part by vibrant streets. Dark and deserted 
streets rob neighbourhoods of vitality. They increase the sense of isolation among seniors who feel 
apprehensive about going for a stroll at night. They reduce people’s activity levels and encourage them to stay 
inside and be couch potatoes or else drive everywhere they go. 

With the new neighbourhood plan, the City is planning on developing small village hubs in south Fairfield, but I 
wonder how much business cafes and restaurants will get in the evenings when people feel uncomfortable 
walking the streets at night? 

Kristina, you suggested that I pinpoint certain streets or blocks that are particularly dark and I will do that 
here, but I do feel the problem is greater than that. We have find ways to make the streets inviting for the 
people who live in the neighbourhood. Here are some areas that I feel are problematic: 

1)      Richardson behind Government House, approximately Robleda to St. Charles. Richardson is a 
significant thoroughfare in the neighbourhood but that section is so dark it is downright scary for 
pedestrians. 
2)      Gonzales, a connector from Foul Bay or Richardson to Rockland is doubly problematic for 
pedestrians because for most of it there are no sidewalks! The block of Gonzales beside Pemberton 
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Park is ok at the Richardson end but is a “black hole” at the Foul Bay Rd. end and I refuse to walk there 
even though it is the shortest route to Foul Bay and even though I carry a flashlight. 
3)      St. Charles from Fort to Richardson.  
4)      Quamichan, mainly the Foul Bay Rd end. 

 

I hope this is helpful and I trust that the City will do something about the lighting and take other measures to 
enliven our streets and encourage walkers in Fairfield Gonzales. If you or anyone else with the City wishes to 
discuss this, feel free to call me at

Kind regards,  

Terri Wershler 
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Rob Gordon

Sent: Monday, Dec 4, 2017 11:28 AM
Subject: RE: Gonzales Heritage Conservation Area

From: Steven Michaelis‐Martin   
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 11:07 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc:   
Subject: Re: Gonzales Heritage Conservation Area 

 
Hello,  
 
Our address is  Redfern Street. 
 
What value or benefit do you see for Heritage Conservation Areas? 
 
- For homeowners I see minimal or no value or benefit. 
- For the city, I see more value in terms of a marketing strategy point out the heritage areas of the city. 
 
What concerns do you have? 
 
- there are too many controls and restrictions defined in the HCA 
- the controls and restrictions of the HCA are not clearly and explicitly defined 
- there are too many ‘unknowns’ for the HCA 
- once an HCA is put into place, it is there forever;  there is no ‘exit clause’ which would enable an area to exit 
or modify the defined controls and restrictions 
 
How supportive are you of establishing proposed Heritage Conservation Areas in your area? 
 
Not very supportive 
 
Do you have any additional comments? 
 
We love our very old house and wonderful neighbourhood.  But we don’t want to be under strict restrictions 
imposed upon us by the city.  We provide a large amount of money to the city in the form of property taxes for 
improvements that leave us without the feeling that we are getting value for our money. 
 
Please call or email if you have any questions. 
 
 
sincerely, 
 
Steven Michaelis-Martin 
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Rob Gordon

Sent: Monday, Dec 4, 2017 11:28 AM
Subject: RE: Gonzales Plan

From: John Farquharson    
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 5:55 PM 
To: Andrea Hudson <AHudson@victoria.ca> 
Cc:   
Subject: Gonzales Plan 

Hi Andrea 

When we spoke at last Saturday’s Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan open house I forgot to mention the initial 
measurement of implementation that was done.  For the first few years following its adoption, Brian Sikstrom 
would attend a community meeting and provide a progress report. It was always well received and I think 
contributed to a degree of accountability and transparency. 

It was this that led me to my suggestion that an appendix be provided on the 2017 status of the 80 
recommendations from the 2003 plan that provided the foundation for the updated plan. As you pointed out, 
some of the 2003 recommendations (I think it was regarding heritage) have been incorporated into the 2017 
edition. This could be documented in an appendix along with the status of the others. 

In Section 11 of the 2017 edition (pg. 71) it notes that the action plan is a working document and should be 
reviewed every 3-5 years. As it’s been over 10 years since the last reporting out by Brian, I think that a brief 
report on the initial plan’s recommendations would help to establish credibility in the City’s ability and/or 
willingness to follow through on its action plans. 

Thanks for considering my request 

 Regards 

 John             

--  
John Farquharson  
www.culturecare.org 
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Rob Gordon

Sent: Monday, Dec 4, 2017 11:28 AM
Subject: RE: Comments and Recommendations on the draft Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
Attachments: image001.jpg

From: Michael Bloomfield
Sent: September 20, 2017 4:24 PM 
To: Marianne Alto (Councillor) <MAlto@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Jeremy 
Loveday (Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Margaret Lucas (Councillor) <mlucas@victoria.ca>; Pam Madoff 
(Councillor) <pmadoff@victoria.ca>; Charlayne Thornton‐Joe (Councillor) <cthornton‐joe@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young 
<geoffyoung@dec.bc.ca>; Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca>; ben@isitt.ca 
Subject: Comments and Recommendations on the draft Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan  
 
Dear Mayor and Council,  
 
During the summer I shared with you my general concerns about a process that I believe is moving too fast, has not 
adequately consulted residents or gained their support and that is predicated on some faulty goals and logic.  
 
I have taken the time to review the draft plan, talk to neighbours, representatives of FGCA and as many council 
members as made yourselves available. My goal is a thoughtful, constructive contribution to the discussion & decision‐
making on the Draft Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan. The attached Commentary on the Gonzales Draft Neighbourhood 
Plan and the Process Behind It is motivated by that goal.  I hope you will read it with care and attention.  
 
As I’ve delved into the draft plan and the process behind it I’ve talked to people in Gonzales and neighbourhoods across 
Victoria and there is a consistent view that the City is failing to listen to residents and incorporate their concerns about 
the overall purpose, goals for and pace of development. Many feel patronized by a process that less listens to their 
concerns than trying to sell them on the vision and goals of developers and the City.   
 
I trust each of you wants to get this right, that you want to serve the public’s interests first and foremost.  Regrettably, 
there are serious issues of mistrust and the lack of transparency that have been shared with me over and over.  There is 
fatigue too, the demands on their time of concerned residents to keep up with the  overwhelming amount of 
information and meetings further discourages public participation.   
 
This is a wonderful community.  It’s your privilege, challenge and responsibility to take the time to work with the people 
who live here to develop Victoria in ways that are socially and environmentally sustainable for the long‐term.  No one 
I’ve spoken to wants Vancouver west, just another bustling city of higher and higher density, buildings and stress.  I 
daresay there is a groundswell of opposition to that model on the rise that needs to be reckoned with.  I wish you good 
luck and I will continue to do my part to make Victoria a better place to live. 
 
Thanks for your time and attention. I hope that you will ensure staff and consultants responsible for drafting the 
Gonzales plan and conducting the review receive my input and that from other concerned residents with instruction to 
take our comments, concerns and recommendations seriously.  
 
If you require clarification or would like to discuss my comments, concerns and recommendations please don’t hesitate 
to contact me.  
 
Michael  
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Redfern Street Homeowners Heritage Conservation Areas 

 

Notes 

What do you like about the idea of establishing an HCA in this area? 
 Tries to maintain general character 

 
What are your concerns about establishing an HCA in this area? 

 Cost of “heritage” standard upgrades 
 Why ask permission if we are already doing it? Like the “mish-mash” feel. 
 Whole neighbourhood is full of character houses  
 No compensation, additional costs, no access to funds 
 Concern that there are no benefits  
 Concern about extra costs  
 Cost of drawings  
 Contractors may not want to wait for extra time for permit approvals 
 Concern about discretion of planner – What if Heritage Planner changes? 
 Concern about why new houses have been added, was there not original value? 
 Concern about lack of predictability 
 Process puts power in hand of someone other than homeowners 
 Boundaries seem arbitrary  
 Creates divisiveness within neighbourhood – inequity, repairs, tax, undue regulations 

 
What other questions or comments do you have?  

 Every house has gone through changes – additions, etc. Lots of changes.  
 People are monitoring it themselves 
 Process is flawed. Would have liked to meet with community members. Concern about lack of 

time.  
 Is there a mandate to create HCA? 
 What about fees or insurance – who pays? 
 What if we don’t get a permit? [No penalty] 

 
 
Tony, Brenda, Rick, Sherry, John, and Patricia 
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